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7) ALTERNATIVES ANALYSIS 
Some of the 12 current regular routes operate very effectively and efficiently, while other routes have low ridership and a 
high cost. New route alternatives were based on the performance of the existing route alignments and issues identified 
through the Existing Systems Analysis, Public Input and Issues Analysis. These alternatives have been vetted by the public, 
bus operators, city staff and other stakeholders and revised based on their feedback. 

PROPOSED ROUTE ALTERNATIVES 
OPERATIONAL CONSTRUCT 
Fixed Route alternatives were developed for weekday and Saturday service and weeknight and Saturday night service. 
Routes were also explored for an industrial park route and a Sunday service route but are not recommended at this time.  
Figure 7-1 shows the overview of the proposed Weekday and Saturday routes. Figure 7-2 shows the overview of the 
proposed Weeknight and Saturday night routes. Figure 7-3 shows route concepts for future consideration.  

WEEKDAY AND SATURDAY ROUTES 
Route 1 
Route 1 is proposed to operate between the Grand Cities Mall and the 13th Avenue N. Hugo’s via the Metro Transit Center 
(MTC) and Home of Economy. The proposed route shortens and consolidates the current Routes 1 and 2. The proposed 
Route 1 would also provide connections to other routes at the MTC and Grand Cities Mall. Two of these proposed 
connections include Route 1, Route 1SE and Route 1SW. To maintain 60-minute circuity of the interlined Routes 1SE and 
1SW, 30-minute service is recommended on Route 1.  The Route 1 concepts are shown in Figure 7-4. 

ROUTE 1U 
Route 1U would be a part of the overall interlined systems recommended for Routes 1, 1SE and 1SW. The Route 1U portion 
of the route would provide service between the Downton and the UND campus on a 60-minute headway. With the 
proposed interline for the Route 1 systems developed as part of the TDP, Route 1U would provide a one-seat ride between 
the UND campus, downtown, Grand Cities Mall and destinations on the southside depending on if it were lined with the 
Route 1SE or 1SW.  

ROUTE 1SE 
The proposed Route 1SE is a circulator in the southeast area of Grand Forks. The route would serve Grand Cities Mall, Altru 
South, Walmart and the 32nd Avenue Hugo’s. The route is proposed to interline with every other trip of the Route 1, 
alternating with Route 1SW. 

ROUTE 1SW 
The proposed Route 1SW is a circulator in the southwest area of Grand Forks. The route would serve Grand Cities Mall, the 
32nd Avenue Hugo’s, Columbia Mall, Target and 32nd Avenue Walmart. The route is proposed to interline with every other 
trip of the Route 1, alternating with Route 1SE. 

Route 3 
Route 3 is proposed to operate between Altru and Northland Community College via Grand Cities Mall, the MTC and the 
East Grand Forks Hugo’s. The route merges the most productive elements of the current Routes 10 and 11 with the current 
Route 3. The Route 3 concept is shown in Figure 7-5. 

Route 4 
Route 4 is proposed to operate between the MTC and the Gateway Drive Walmart via the University of North Dakota 
(UND). This route is a modification and consolidation of the current service on Routes 4 and 6. The Route 4 concept is 
shown in Figure 7-6. 
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Route 5 
Route 5 is proposed to operate between northland college and the Columbia Mall via the MTC. The route is a streamlined 
combination of the current Routes 5, 10 and 11. The Route 5 concept is shown in Figure 7-7. 

Route 6 
Route 6 is proposed as an interlined route that includes Routes 6E and 6W and operates between Columbia Mall and UND. 
The Route 6E and Route 6W concepts are shown in Figure 7-8. 

ROUTE 6E 
Route 6E is proposed to operate between Columbia Mall and UND via Altru. The route provides a direct connection 
between UND and the Columbia Mall along Columbia Road. Additional coordination with UND will be necessary as 
operations on campus are planned. 

ROUTE 6W 
Route 6W is proposed to operate between Columbia Mall and UND via the Alerus Center. The route provides a direct 
connection between UND and the Columbia Mall along 42nd Street. Additional coordination with UND will be necessary as 
operations on campus are planned. 

Route 8 
Route 8 is proposed to operate between northwest East Grand Forks and the East Grand Forks Senior Citizens’ Center via 
the East Grand Forks High School and downtown East Grand Forks. The route provides service to those wishing to travel 
within East Grand Forks and connects to the proposed Routes 3 and 5. The Route 8 concept is shown in Figure 7-9. 

WEEKNIGHT AND SATURDAY NIGHT ROUTES 
Stop level ridership data is currently unavailable for weeknight ridership. Therefore, the proposed weeknight routes are 
based on high demand weekday transit stops and reflect proposed weekday routes or portions of proposed weekday 
routes. 

Route 1 
The Route 1 night route is proposed to operate between the 13th Avenue Hugo’s and the 32nd Avenue Walmart via the MTC, 
Grand Cities Mall, Columbia Mall and Target. The proposed route is a combination of the proposed weekday Routes 1SE 
and 1SW.  

Route 3 
The Route 3 night route is proposed to operate between Altru and Northland Community College via Grand Cities Mall, the 
MTC and the East Grand Forks Hugo’s. The route merges the most productive elements of the current Routes 10 and 11 
with the current Route 3. 

Route 6 
The Route 6 night route is proposed as an interlined route that includes Routes 6E and 6W and operates between 
Columbia Mall and UND. 
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Figure 7-1: Proposed Weekday and Saturday Route Overview 
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Figure 7-2: Proposed Night Routes Overview 
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Figure 7-3: Routes for Future Consideration 
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Figure 7-4: Route 1, Route 1U, Route 1SE and Route 1SW Route Concepts 
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Figure 7-5: Route 3 Concept 
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Figure 7-6: Route 4 Concept 
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Figure 7-7: Route 5 Concept 
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Figure 7-8: Route 6E and Route 6W Concepts 
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Figure 7-9: Route 8 Concept 
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ROUTES FOR FUTURE CONSIDERATION 
Industrial Park Route 
Based on feedback received from the Grand Forks business community, a concept route was developed to serve the Grand 
Forks Industrial Park. The Industrial Park Route is a proposed route that would operate between the MTC and the Grand 
Forks Industrial Park via the Grand Cities Mall and the Columbia Mall. The route would provide a direct connection 
between downtown Grand Forks and the industrial park and would access the industrial park from 32nd Avenue South and 
South 48th Street. The Industrial Park Route would connect major employers to the transit system and would provide 
additional transit service to an area that is currently relatively poorly served.  

The Industrial Park Route is not considered a part of any of the future Operational Alternatives discussed later. It is viewed 
as a standalone special service which would be additive to future service alternatives implemented by CAT.    

Sunday Service Route 
Based on feedback received from the public, a concept route was developed for Sunday service. To use resources 
efficiently and effectively, this route is proposed as a circulator service that would serve Grand Forks and East Grand Forks. 
The proposed route is similar to the existing night route and is proposed to serve: 

» The MTC 
» East Grand Forks 
» UND 
» Gateway Drive Walmart 
» Alerus Center 
» 32nd Avenue retail 

The Sunday Route is not considered a part of any of the future Operational Alternatives discussed later. It is viewed as a 
standalone special service which would be additive to future service alternatives implemented by CAT.    

OPERATIONAL ALTERNATIVES 
To develop a range of potential system investment options, three Operational Alternatives were proposed for CAT: each 
system builds upon the route framework discussed earlier. The change in new service is measured as a function of revenue 
hours between the base, current system and each of the three proposed operational scenarios. Each Operational 
Alternative builds upon the next by adding additional levels of service by increasing frequency.  

» Cost Constrained: Implements proposed new route structure. Assumes some new service (mostly in East Grand 
Forks), but only to levels reasonably expected to be fundable in the in the very immediate future. System is right 
sized and scaled to meet regional needs balanced with new system route structure. 

» Cost +: Build on system restructure and focuses on improved headways and frequency of service. 
» Cost ++: Builds on Cost + by further improving service frequency.   

The East Grand Forks operational alternatives remain unchanged throughout the Cost Constrained, Cost + and Cost ++ 
scenarios. During the development of the TDP, the City of East Grand Forks was awarded 100 percent funding from 
MnDOT to support certain services identified through the planning process. Reference is made to these funds throughout 
this section. 

OPERATIONAL SCENARIOS 
» The Cost Constrained Scenario assumes a roughly cost constrained investment relative to revenue hours and 

reflects investments in new revenue hours assumed to be constrained. Total new investment of nearly $270,000 is 
needed to support the Cost Constrained Scenario. The details of these costs by city are shown in Table 7-2 and 
Table 7-3. 
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» The Cost + Scenario reflects an increased investment of approximately $530,000 annually, which includes costs for 
the expansion of the Fixed Route fleet by one (1) vehicle. Required costs to support the addition of one new 
expansion vehicle is covered by recent MnDOT funding to the City of East Grand Forks. The details of these costs 
by city are shown in Table 7-5 and Table 7-6. 

» The Cost ++ Scenario reflects an increased investment of approximately $2.2 million annually, which includes the 
purchase of one (1) new Fixed Route vehicle (in addition to the planned replacement paid for with recent MnDOT 
funding to East Grand Forks). The details of these costs by city are shown in Table 7-8 and Table 7-9. 

Cost Constrained Scenario  
As noted, the Cost Constrained Scenario is based on guidance from the cities of Grand Forks and East Grand Forks for 
existing and potential revenue to support these system investments. Most of the new cost for the Cost Constrained 
Scenario falls on East Grand Forks. The Cost Constrained Scenario includes most of the weekday/Saturday proposed 
routes operating at a 60-minute headway, with the exception of Routes 1, 4 and 8.  

» Route 1 is proposed to operate on a 30-minute headway. 
» Route 4 is proposed to operate on a 30-minute headway during the peak period and a 60-minute headway during 

off-peak period. 
» Route 8 is a peak period only route that is proposed to operate on a 45-minute headway.  

The Cost Constrained Scenario proposes the operation of the Route 1 night route and the Route 6 night route on a 75- to 
90-minute headway and the Route 3 night route on a 60-minute headway. 

Level of service information for the Cost Constrained Scenario is shown in Table 7-1. The cost of this scenario was 
estimated based on the assumed level of service in Table 7-1; the estimated additional annual cost (beyond the current 
system costs) of the Cost Constrained Scenario for day and night service is approximately $266,500 annually. Additional 
information regarding the cost estimate for the Cost Constrained Scenario is shown in Table 7-2 and Table 7-3. 

 Table 7-1: Cost Constrained Scenario Level of Service 

 

Route Weekday/Saturday Headway Weeknight/Saturday Night Headway 
Route 1/1U 30 75-90 
Route 1SE 60 X 
Route 1SW 60 75-90 
Route 3 60 60 
Route 3 (EGF) 60 60 
Route 4 30/60 X 
Route 5 60 X 
Route 5 (EGF) 60 X 
Route 6W 60 75-90 
Route 6E 60 75-90 
Route 8 45 X 
Peak Vehicles 8 3 
*30/60 indicates routes that run on 30-minute headways during the peak period (assumes additional cost to account for deadhead and driver 
change out) and 60-minute headways during the off-peak period 
** Route 8 is a peak period only route that runs on a 45-minute headway 
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Table 7-2: Cost of the Cost Constrained Scenario Weekday/Saturday Service 

Existing Condition 
 Total Grand Forks East Grand Forks 

Revenue Hours 24,123 20,769 3,355 
Peak Vehicles 7 6 1 

Proposed Day Structure 
 Total Grand Forks East Grand Forks 

Revenue Hours 25,574 21,020 4,554 
Peak Vehicles 8 6 2 

New Investment System-Wide Grand Forks East Grand Forks 
Revenue Hours 1,451 251 1,200 
New Operating Cost ($95/hr) $137,807 $23,854 $113,953 
Additional Vehicles 0 No Rolling Stock Needed 
New Capital Cost $0 $0 $0 
Total New Cost (Day) $137,807 $23,854 $113,953 

Table 7-3: Cost of the Cost Constrained Scenario Weeknight/Saturday Night Service 

Existing Condition 
 Total Grand Forks East Grand Forks 

Revenue Hours 1,086 1,086 0 
Peak Vehicles 1 1 0 

Proposed Night Structure 
 Total Grand Forks East Grand Forks 

Revenue Hours 2,440 1,220 1,220 
Peak Vehicles 2 1 1 

New Investment System-Wide Grand Forks East Grand Forks 
Revenue Hours 1,354 134 1,220 
New Operating Cost ($95/hr) $128,630 $12,730 $115,900 
Additional Vehicles 

Assumes CAT has adequate fleet capacity to sustain proposed evening operations. 
New Capital Cost 
Total New Cost (Night) $128,630 $12,730 $115,900 

 

COST + SCENARIO  
The Cost + Scenario includes most of the weekday proposed routes operating either on 60-minute headways all day and a 
30-minute headway during the peak period and a 60-minute headway during the off-peak period.  

» Route 1 is proposed to operate at a 30-minute headway all day. 
» Route 3, Route 4 and Route 5 are proposed to operate at 30-minute headways during the peak period and 60-

minute headways during the off-peaks. 
» Route 8 is proposed at a 45-minute headway during the peak period only. 

The Cost + Scenario includes the operation of the Route 1 night route, Route 3 night route and Route 6 night route at 60-
minute headways. Level of service information for the Cost + Scenario is shown in Table 7-4.  

The cost of the Cost + Scenario was estimated based on the assumed level of service in Table 7-4. The estimated additional 
annual cost (beyond the cost of the current system) of the Cost + Scenario for day and night service is $526,000. Additional 
information regarding the cost estimate for the Cost + Scenario is shown in Table 7-5 and Table 7-6. 
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Table 7-4: Cost + Scenario Level of Service 

Route Weekday/Saturday Weeknight/Saturday Night 
Route 1/1U 30 60 
Route 1SE 60 X 
Route 1SW 60 60 
Route 3 30/60 60 
Route 3 (EGF) 60 60 
Route 4 30/60 X 
Route 5 30/60 X 
Route 5 (EGF) 60 X 
Route 6W 60 60 
Route 6E 60 60 
Route 8 45 X 
Peak Vehicles 9 4 
*30/60 indicates routes that run on 30-minute headways during the peak period (assumes additional cost to account for deadhead and driver change out) and 
60-minute headways during the off-peak period 
** Route 8 is a tripper route that runs on a 45-minute headway during the peak period 

Table 7-5:Cost of the Cost + Scenario Weekday/Saturday Service 

Existing Condition 
 Total Grand Forks East Grand Forks 

Revenue Hours 24,123 20,769 3,355 
Peak Vehicles 7 6 1 

Proposed Day Structure 
 Total Grand Forks East Grand Forks 

Revenue Hours 27,092 22,538 4,554 
Peak Vehicles 9 7 2 

New Investment System-Wide Grand Forks East Grand Forks 
Revenue Hours 2,969 1,769 1,200 
New Operating Cost ($95/hr) $282,017 $168,065 $113,953 
Additional Vehicles 1 

Covered by MnDOT 2018 Purchase 
New Capital Cost $0 
Total New Cost (Day) $282,017 $168,065 $113,953 

Table 7-6: Cost of the Cost + Scenario Weeknight/Saturday Night Service 

 

Existing Condition 
 Total Grand Forks East Grand Forks 

Revenue Hours 1,086 1,086 0 
Peak Vehicles 1 1 0 

Proposed Night Structure 
 Total Grand Forks East Grand Forks 

Revenue Hours 3,660 2,440 1,220 
Peak Vehicles 3 2 1 

New Investment  Grand Forks East Grand Forks 
Revenue Hours 2,574 1,354 1,220 
New Operating Cost ($95/hr) $244,530 $128,630 $115,900 
Additional Vehicles 

Assumes CAT has adequate fleet capacity to sustain proposed evening operations. 
New Capital Cost 
Total New Cost (Night) $244,530 $128,630 $115,900 
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COST ++ SCENARIO 
The Cost ++ Scenario includes about half of the proposed weekday/Saturday routes operating on 30-minute headways and 
the other half operating on 60-minute headways. The Cost ++ Scenario also maintains Route 8 as a peak period route on a 
45-minute headway. 

The Cost ++ Scenario proposes that all weeknight/Saturday night routes, except Route 8, operate on 60-minute headways. 
Level of service information for the Cost ++ Scenario is shown in Table 7-7. 

The cost of the Cost ++ Scenario was estimated based on the assumed level of service in Table 7-7. The estimated 
additional annual cost (beyond the cost of the current system) of the Cost ++ Scenario for day and night service is 
approximately $2,208,000. Additional information regarding the cost estimate for the Cost ++ Scenario is shown in Table 
7-8 and Table 7-9. 

Table 7-7: Cost ++ Scenario Level of Service 

Route Weekday/Saturday Weeknight/Saturday Night 
Route 1/1U 30 60 
Route 1SE 60 60 
Route 1SW 60 60 
Route 3 30 60 
Route 3 (EGF) 60 60 
Route 4 30 60 
Route 5 30 60 
Route 5 (EGF) 60 60 
Route 6W 30 60 
Route 6E 30 60 
Route 8 45 X 
Peak Vehicle 10 6 

           ** Route 8 is a tripper route that runs on a 45-minute headway during the peak period 

Table 7-8: Cost of the Cost ++ Scenario Weekday/Saturday Service 

Existing Condition 
 Total Grand Forks East Grand Forks 

Revenue Hours 24,123 20,769 3,355 
Peak Vehicles 7 6 1 

Proposed Day Structure 
 Total Grand Forks East Grand Forks 

Revenue Hours 33,294 28,740 4,554 
Peak Vehicles 10 8 2 

New Investment System-Wide Grand Forks East Grand Forks 
Revenue Hours 9,171 7,971 1,200 
New Operating Cost ($95/hr) $871,208 $757,255 $113,953 
Additional Vehicles 1 Prorated based on Service Miles 
New Capital Cost $400,000 $345,287 $54,713 
Total New Cost (Day) $1,271,207 $1,102,542 $168,665 
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Table 7-9: Cost of the Cost ++ Scenario Weeknight/Saturday Night Service 

 

ROUTES FOR FUTURE CONSIDERATION 
Additional routes for future consideration were developed outside of any of the above scenarios. The cost breakdown for 
additional revenue hours and new capital are provided in Table 7-10 and Table 7-11. 

Table 7-10: Future Considerations: Sunday Service 

 
Table 7-11: Future Considerations: Industrial Park 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Existing Condition 
 Total Grand Forks East Grand Forks 

Revenue Hours 1,086 1,086 0 
Peak Vehicles 1 1 0 

Proposed Night Structure 
 Total Grand Forks East Grand Forks 

Revenue Hours 6,732 5,512 1,220 
Peak Vehicles 6 5 1 

New Investment System-Wide Grand Forks East Grand Forks 
Revenue Hours 5,646 4,426 1,220 
New Operating Cost ($95/hr) $536,370 $420,470 $115,900 
Additional Vehicles 1 

$327,510 $72,490 
New Capital Cost $400,000 
Total New Cost (Night) $936,370 $747,980 $118,390 

New Investment Total Grand Forks East Grand Forks 
Revenue Hours 624 544 80 
New Operating Cost ($95/hr) $59,280 $51,633 $7,647 
Additional Vehicles - - - 
New Capital Cost - - - 
Total New Cost $59,280 $51,633 $7,647 

New Investment Total Grand Forks East Grand Forks 
Revenue Hours 1,830 1,830 0 
New Operating Cost ($95/hr) $173,850 $173,850 - 
Additional Vehicles 1 1 - 
New Capital Cost $150,000 $150,000 - 
Total New Cost $323,850 $323,850 - 
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UND SHUTTLE SERVICE PROVIDED BY CAT- 2019 UPDATE 
BACKGROUND 
During the academic year, the University of North Dakota (UND) operates a shuttle service for the purposes of providing 
safe and effective campus area transportation for students, faculty and staff. The primary intent of the service is to 
connect university residential areas with campus and to connect campus origins-destinations with longer walk distances 
than can be made during the passing period between classes. 

In the System Needs and Issues Chapter 5 (Pg 5-15 to 5-22), Coordination with UND was reviewed. It also touched on the 
cost for UND to provide the service and how CAT was serving UND. With the information UND was willing to provide on 
the cost for them to provide the service it was concluded that CAT could not provide the service at a comparable cost. With 
a more thorough review done in 2019 UND was able to see the long-term benefit of CAT providing the UND Shuttle 
service. 

In 2019 the MPO was asked to analyze the feasibility of CAT providing the UND Shuttle Service and to see what changed 
between when the original analysis was done and now. Cost of providing the service and better coordination between the 
two services were highlighted in Chapter 5 table 5-7. What changed? 

Volatility in quarter-to-quarter costs, the typical lease period for a vehicle (15-plus years) and the daily management 
responsibility of providing transportation service that are somewhat outside the university’s main mission, led 
administrators in Transportation and Parking to inquire about Cities Area Transit (CAT) taking over operation of the shuttle 
service. Addressing questions regarding the benefits and costs for the university and the city/CAT associated with a merger 
is the primary purpose of conducting the merger study. When you compare table 5-7 costs and table 7-13 costs you can see 
the change in cost coming closer to what CAT can provide. 

Establishing a more predictable academic year cost for the shuttle service is a primary reason for initiating study of the 
CAT-operated service concept. Through developing a partnership with Cities Area Transit (CAT) to operate the shuttle, the 
university is anticipating the potential quarter-to-quarter cost volatility would be eliminated, which substantially improves 
budgeting for the service. 

The secondary concern stated in Chapter 5 is the need for more coordination between the UND Shuttle and CAT routes. 
With CAT providing the UND Campus Shuttle service that coordination is evaluated with the rest of CAT service routes. 
These evaluations happen yearly when CAT reviews ridership and requests from the riders. They also get evaluated every 
five years when the Transit Development Plan does a more in-depth analysis. 

ANALYSIS 

The primary purpose of this analysis is to determine whether it is reasonable and sustainable for CAT to operate the 
university shuttle routes on days and hours consistent with the current university operated service. For the merger to be 
successful and sustainable, making a change must create positives for both the university and the City of Grand 
Forks/CAT. The city and university both entered the analysis with the expectation there are benefits to consolidating 
shuttle routes into CAT’s operations. While both entities look at consolidation as a potential win-win, there are unique 
goals and requirements of a merger for each partner. Table 7-12 highlights the key goals for the university and the city 
considered throughout the merger analysis. 
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Table 7-12: Merger Goals/Requirements by Participant 

University Requirements to Advance Merger Grand Forks Requirements to Advance Merger 

Cost: Comparable to Current Cost: UND Pays Equitable Share 

Coverage: Comparable to Current 
Do Not Raise Local Matching Funds from Grand 
Forks 

Service Hours: 7 AM to 10 PM UND: Pays Local New Capital Match 

Retain Fare Free (Add Faculty/Staff) No Impact to Paratransit: Service Hours remain 
within 6:00 AM to 10 PM Span 

Service Days: Monday-Friday Ability to Count Ridership 

Only Pay for In-session Periods  
Service Frequency:  
–    15 Minute Bi-directional on University  
–    20 Minute to Medical/Arena  

–    30 Minute Night Service  
 

Cost 
UND SHUTTLE OPERATIONAL COST 

Driver and administration costs are relatively consistent year to year, as long as the number of routes operated is similar. 
Vehicle rent costs are more variable as maintenance costs influence the hourly rate charged for vehicles. Figure 7-10 
displays hourly rates charged from 2012 through 2019. Over the period, the hourly rate charged for each vehicle ranged 
from $23.00 to $52.00, for essentially the same vehicle pool. Higher hourly rates reflect periods immediately following 
significant maintenance (i.e. engine or transmission replacements) activities. 

Understanding the influence vehicle rent charges have on total operating cost, an estimate of annual cost associated with 
the trending hourly estimate was also prepared. The trending hourly rate represents the rate derived through establishing 
a trend line associated with the 2012 through 2019 actual charged rates. The current trending rate is approximately $37.50 
per hour, which results in an 2017-2018 academic year cost of approximately $361,800 compared to the actual annual cost 
of approximately $440,200. 

Rates are reviewed throughout the year and, as demonstrated in Figure 7-10 information, can change within an academic 
year. The hourly rental rate for much of the 2017-2018 academic year was $52.00 per hour, the highest in the seven-year 
period. Rates set for the beginning of the 2019-20 academic year are $26.00 per hour. As rent changes, overall system cost 
changes. To characterize the impact the variable lease rate has on overall cost, academic year 2017-2018 costs (a high 
rental cost level) and the beginning of the 2019-2020 academic year are displayed in Table 7-13. The lease rate proposed 
for the beginning of the 2019-2020 academic year is lower than the trendline rate developed using information in the 2012-
2019 period. 
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Figure 7-10: UND Shuttle Hourly Rent Per Vehicle by Year (2013-2019) 

 

 

Table 7-13: UND Shuttle Operational Expenditures 

Source 
2017-2018 
Expenses 

Estimated 2019-2020 
Expenses 

Vehicle Cost $281,253 $140,600 

Operating Cost $156,059 $156,100 

Miscellaneous & Communication Costs $2,931 $3,000 

Total $440,243 $299,700 
 

CAT OPERATIONAL COSTS 

CAT developed a cost allocation model for determining an appropriate and agreeable method of consistently estimating 
the cost of providing service in East Grand Forks. The cost allocation model was developed working with the City of East 
Grand Forks and is used annually to equitably divide CAT operating costs between Grand Forks and East Grand Forks 
based on the level of service provided. 

The cost allocation model employs a three-part the formula to estimate cost responsibility for specific services. 
Parameters included are: 

• Vehicle hours of service: This measure is a surrogate for estimating the annual cost of drivers assigned to routes. 
Driver labor accounts for approximately 70 percent of the cost of the part of service people see on the street. While 
drivers are required to complete annual training and there are mandatory meetings throughout the year, 
approximately 95 percent of the time drivers are working, they are on the street providing service. Thus, there is a 
direct two-way relationship supporting the use of revenue hours as a surrogate for driver costs. 

• Vehicle miles of service: Maintenance costs are reflective of the level of use of each bus while in service. There are 
two primary measures of use: revenue miles and revenue hours. As a moving bus incurs more wear and tear than a 
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stationary bus, revenue miles are likely the most appropriate measure of the level of use tied to maintenance costs. 

• Peak buses in service: This parameter is used to estimate the administrative costs associated with providing service. 
The number of buses in peak operation reflects the maximum number of people required to provide service, 
including drivers, dispatchers, mechanics. As the number of people required to drive, maintain and make sure buses 
are where they should be increases, the number of administrative staff needed to manage recruiting and training 
drivers, setting schedules, reporting activity to the state and FTA, insurance costs, etc. increase proportionately. 
Thus, using peak buses as a measure of the level of administrative demand is logical. 

CAT applies the model structure assumptions to the line item annual operating budget, which results in an intermediate 
model subtotal of costs by category of: 

• Driver/Operator costs 

• Maintenance costs 

• Administration costs 

Intermediate subtotals are then divided by the applicable annual value of revenue hours, revenue miles and peak buses in 
use for the system to derive a rate to apply to the level of service/personnel by jurisdiction. Table 7-14 documents the 
anticipated 2020 budget for CAT fixed route service. The costs of paratransit will not be included in the cost analysis 
because there is not an expected change in paratransit service level or paratransit service costs with shuttle operations 
brought under CAT management. 

 
Table 7-14: Estimated 2020 CAT Fixed Route Operating Budget by Model Component 

Cost Element 
Allocation 
Model Unit 

2020 Budget 
Amount 

Units 
Rate Per 

Unit 

Driver Cost Vehicle Hours $1,452,019 33,597 $43.22 

Maintenance/Mechanic 
Costs 

Vehicle Miles $630,625 372,563 $1.69 

Administration Cost 
Peak Buses in 

Operation 
$757,853 9 $84,206.00 

Total   $2,840,497     

 

Incorporating UND shuttle route service into CAT will impact costs in the following ways: 

• Driver Costs: Adding shuttle routes would result in CAT adding four full-time driver equivalents to cover the routes 
over the anticipated span. 

• Mechanic Costs: Assume only a small change in the labor. Potentially, a part time mechanic could be needed to 
address the needs of adding three vehicles. 

• Administration: No new personnel would be added however, the administration element of the cost allocation model 
also includes the cost of benefits, vehicle insurance and other minor items. Adding shuttle routes to CAT operations 
would increase administration costs a modest amount. 

Table 7-15 documents anticipated 2020 costs with shuttle operations added to CAT fixed operating service. Adding UND 
shuttle operations is anticipated to increase CAT overall fixed route service operating costs by approximately $253,400 
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through impacting the following elements: 

• Driver Costs: $173,400 to account for the labor costs of four added drivers. 

• Maintenance/Mechanical: $43,200 in added overall vehicle maintenance costs. 
• Administration: $36,800 which addresses increases in vehicle insurance costs, employee benefits, 

and some facility costs. 
 

Table 7-15: Estimated 2020 CAT Fixed Route Operating Budget- Including Shuttle 

Cost Element 
Allocation 
Model Unit 

2020 Budget 
Amount Units 

Rate Per 
Unit 

Driver Cost Vehicle Hours $1,625,493 38,693 $42.01 

Maintenance/Mechanic 
Costs 

Vehicle Miles $673,804 422,880 $1.59 

Administration Costs 

Peak Buses in 
Operation 

$794,606 12 $66,217.00 

Total   $3,093,903     
 

CAPITAL COSTS 

The campus shuttle is managed by staff in Parking and Transportation Services. Management through the university, a 
state entity, requires acquisition of service vehicles through State Fleet Services, which results in benefits and limitations 
for effective operations. Table 7-16 provides a summary of the key benefits and limitations associated with acquiring 
vehicles through the state. 

Table 7-16: Benefits and Limitations of State Fleet Vehicle Acquisition 

Benefits Limitations 

Assistance with purchasing. State purchases 
vehicles that university pays for through a 
lease for a specified period. Thus, reducing 
upfront cost. 

Vehicle configuration is limited to a “school bus” 
which is not the optimal vehicle for shuttle 
operation. 

State addresses larger maintenance items 
(engine rebuild/replacement, tire 
replacement, transmission 
rebuild/replacement). 

Adjust lease rate quarterly. If need to recoup 
maintenance costs from previous quarter, 
increase lease amount – Lease rate can be volatile 
over the life of the vehicle making academic year 
budgeting difficult 

 

One key benefit of merging shuttle operations with CAT is an enhanced vehicle for shuttle service. Vehicles currently 
leased through the State Fleet are school buses configured with dual rows of seats. High floors and narrow aisles slow 
boarding and alighting. CAT buses are designed to speed boarding and alighting through both sets of doors (if needed) 
and seating can be configured to reflect the type of service (for example: more standing capacity for shorter trips). 

For CAT to continue the UND shuttle as it is today three (3) buses would need to be purchased. Federal Transit Funds could 
be applied for to paid for 80% of a new bus. Negotiation would need to take place between CAT and UND to decide how 
the 20% local share would be paid. Table 7-17 documents the cost breakdown for each of the three shuttle vehicles. 
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Table 7-17: Vehicle Cost Estimate 

Item Item Cost 
Vehicle 

Cost 
# 

Vehicles 
Total 

Purchase 
Federal 
Funds 

Local 
Funds 

Specified Bus 
Model $480,000           

Syncromatics AVL $17,000           

Farebox $16,500           

Wrap $8,000           

Totals   $521,500 3 $1,564,500 $1,216,800 $347,700 

 
CONCLUSIONS 
Adding the UND shuttle service to the CAT fixed route results in some costs borne in the current condition by Grand Forks 
and East Grand Forks to be shared between all three partners in public transportation for equitable costs between each 
entity. CAT will not be providing any other transportation services for UND. Table 7-18 lists the pros and cons of then 
transfer of campus shuttle operations. 

Table 7-18: Transferring Shuttle Operations to CAT- Pros and Cons 

Pros of Transferring Service Cons of Transferring Service 
Greater level of consistency of driver training with 
CAT. 

Operating cost is greater. 

More appropriate vehicle- Vehicles can be designed 
to better support access/egress, seating, standing 
capacity, etc. 

Capital cost is not directly integrated into overall 
operating cost. 

Time spent addressing complaints- UND will forward 
complaints received to CAT, not address them 
internally. 

Less control over decisions. The expectation is the 
university and CAT will work jointly to develop 
schedules, routing, stops, etc., but CAT will need to 
coordinate with other routes in the area. 

Year-to-Year (Quarterly-to-Quarterly) cost stability. 
CAT would likely negotiate a cost annually. Presently, 
costs can change (and change substantially) 
quarterly reflecting actual maintenance costs. 

Still have some university-based costs as the intent is 
to retain some buses for specific event service. 

Reduced university staff administrative time- The 
time UND expends (and staff positions required to 
manage part-time drivers) will be greatly reduced, 
either lowering university costs or freeing up time for 
other duties. 

 
More opportunity for cost control while maintaining 
level of service. When costs increase for UND, service 
has been reduced to address budget. CAT already 
has service through most of the UND shuttle area 
and can integrate to retain level-of-service. 
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Better integration of transit service between campus 
and Grand Forks- Routes can be modified to provide 
more access between campus and adjacent housing. 
One provider will benefit from more marketing how 
service also connects to other locations in the city. 

 
Service likely operates during worse inclement 
weather- Days where the university might shut down 
service due to weather that closes the campus, CAT 
will likely still operate routes. 

 
Reduce UND maintenance staff demand- Frees time 
for other work or could result in UND staff reduction. 

 
 

 

CAPITAL NEEDS ANALYSIS 
As part of developing the Operational Analysis an assessment was conducted of the current inventory of CAT Fixed Route 
Vehicles. Table 7-19 demonstrates the current inventory of the Fixed Route vehicles operated by CAT. Based on this 
current inventory, CAT currently operates a fleet of 11 total Fixed Route vehicles.  

 

Table 7-19: CAT Fixed Route Inventory Summary 

Veh. # Year Make Programming Owner 
103 2010 New Flyer Replace 2022 GF 
104 2010 New Flyer Replace 2022 GF 
105 2010 New Flyer Replace 2022 GF 
106 2010 New Flyer Replace 2022 GF 
976 1997 New Flyer 2017 (Programmed) GF 
42 2004 Gillig 2018 (Programmed) GF 
31 2003 Gillig 2017 (Programmed) GF 
91 2009 Chevy Arboc 2017 (Programmed) GF 

112 2011 Chevy Arboc 2018 (Programmed) GF 
161 2016 Ford Starcraft 2021 GF 
162 2016 Chevy Arboc 2021 EGF 

Pending 2018 40’ Coach 2018 EGF 
 

SPARE RATIO ANALYSIS  
Table 7-20 below demonstrates the CAT Fixed Route fleet analysis relative to each Operational Scenario. These scenarios 
assume peak vehicle requirements with and without the HC Tripper and assume the addition of zero to two new Fixed 
Route vehicles.  

Fixed Route Assessment  
Based on the existing CAT fleet inventory  

» Zero (0) new buses are needed to operate the Cost Constrained Scenario.  
» With the 2018 purhcase of the 40’ coach, zero (0) new buses are needed to operate the Cost + Scenario. 
» One (1) new buses are needed to operate the Cost ++ Scenario.  
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These assumptions are based on the discontinuation of the HC Tripper before any of the Fixed Route concepts are 
implemented.  

Evening Route Assessment 
Based on the existing CAT fleet inventory 

» If the Cost Constrained evening routes are implemented, it will add an additional 15,000 miles annually, or a total 
of 71,000 miles over the five-year life of this TDP, to the current CAT fleet. Based on this assumption, no 
additional rolling stock needs are suggested to support the Cost Constrained evening service.  

» If the Cost + Scenario evening routes are implemented it would add 29,000 service miles annually, or a total of 
142,000 miles over the five-year life of this TDP. Based on this assumption, no additional rolling stock needs are 
suggested to support Cost + evening service. 

» If the Cost ++ Scenario for evening service is implemented, it would add 75,000 service miles annually, or a total of 
376,000 miles over the five-year life of this TDP. Therefore, one additional expansion vehicle would be 
recommended midway through the planning horizon if the Cost ++ Evening service were implemented.  

Table 7-20: Spare Ratio Analysis 

Spare Ratio Analysis (No HC Tripper) 
  Fleet Requirement  Spare Ratio 
Total Fleet (Fixed) 12 X 
Peak - Existing Condition 7 71.4% 
Peak - Cost Constrained 8 50.0% 
Peak - Cost +  9 33.3% 
Peak - Cost ++ 10 20.0%    

Spare Ratio Analysis (No HC Tripper) + 1 Vehicle 
  Fleet Requirement  Spare Ratio 
Total Fleet (Fixed) 13 x 
Peak - Existing Condition 7 85.7% 
Peak - Cost Constrained 8 62.5% 
Peak - Cost +  9 44.4% 
Peak - Cost ++ 10 30.0%    

Spare Ratio Analysis (No HC Tripper) + 2 Vehicle 

 Fleet Requirement Spare Ratio 
Total Fleet (Fixed) 14 x 
Peak - Existing Condition 7 100.0% 
Peak - Cost Constrained 8 75.0% 
Peak - Cost +  9 55.6% 
Peak - Cost ++ 10 40.0% 

 

2019 Update 

In table 7-17 it was established the need for three additional buses to provide the UND Campus Shuttle service. CAT would 
purchase the needed buses with federal fund and UND would pay the local cost for the buses. With the Campus Shuttle 
included the number of peak vehicles running will be 12. There would be a need for at least two spare vehicles. To have a 
75% spare ratio four spare vehicles would be needed. 

SHELTER NEEDS 
SHELTERS FOR RELOCATION 
As part of the development of new route alternatives, bus shelter locations along existing routes were studied to 
determine whether they are still beneficial to the system and to evaluate more appropriate locations, if necessary. With 
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the proposed route structure, there are seven shelters that are no longer adjacent to a route, as shown in Table 7-21. 
Orphaned shelters can be seen in Figure 7-11 below. 

Costs associated with the relocation and realignment of shelters should be coordinated with public works and engineering 
to ensure accommodations for adjacent sidewalk improvements and stop related amenities such as lighting. CAT’s share 
of these costs should be considered part of the annual Miscellaneous capital and safety line in their financial plan. 

Table 7-21: Shelters for Relocation 

ID # Location Context Current Route Nearest Proposed Route 

1 36th Avenue S & S 10th Street 
West of Cherry Street, 
Near Apartments 

Route 1 1SE on Cherry Street 

2 
3rd Avenue NW & 11th Street NW, East 
Grand Forks 

Evergreen Estates Route 10 Route 5 

3 700 block S 25th Street Amberwood Apartments Route 8, Route 9 Route 6E on Columbia Road 

4 422 4th Street NW, East Grand Forks Campbell Library Route 10 
Within one block of Routes 3, 5 
and 8 

5 1100 block N 39th Street Apartments area Route 6 
.25 miles from Route 6W. Route 
4 is across 42nd Street 

6 Stanford Road & 13th Avenue N Apartments area Route 6 .36 miles from Route 6W 
7 2800 block S 25th Street Post Office Route 9 Route 5 on 28th Avenue S 
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Figure 7-101: Recommended Shelter Relocations and Proposed Routes 
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Shelter Relocations 
These seven shelters should be moved to better accommodate proposed routes with the goal of maximizing use at high-
volume stops which have no current shelter. Assuming the post office shelter moves around the corner to 28th Avenue to 
make use of the new Route 5, the other six remaining shelters can be placed at the following locations: 

1. Gateway Drive Walmart.   
2. 1st Avenue South and Cherry Street. 
3. Downtown East Grand Forks along DeMers Avenue. 
4. Central Avenue and 10th Street NE, East Grand Forks (Burger King). 
5. 17th Avenue and S 29th Street. 
6. 2211 17th Avenue South at the Red River High School. 

OTHER ISSUES 
Shelter Realignments 
In addition to bus shelters no likely needed, two shelters will likely need to be realigned to better accommodate the 
proposed routes.  

The current shelter at the 32nd Avenue Walmart is a high-volume stop location but is directly on 32nd Avenue and is a long 
walk from Walmart’s front door across lawns and parking lots, a straight-line distance of approximately 0.12 miles. While it 
is within an acceptable walking distance, the walk is not accessible to many users. Figure 7-12 shows the distance and 
difficulty of the current shelter location relative to Walmart’s front doors. It is proposed to move this shelter to where 
buses will stop for Walmart along S. Columbia Road. This will shorten the walk by nearly half and provide a sidewalk for 
most of the distance.  

Figure 7-112: Current Shelter at 32nd Avenue Walmart 

 

The Grand Cities Mall shelter will also likely need realignment. It is currently on the south side of 17th Avenue on the 
sidewalk, west of the driveway. Fine tuning of Grand Cities Mall stops will be required to determine the best location for 
this shelter; it may remain in at its current location. 
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Figure 7-123: Shelter at Grand Cities Mall - Facing East 

 

Figure 7-134: Current Shelter at Grand Cities Mall – Facing South 
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Stops Warranting Shelter 
Both the Altru campus and Columbia Mall are major stops without shelters.  

ALTRU 
Current routes take riders to the front door of Altru Hospital and Altru Rehab. Proposed routes serving Altru would circle 
around using a frontage road. Likely some new sidewalk or a new shelter would need to be placed along this frontage road 
as shown in Figure 7-14. Additional coordination with Altru is needed to ensure this routing option works with future 
expansion of the facility. 

Figure 7-144: Altru Campus Stops 
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COLUMBIA MALL 
Columbia Mall routes stop at the southeast entrance to the Mall and a stop in the parking lot south of the mall as shown in 
Figure 7-15. Under the proposed routes, stops will all take place at the southeast entrance thus negating the need for an 
outdoor shelter. 

Figure 7-155: Columbia Mall Stops 
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BICYCLE AND PEDESTRIAN CONNECTIVITY 
A common problem of transit is often referred to as the first-mile/last-mile problem. It refers to the distance people must 
travel before and after their transit ride from their origins and destinations. Often, a bus stop is located for easy and 
efficient bus operations, but may be difficult to access due to sidewalk deficiencies or location.  

While a transit user is likely to walk one-quarter mile to the bus stop, the walk must be accessible to all users. If not, it 
presents a barrier to use. Discussions to the shelter locations above should be considered to improve the pedestrian 
connections. For distances longer than one-quarter mile and up to three miles, bicycle connections can provide improved 
accessibility to transit. 

All Fixed Route vehicles are equipped with bicycle racks 
(Figure 7-16), but require a certification card. For new or 
infrequent users, this may be a barrier to use. Additional 
barriers may include lack of dedicated bicycle facilities to 
reach the proposed routes. 

A simple gaps analysis was completed to identify important 
bicycle connections in relation to the proposed transit routes. 
The following assumptions were made for the analysis. 

» All bike facilities are equally desirable (sharrow, bike 
lane, multi-use path) 

» Per Grand Forks ordinances, bicyclists can ride on 
the sidewalk in residential areas only. All residential 
areas have sidewalks on both sides of the roadway. 
While some residential developments have been 
grand fathered in under the new sidewalk 
ordinance, and some new neighborhoods are not 
fully developed, the roadways in these areas are 
low-volume and low-speed and would not prevent a 
bicyclist from using the roadway. 

 In East Grand Forks, bicyclists are 
prohibited to ride on a sidewalk in a business area, but are required to ride on a sidewalk or shared-use 
path where available. All residential areas are assumed to have sidewalks. 

» Functionally classified roadways have the highest need for dedicated bicycle facilities because of their relative high 
speeds and volumes.  

Figure 7-17 shows the bicycle facilities in Grand Forks and East Grand Forks and major gaps in the network, as they relate to 
proposed transit routes. Most gaps found would complete two existing facilities, like on University Avenue or North 
Washington Street; or connect two parallel facilities, like the gap noted on 13th Avenue S. Others would provide entirely 
new facilities in new areas like on Central Avenue and Bygland Road in East Grand Forks. Opportunities to address these 
gaps could occur as special projects or attached to reconstruction or maintenance projects. 

 

 

 

 

Figure 7-16: Bicycle Rack on Fixed Route Bus 
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Figure 7-167: Bicycle Gaps 
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10)  FINANCIAL PLAN 
INTRODUCTION 
This section provides an overview and summary of the five-year (2018-2022) financial analysis related to implementation of 
the recommended operational strategy for CAT. The fiscally constrained implementation of the TDP would result in the 
implementation of the Cost Constrained Scenario for Grand Forks and East Grand Forks.  

This plan provides guidance to move towards implementing the Cost Constrained Scenario by the 2nd Quarter of 2018. The 
system restructure proposed by the TDP allows for a new route structure to be implemented, with varying levels of new 
revenue investment by each major CAT funding partner. However, based on existing funding projected to be available, it is 
recommended that the Cost Constrained Scenario be implemented as outlined in Alternatives Analysis element of the TDP.  

ASSUMPTIONS 
Assumptions used in the development of this element of the TDP are as follows.  

» Implementation of the TDP starts April 1, 2018, and therefore cost for calendar year 2018 are assumed at ¾ of 
those shown in the Operational Analysis in the Alternatives Analysis chapter above. Operations costs were initially 
inflated in the Operational Analysis, so for this element of the TDP, they again grown four percent annually from 
2019 on. Revenue projections match those discussed below. 

» The selection of April 1, 2018 as the implementation window was developed to match recent funding provided by 
MnDOT to support CAT service improvements in East Grand Forks.   

» Revenue assumptions were based on the current approved 2017-2020 Grand Forks – East Grand Forks 
Transportation Improvement Program (TIP). These revenue assumptions were augmented to account for recent 
100 percent State funding provided to the East Grand Forks by MnDOT. Revenue projections for East Grand Forks 
also assume slightly elevated annual revenue as reported by MnDOT for the years 2020 and 2021 (and 
extrapolated to 2022) to support with TIP and STIP development.  

» The tripper service should be discontinued and reevaluated in coordination with area agencies and human service 
stakeholders. 

OPERATIONS 
Operational costs are broken out by system. Based on MnDOT funding provided to East Grand Forks, the Cost Constrained 
Scenario is fully fundable through the year 2019 in East Grand Forks. Implementation of the Cost Constrained Scenario for 
Grand Forks is essentially cost neutral through the five-year planning horizon.  

Grand Forks  
Table 10-1 shows the overall operation analysis for the Grand Forks portion of the TDP for the years 2017 to 2022. No new 
funds are needed for the Grand Forks portion of the CAT system to implement the Cost Constrained Scenario over the life 
of the TDP. If Grand Forks were wishing to reach the Cost + Scenario, total new Grand Forks revenue to support 
implementation of the Cost + Scenario is projected to be between $225,000 and $330,000 annually over the five-year life of 
the TDP.  Not moving forward with the Cost + Evening Service implementation would reduce this by between $97,000 and 
$150,000 annually over the life of the TDP. 

2018 Update 
Table 10-1 has been updated to reflect the most current cost of service and estimated incoming revenue. Grand Forks has 
implemented the Cost+ Scenario of the proposed new route alternatives.  The City was also to find some cost savings when 
implementing this new route structure.   The final routes look different from the ones proposed in this plan due to test runs 
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and on the ground verification of current ridership. The riders had a month and multiple meeting opportunities to provide 
input. This input also change routing and time tables that are part of the final route structure.   
 

2019 Update 
Table 10-1 has been updated to reflect the most current cost of service and estimated incoming revenue. Grand Forks has 
made changes to the 2018 route changes after a performance review of the 2018 changes. UND Campus Shuttle service will 
also be provided by Cities Area Transit (CAT) starting the 2020- 2021 school year. CAT has also decided to bring all parts of 
the Dial-A-Ride under city control. With these additions there will be a change in the cost allocation model and total cost of 
transit service.  

Table 10-1: Grand Forks Financial Analysis 

 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 
Other $338.4 $345.20 $352.10 $359.14 $366.33 $373.65 
Local $1,765.1 $1,800.37 $1,836.38 $1,873.11 $1,910.57 $1,948.78 
State $253.1 $258.18 $263.35 $268.61 $273.99 $279.46 

Federal $1,112.0 $1,134.21 $1,156.89 $1,180.03 $1,203.63 $1,227.70 
Total Revenue $3,468.6 $3,538.0 $3,608.7 $3,680.9 $3,754.5 $3,829.6 

Existing Service 
Existing Cost $3,468.6 $3,538.0 $3,608.7 $3,680.9 $3,754.5 $3,829.6 

New Service 
Cost Constrained (Day) $0.0 -$18.0 -$24.0 -$25.0 -$26.0 -$27.0 

Cost Constrained (Night) $0.0 $9.0 $12.0 $12.5 $13.0 $13.5 
Total Cost $3,468.6 $3,529.0 $3,596.7 $3,668.4 $3,741.5 $3,816.1 

Total Shortfall/Surplus $0.0 $9.0 $12.0 $12.5 $13.0 $13.5 
*All values shown as $1,000s 

 
2018 Operational Costs Table- Grand Forks 

 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 
Other  $338.4 $345.20 $372.20 $379.64 $387.24 $394.98 
Local $1,765.1 $1,703.57 $1,615.3 $1,669.7 $1,725.6 $1,783.1 
State $250.0 $210.0 $255.0 $255.0 $255.0 $255.0 

Federal  $1,112.0 $1,134.2 $1,155.5 $1,178.6 $1,202.2 $1,226.2 
Total Revenue $3,465.5 $3,393.0 $3,398.0 $3,483.0 $3,570.0 $3,659.3 

  
Cost of Service $3,468.6 $3,393.0 $3,398.0 $3,483.0 $3,570.0 $3,659.3 

Total Shortfall/Surplus $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 
*All Values Shown as $1,000s       

 
2019 Operational Costs Table- Grand Forks 

Grand Forks 
  2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 

Other  $338.4 $345.20 $372.20 $489.00 $498.78 $508.76 
Local $1,765.1 $1,703.57 $1,615.3 $1,352.3 $1,401.8 $1,452.8 
State $250.0 $210.0 $255.0 $205.0 $205.0 $205.0 

Federal  $1,112.0 $1,134.2 $1,155.5 $1,217.3 $1,241.6 $1,266.4 
Total Revenue $3,465.5 $3,393.0 $3,398.0 $3,263.5 $3,347.2 $3,433.0 

  
Cost of Service $3,468.6 $3,393.0 $3,398.0 $3,222.2 $3,302.8 $3,385.4 

Total Shortfall/Surplus $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $41.3 $44.4 $47.7 
*All Values Shown as $1,000s 
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East Grand Forks  
Table 10-2 shows the overall operational analysis for the East Grand Forks portion of the TDP for the years 2017 to 2022. 
For years 2018 and 2019, East Grand Forks can meet anticipated revenue needs to support the Cost Constrained Scenario.  
Even with the assumption in increased revenues from MnDOT over life the planning horizon, East Grand Forks will run 
between $135,000 and $150,000 deficit following loss of the one-time MnDOT money. Therefore, Table 10-2 shows the 
investment in new services ending at the end of 2019. New funds would be needed to operate the Cost Constrained 
Scenario following the end of the two year MnDOT funding.  

2018 Update 
Table 10-2 has been updated to reflect the most current cost of service and estimated incoming revenue. MnDOT has 
committed to increasing the funding to East Grand Forks from MnDOT.  Initially, MnDOT was only going to fund the 
additional service for a two year period.  MnDOT is now indicating they will fund the added service for the remaining years 
as well.  With the implementation of the new routes, a new cost allocation model was produced. This allowed for an easier 
understanding of the division of the cost and fare box revenue.  

2019 Update 

Table 10-2 has been updated to reflect the most current cost of service and estimated incoming revenue. With the change 
in the cost allocation model due to UND’s Campus Shuttle Service and the Dial-A-Ride service being completely staffed by 
CAT, East Grand Forks’ costs have changed as well. East Grand Forks is also allocating more of their 5307 funds to operating 
costs. 

Table 10-2: East Grand Forks Financial Analysis 

 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 
Local $99.3 $101.3 $103.3 $98.5 $106.0 $108.1 
State $226.5 $288.0 $523.8 $234.8 $263.0 $268.3 

Federal $80.6 $82.2 $83.9 $186.7 $191.0 $194.8 
Total Revenue $406.4 $471.6 $711.0 $520.0 $560.0 $571.2 

Existing Service 
Existing Cost $406.4 $414.6 $422.8 $431.0 $439.7 $448.4 

New Service 
Cost Constrained (Day) $0.0 $28.5 $114.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 

Cost Constrained (Night) $0 $28.5 $116.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 
Total Cost $406.4 $471.6 $652.8 $431.0 $439.7 $448.4 

Total Shortfall/Surplus $0.0 $0.0 $58.2 $89.0 $120.3 $122.8 
*All values shown as $1,000s 

 
2018 Operational Costs Table- East Grand Forks 

 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 
Local $99.3 $105.6 $101.2 $103.2 $105.3 $107.5 
State $226.5 $294.0 $448.8 $457.8 $466.9 $476.3 

Federal  $80.6 $85.0 $85.0 $86.7 $88.4 $90.2 
Total Revenue  $406.4 $484.6 $635.0 $647.7 $660.7 $674.0 

  
Cost of Service $406.4 $414.6 $550.0 $563.8 $577.8 $592.3 

Total Shortfall/Surplus $0.0 $70.0 $85.0 $84.0 $82.8 $81.7 
*All Values Shown as $1,000s 

      
 

2019 Operational Costs Table- East Grand Forks 
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East Grand Forks  
  2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 

Local $99.3 $105.6 $101.2 $111.0 $113.2 $115.6 
State $226.5 $294.0 $448.8 $400.0 $408.0 $416.2 

Federal  $80.6 $85.0 $85.0 $120.0 $120.0 $135.0 
Total Revenue  $406.4 $484.6 $635.0 $631.0 $641.2 $666.7 

  
Cost of Service $406.4 $414.6 $550.0 $445.4 $456.6 $468.0 

Total Shortfall/Surplus $0.0 $70.0 $85.0 $185.6 $184.7 $198.8 
*All Values Shown as $1,000s 

      
UND 
UND and CAT did a feasibility study and went through a process of negotiations that lead to CAT providing the Campus 
Shuttle Service for UND. With their inclusion in the cost allocation model they now have a full understanding of the cost of 
service and is better connected to CAT routes to the rest of the Cities. The table below is UND’s cost of service: 

UND Campus Shuttle 
  2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 

UND $0.0 $0.00 $0.00 $376.00 $383.52 $391.19 
Bus Reimbursement $0.0 $0.00 $0.00 $66.00 $66.00 $66.00 

  $0.0 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 
Total Cost $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $442.0 $449.5 $457.2 

*All values shown as $1,000's 
      

 

CAPITAL  
Grand Forks 
Table 10-3 shows the current projected capital expenditures needed to support the Grand Forks side of the CAT System 
over the life of this TDP through year 2022. 

SHORT-TERM NEEDS 
Over the life of the TDP Grand Forks will face an estimated need for $4.0 million in capital funding to meet short-term 
capital needs. Nearly $1.4 million of these funds are currently programmed, with another $700,000 currently submitted for 
2018 Federal funding through NDDOT. The largest chunk of this unfunded need will be four large vehicle replacements in 
2022.  

LONG-TERM NEEDS 
The Grand Forks capital analysis is not inclusive of needed ongoing upgrades and expansion to the CAT Bus Garage. The full 
expansion and upgrade of the CAT Bus Garage is estimated at $8.0 million. A multi-year funding strategy for this facility is 
needed, and should consider the potential for a MnDOT share in the eligible portions of the facility.  (Information updated 
in 2018) 

Based on the Asset Management analysis developed as part of the TDP, it is suggested that an additional $1.25 million in 
new capital revenues are needed per year to maintain a backlog of roughly 50 percent for the next 15 years. Some of this 
backlog may already be addressed through capital replacements included in Table 10-3. Given the current split in overall 
service and revenue miles of the CAT System, approximately 85 percent of this backlog, or $1.062 million would be Grand 
Forks’ burden. 
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2018 Update 
Table 10-3 has been updated to reflect the most current capital investment schedule. In 2018 Grand Forks was awarded 
5339 competitive grant funding for the expansion and remodel of the Transit Administration and Maintenance facility for a 
total cost $4.87 million. This is a one-time funding for a project that this plan could not see being done with current 
traditional funding sources. CAT had the floor plans redone so that the new cost of the expansion/renovation will be 
covered by the awarded grant amount. There have been additional 5339 formula funds being solicited for projects. CAT has 
a list of projects that will start working on the Transit Assets that are need of being brought back into a state of good repair. 
CAT will use this list to apply for future 5339 formula funds. 
 

2019 Update 
Table 10-3 has been updated to reflect the most current investment schedule and what has been programmed. The main 
changes that have happened are projects that were listed as Candidate/Illustrative have been moved to Programmed if that 
has happened. 
 

Table 10-3: Grand Forks Capital Investment Schedule 

Grand Forks 
Item Status 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 

Replace Fixed Route (976) Programmed $368.0      

Replace 2 Fixed Route (Replace 31 & 91) Programmed $416.0      

Replace 2 DAR Vehicles (Replace 109 & 121) Candidate - 5310  $107.0     

Replace 3 DAR Vehicles (153-154) Illustrative    $120.0   

Replace Fixed Route (Replace 42 & 112) Programmed  $480.0     

Replace 1 Fixed Route (161) Illustrative     $68.0  

Replace 4 Fixed Route (103-106) Illustrative      $1,600.0 
Misc. Capital + Safety Programmed -5307 $35.0 $15.0 $15.0 $15.0 $15.0  

Fixed Route Video System Candidate - 5339  $60.0     

GFI Ticket Vending Machines Candidate 5339  $38.0     

Shop Maintenance Software Candidate - 5339  $100.0     

Ticket Vending Machine Illustrative   $98.0    

Transit Garage Upgrades Candidate 5339  $387.0     

Replace Shop Vehicles (2) Illustrative   $64.7    

Grand Cities Mall Shelter Improvements Illustrative   $100.0    
Programmed  $819.0 $495.0 $15.0 $15.0 $15.0 $0.0 
Illustrative/Candidate  $0.0 $692.0 $262.7 $120.0 $68.0 $1,600.0 
Total - Grand Forks  $819.0 $1,187.0 $277.7 $135.0 $83.0 $1,600.0 
*All values shown as $1,000s 

 

2018 Capital Investment Schedule- Grand Forks 

Grand Forks  
Item Status 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 

Fixed Route Vehicles Programmed $784.0 $480.0 $490.0       
Paratransit Vehicles Programmed   $107.0 $110.0       

Safety & Security Programmed -5307  $35.0 $15.0 $15.0 $15.0 $15.0 $15.0 
Fixed Route Video System Programmed   $60.0         

Shop Mtce. Software Programmed   $100.0         
Shop Tools/Equipment Programmed     $16.0       

Digital Way Signs Programmed     $25.0       
Destination Signs Programmed     $20.0       
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Transit Admin/Garage Upgrades Programmed   $387.0 $4,784.4       

Bus Stops/Buildings 
Improvements/Maintenance 

Programmed 
    

$10.0 
      

Paratransit Vehicles Candidate - 5310/Illustrative       $160.0   $80.0 
Fixed Route Vehicles- Replacement Candidate - 5339/Illustrative         $1,060.0 $1,250.0 

Fixed Route Vehicles- Expansion Candidate- 5339/Illustrative     $1,521.0       
Non-Revenue Vehicles Candidate - 5339/Illustrative     $63.0   $30.0   

Capitalized Vehicle Maintenance Candidate - 5339/Illustrative       $80.0     
Shop Tools/Equipment Candidate - 5339/Illustrative     $20.0   $80.0   

Bus Fare Boxes Candidate - 5339/Illustrative     $200.0       
Fare Collection Vault/Software & Servers  Candidate - 5339/Illustrative     $106.3       

Transit Admin/Garage Upgrades Candidate - 5339/Illustrative     $150.0       

Bus Stops/Buildings 
Improvements/Maintenance 

Candidate - 5339/Illustrative 
    

$186.0 $20.0 $45.0 $20.0 

Programmed   $819.0 $1,149.0 $5,470.4 $15.0 $15.0 $15.0 
Candidate/Illustrative   $0.0 $0.0 $2,246.3 $260.0 $1,215.0 $1,350.0 

Total - Grand Forks   $819.0 $1,149.0 $7,716.7 $275.0 $1,230.0 $1,365.0 
*All Values Shown as $1,000s 

       
 

2019 Capital Investment Schedule-Grand Forks 

 
 

East Grand Forks  
Table 10-4 shows the current projected capital expenditures needed to support the East Grand Forks side of the CAT 
System over the life of this TDP through year 2022. 

I tem Status 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022
Fixed Route Vehicles Programmed $784.0 $480.0 $490.0 $160.0
Paratransit Vehicles Programmed $107.0 $110.0

Safety & Security Programmed -5307 $35.0 $15.0 $15.0 $15.0 $15.0 $15.0
Fixed Route Video System Programmed $60.0

Shop Mtce. Software Programmed $100.0
Shop Tools/Equipment Programmed $16.0

Digital Way Signs Programmed $25.0
Destination Signs Programmed $20.0

Transit Admin/Garage Upgrades Programmed $387.0 $4,784.4

Bus Stops/Buildings 
Improvements/Maintenance

Programmed $10.0

Fare Collection Vault/Software & Servers Programmed $106.3
Transit Admin/Garage Upgrades Programmed $150.0
Fixed Route Vehicles- Expansion Programmed $1,521.0
Capitalized Vehicle Maintenance Programmed $80.0

Paratransit Vehicles Candidate - 5310/Illustrative $80.0
Fixed Route Vehicles- Replacement Candidate - 5339/Illustrative $1,060.0 $1,250.0

Non-Revenue Vehicles Candidate - 5339/Illustrative $63.0 $30.0
Shop Tools/Equipment Candidate - 5339/Illustrative  $20.0 $80.0

Bus Fare Boxes Candidate - 5339/Illustrative $200.0
Bus Stops/Buildings Candidate - 5339/Illustrative $186.0 $20.0 $45.0 $20.0

Programmed $819.0 $1,149.0 $7,247.7 $255.0 $15.0 $15.0
Candidate/Illustrative $0.0 $0.0 $469.0 $20.0 $1,215.0 $1,350.0

Total -  Grand Forks $819.0 $1,149.0 $7,716.7 $275.0 $1,230.0 $1,365.0
*All Values Shown as $1,000s

Grand Forks 



 

10-7 

FINANCIAL PLAN 

SHORT-TERM NEEDS 
Over the life of the current TDP, East Grand Forks has a total capital need of $1.23 million. Of this amount, $610,000 is 
currently programmed. The unfunded elements of the East Grand Forks capital analysis relate to vehicle needs in 2021 for 
replacement of vehicles 142 and 162.  

LONG TERM NEEDS 
The East Grand Forks capital analysis is not inclusive of needed ongoing upgrades and expansion to the CAT Bus Garage. 
Based on current services provided by CAT, MnDOT may potentially consider funding some portion of this facility. These 
discussions should be included in future investment planning for upgrade and expansion of the CAT Bus Garage.  

The East Grand Forks capital analysis is not reflective of the needed additional investments to maintain a state of good 
repair. Based on the earlier discussion of the Asset Management analysis for CAT, an additional $187,000 in revenue is 
needed from East Grand Forks to maintain their proportional share (based on percent of system revenue miles) of the 
current CAT capital infrastructure.  

2018 Update 
Table 10-3 has been updated to reflect the most current capital investment schedule. This reflects the change in year when 
a bus replacement will happen. There has been added card/ticket vending machines to help the system improve the ability 
for customers to access new fare cards or reload current ones.  
 

2019 Update 
Table 10-4 has been updated to reflect the most current capital investment schedule. The State of Minnesota moved the 
vehicle purchases to years beyond the time span of this Transit Development Plan. The need for additional card vending 
equipment was reevaluated when additional federal funds were needed to go toward operational costs. 
 
 

Table 10-4: East Grand Forks Capital Investment Schedule 

East Grand Forks 
Item Status 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 

Replace DAR Vehicle (Replace 141 w/cutaway) Programmed  $150.0     

Replace DAR Vehicle (142) Illustrative     $220.0  

Replace 1 Fixed Route (162) Illustrative      $400.0  

Expansion Fixed Route (MnDOT 100% $) Programmed  $460.0     

Programmed   $0.0 $610.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 
Illustrative/Candidate    $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $620.0 $0.0 
Subtotal - East Grand Forks    $0.0 $610.0 $0.0 $0.0 $620.0 $0.0 
*All values shown as $1,000s 
 

2018 Capital Cost Investment Schedule- East Grand Forks 

East Grand Forks  
Item Status 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 

Paratransit Vehicle Programmed   $150.0       $170.0 
Fixed Route Vehicles Programmed         $170.0   

Safety & Security Programmed   $3.8         
Ticket Vending Equipment Programmed     $220.0       

Bus Stops/Buildings Improvements/Maintenance Programmed       $200.0     
Card Vending Equipment Programmed           $250.0 

Expansion Fixed Route (MnDOT 100% $) Programmed   $460.0         
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Programmed   $0.0 $613.8 $220.0 $200.0 $170.0 $420.0 
Illustrative/Candidate    $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 

Subtotal - East Grand Forks    $0.0 $613.8 $220.0 $200.0 $170.0 $420.0 
*All Values Shown as $1,000s 

       
 

2019 Capital Cost Investment Schedule- East Grand Forks 

East Grand Forks  
Item Status 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 

Paratransit Vehicle Programmed   $150.0         
Fixed Route Vehicles Programmed             

Safety & Security Programmed   $3.8         

Ticket Vending Equipment Programmed     $220.0       
Bus Stops/Buildings Improvements/Maintenance Programmed       $200.0     

Expansion Fixed Route (MnDOT 100% $) Programmed   $460.0         
Programmed   $0.0 $613.8 $220.0 $200.0 $0.0 $0.0 

Illustrative/Candidate    $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 
Subtotal - East Grand Forks    $0.0 $613.8 $220.0 $200.0 $0.0 $0.0 

*All Values Shown as $1,000s 
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