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CHAPTER 1:
INTRODUCTION

1.1. PURPOSE

The Great Falls Area Long Range Transportation Plan
(LRTP) serves as a guide for development of and invest-
ment in the community’s transportation system. The LRTP
was developed through a collaborative approach with City,
County, and State staff, elected officials, and local resi-
dents. The Plan provides the blueprint for a transportation
system that will serve the community’s citizens well into the
future.

This LRTP is intended to offer guidance for the deci-
sion-makers in the Great Falls Area by responding to
existing transportation system concerns through a menu of
large and small improvements to the transportation net-
work. The recommendations made in this document cover
all modes of transportation, including travel by private
vehicle, foot, bicycle and transit. Recommended projects
are intended to relieve existing problems and prepare

the Great Falls Area transportation system to meet future
needs. As a truly “multi-modal” transportation plan, this
LRTP includes not only a traditional examination of traffic
operations and the community’s road network, but also

an assessment of non-motorized transportation, transit,
trip reduction strategies, traffic calming and travel demand
management techniques.
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1.2. BACKGROUND

The City of Great Falls, Cascade
County and the Montana Department
of Transportation (MDT) partnered to
develop this community-wide transpor-
tation plan. A robust updated LRTP?
was prepared four years ago, providing
a guide for transportation infrastructure
investments based on system needs
and associated decision making princi-
ples. To satisfy Federal transportation
planning requirements the 2014 Plan
has been reviewed and updated as
appropriate in this 2018 update.

Great Falls Area Long Range
Transportation Plan - 2014

oat Falls Matropolitan Planning Organization (MPO)
i, Montana

In the past, transportation planning in
the United States has predominately
focused on moving cars, with priority
over other transportation modes such
as transit, bicycle and pedestrian facilities. Accordingly, this has neces-
sitated more and larger roadways at extensive costs. This LRTP and the
2014 Plan provide a comprehensive vision for non-motorized transpor-
tation within the Great Falls Area. Although the roadway needs are well
defined and will be the standard by which community transportation
infrastructure is measured, the decision makers and community at large
recognize the need for alternatives. These alternatives include more and
better bicycle and pedestrian facilities, a focus on transit service, and a
desire to explore alternative transportation modes. Growth in the Great
Falls Area, although moderate compared to some other Montana com-
munities, is well documented and explained in later chapters. Impacts

to the transportation system resulting from this growth are a measurable
and identifiable quantity, and the community is well positioned to accom-
modate this growth through measures identified in this plan.

The previous LRTP was completed in
2014.

JULY 5, 2018

1.3. FEDERAL REQUIREMENTS FOR
TRANSPORTATION PLANS

According to provisions contained in the Fixing America’s Surface
Transportation (FAST) Act?, the MPO of urban areas with a central city
of 50,000 or more population is responsible for promoting “...the safe
and efficient management, operation, and development of surface
transportation systems that will serve the mobility needs of people and
freight, foster economic growth and development’. The Great Falls MPO
consists of two local governments (City of Great Falls and Cascade
County) and one state agency (MDT). The MPO incorporates transpor-
tation planning as one of its many planning functions.

The LRTP complies with and follows all applicable regulations of the
FAST Act and Title 23 of the Code of Federal Regulations (CFR). The
plan is a long-term planning document with a planning horizon out to the
year 2038.

1.4. STUDY AREA

As a part of the 2014 LRTP, and as an outcome of the 2010 Federal
Census, an evaluation of the previous LRTP’s study area boundary was
undertaken. Changes to the study area were made to ensure the bound-
ary is synonymous with the MPO boundary — with the latter terminology
being specific to the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) for regu-
latory purposes. No changes to the boundary have been made for the
2018 update of the Plan.

For Great Falls, the study area boundary includes the entire city limits
of Great Falls, as well as a substantial amount of unincorporated lands
surrounding the city. The study area boundary also includes approxi-
mately 85% of the population in Cascade County.

The study boundary is shown on Figure 1 and was used for all aspects
of the LRTP planning process. This study boundary includes all of the
major employers in the area, and includes all of the land that may be
used for employment centers in the next twenty years. It also includes
densely developed residential land uses in the area, and those areas
likely to increase the housing supply in the future and subsequently add
traffic onto the transportation network.



GREAT FALLS AREA LONG RANGE TRANSPORTATION PLAN - 2018 UPDATE

/

2
Wiy, s, B
oy,
4G
R

MC VR py

NW BYPASS

6TH STAW

9 3
Uong, 3
R hp z
I Riyey
Great Falls 7 i

International Airport ¢

S

&

qoé
&

3ISTSTSW

53RD AVE SW

40TH ST SW

CENTRAL A\/E -

9TH STNW

JATH ST |

FLOOD RD

DICK ROAD

Foxearmro

'STONEGATE RD

FOX FARM RD'

BOOTLEGGER TR

36THAVE NE

o
&2G©
o

SMELTERAVE

|
I
|
I
L= 2t

i

RAINBOW DAM RP.

it SPRINGS RO
o

>

D N
g T |
. - ‘
+ + + i3 = ‘
= 2 P %
13 5 E TTHAVE N E > !
FANES =
e &
2ND AVE N &8 ! :
ISTAVEN. T @ Force Bss::" |
1STAVES | centraLave ] Sk E [ I
el B ‘r &
gie BB Bl B BHEE £ § 3
v~\A AL 10THAVES I l x
"/ » wmaes 5] z m
5 =2 FEsL
2 H] ] i 4 B
ATTHAVE S A9 e N & s =
aa
. (95
ol @ HTHAES | s E
HE § ; ' N
& : 3
20z 2 BROAVES | &
! 3
5t I S
{ Pgraes | | | B| | =
o
<
3
Q
55TH |
AVE S |
=) g
4,
%%, / [
e /
/ 227
I/
’ e
Map Legend
i
J DStudyArea
=
| Urban Boundary
. A City Boundary
J 0 0.5 1 2

3
! 1Miles

INTRODUCTION 3



_.mGREAT FALLS AREA
a Long Range Transportation Plan - 2018 Update

4

1.5. GoOALS AND OBJECTIVES

Development of goals and objectives for the LRTP is a critical first step
in the transportation planning process. In addition to capturing all related
information from previous community planning efforts, the goals and
objectives lay out the general course of action for the LRTP develop-
ment and represent the community’s vision for the future transportation
system.

The goals and objectives developed for the LRTP were identified to
reflect the condition of planning within the general community, and more
specifically, reflect the needs and desires relative to transportation.
Goals represent the overarching statements of the LRTP intent and the
direct elements of the community’s vision, while objectives are more
focused statements of specific actions, measures or procedures that
reflect how a particular goal can be attained.

The goals and objectives developed for the LRTP are connected con-
cepts — that is, they represent the desired end result of the community’s
transportation system once projects identified are implemented. Goals
and objectives also provide direction on how to get to that end result.
Collectively, the goals and objectives inform the planning process and
set the course of action for the transportation system for years to come.
The goals and objectives for the LRTP also directly reflect the goals and
strategies for the state transportation network identified in TranPlanMT
and national highway and transit performance goals adopted by US-
DOT.

JULY 5, 2018

Numerous local planning documents were reviewed to determine what,
if any, transportation related goals and objectives have already been
developed within the community. Based on a review of relevant planning
efforts within the community, five primary principles were identified for
the LRTP.

VISIONARY PRINCIPLES

1. The community desires a connected, smarter transportation
system through land use and transportation planning. This type
of system allows citizens to choose what mode of travel they
desire, and makes travel more convenient while promoting an
active lifestyle by choice for its citizens.

The community is a hub for local, regional and national
industry. It is particularly growing as a freight hub serving
various types of industries. The community embraces the
opportunity to attract regional industry and support ongoing
economic vitality.

Efficient travel and increased mobility is desirable to minimize
transportation and associated costs.

Transportation influences quality of life. The community desires
a transportation system that is compatible with the environment
and context of the Great Falls area, with special consideration
given to sustainability and conserving natural and cultural
resources.

The community desires a safe and secure transportation
system, and strives for a reduction in crashes, injuries and
fatalities.



GREAT FALLS AREA LONG RANGE TRANSPORTATION PLAN - 2018 UPDATE

GOAL 1: MAINTAIN THE EXISTING TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM.

The Great Falls Area transportation system is aging, and available
funding is not sufficient for the necessary maintenance. Upkeep of
roadways is reactive rather than proactive. There is often competition
between funding for new projects as compared to maintenance and
operations of the existing system. New or wider roadways are gener-
ally not being built, rather the short- and mid-term focus should turn
to optimizing the existing transportation system to the greatest extent
possible.

OBJECTIVES:

1.1 Maintain existing roadway systems to optimize their
usefulness and minimize life-cycle costs.

1.2 Monitor the performance of key facilities and work with
local and regional partners to identify critical deficiencies in
the roadway network.

1.3 Use transportation project selection criteria to identify and
prioritize maintenance activities and project development

1.4 Relieve pressures on the existing transportation system
through minor infrastructure improvements, maintenance
and system preservation activities rather than expanding
the current system.

1.5 Encourage reuse and/or redevelopment around existing
transportation facilities.

GOAL 2: IMPROVE THE EFFICIENCY, PERFORMANCE AND

CONNECTIVITY OF A BALANCED TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM.

A transportation system that performs well allows users to choose mul-
tiple transportation modes and to move through those modes in a safe
and efficient manner. An efficient system allows people to move from
place to place in as direct a route as possible, allowing them to reduce
the amount of time spent in travel, the distance that must be traveled,
and the amount of time spent in congested traffic. Connectivity allows
citizens to make route decisions and mode choices based on traffic
and road conditions, or desired destinations.

OBJECTIVES:

2.1 Ensure the current street network of collectors, minor
arterials, principal arterials and the interstate is adequate to
safely and efficiently handle projected traffic.

2.2 Promote the development of an effective roadway network
through improvements in intersection and roadway
capacity.

2.3 Improve opportunities for active transportation (non-
motorized) as part of daily travel mode choice within the
community by increasing pedestrian, bicycle and transit
connections.

24 Ensure that mobility-challenged populations, such as low
income, persons with disabilities, or senior citizens, have
travel options in the Great Falls area.

25 Minimize cut-through traffic in residential neighborhoods.
2.6 Identify and reduce (or eliminate) freight movement
impacts on area roadways and identify improvements to

eliminate deficiencies with the objective of improving freight
movement.

INTRODUCTION
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GOAL 3: PROMOTE CONSISTENCY BETWEEN LAND USE
AND TRANSPORTATION PLANS TO ENHANCE MOBILITY AND

ACCESSIBILITY.

Minimizing vehicle miles of travel and promoting alternative travel
modes are fundamental objectives of a compact, livable urban envi-
ronment. As the Great Falls Area population ages and the number of
persons per household decreases, options in housing and transpor-
tation will be needed to meet the demands of the population. Trans-
portation improvements should be integrated with local land use
planning to ensure the proper mix of roads, trails, transit, paths and
other bicycle and pedestrian features co-exist.

OBJECTIVES:

3.1 Integrate land use planning and transportation planning to
manage and develop the transportation system.

3.2 Use transportation project programming to encourage
desired development patterns within the community and
ensure new development is adequately served.

3.3 Develop and implement consistent access management
and corridor preservation standards, ordinances and
plans appropriate to the roadway network and land use
throughout the area.

3.4 Ensure an environmentally responsible and sound

transportation system that minimizes adverse
environmental impacts within the community.

JULY 5, 2018

GOAL 4: PROVIDE A SAFE AND SECURE TRANSPORTATION

SYSTEM.

Most community planning efforts recognize the desire for a safe trans-
portation system. Community safety and security can be improved by
transportation efforts in a number of ways. Reducing crashes, improv-
ing the ability of emergency responders to quickly and reliably respond
to emergencies, and providing evacuation routes in the event of a nat-
ural disaster will all assist to improving safety and security. Educational
programs that help travelers understand the particular safety concerns
associated with various travel modes can also help all users travel with
increased confidence and security.

OBJECTIVES:

4.1 Reduce the rates of fatalities and crashes occurring on all
transportation facilities.

4.2 Identify barriers to effective and prompt emergency re-
sponse.
4.3 Implement safety initiatives and educational programs for

all modes of transportation.

4.4 Coordinate with freight operators and agencies on projects
that can enhance the security of the freight transportation
system in the region.
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GOAL 5: SUPPORT ECONOMIC VITALITY OF THE COMMUNITY.

All economic activity relies on a functioning, diverse transportation
network. Vehicle, freight, air, transit, rail and non-motorized infra-
structure all have a purpose to serve when linking economic vitality
to the costs of doing business. Transportation in terms of economic
vitality is only one component of a successful business environment.
High quality schools, diversity in housing types, low debt, availability
of infrastructure, and access to a highly educated and highly skilled
workforce all contribute to the economic success of a community.

OBJECTIVES:

5.1 Optimize the transportation system to meet the needs of
the Great Falls Area, including the Great Falls International
Airport, Malmstrom Air Force Base, Downtown Great Falls,
employment centers, and industrial and commercial areas.

5.2 Provide attractive and convenient transportation facilities
that attract and retain business, young professionals, fami-
lies and older adults.

5.3 Facilitate the movement of goods and freight to commer-
cial and industrial centers.

GOAL 6: PROTECT AND ENHANCE ENVIRONMENTAL
SUSTAINABILITY, PROVIDE OPPORTUNITIES FOR ACTIVE

LIFESTYLES, AND CONSERVE NATURAL AND CULTURAL
RESOURCES.

Both the FAST Act planning factors and the livability principles from
HUD/EPA/USDOT point to quality of life concerns in the development
of LRTP’s. Not only are impacts to the environment taken more seri-
ously, but increasingly Great Falls Area citizens are demanding a more
holistic approach to transportation. The preservation of natural, historic
and cultural resources, as well as promoting a healthy, active lifestyle,
are priorities of this LRTP and current Federal transportation planning
guidance.

OBJECTIVES:

6.1 Promote transportation projects, plans and/or programs
that encourage reducing fuel consumption, reducing vehicle
miles of travel, and thereby minimizing air pollution.

6.2 Coordinate transportation planning activities with appropri-
ate federal, state, and local agencies responsible for land
use management, natural resources, environmental protec-
tion, conservation, and historic preservation.

6.3 Engage stakeholders and the public in the decision-making
stage of the transportation planning process.

6.4 Coordinate transportation planning activities with local and

regional land use planning activities, including the City and
County Growth Policy Updates.

INTRODUCTION
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GOAL 7: MAXIMIZE THE COST EFFECTIVENESS OF
TRANSPORTATION.

Transportation facilities which provide mode choice options to the
public, reduce the time spent traveling, reduce fuel consumption, and
make the best use of limited public funds for infrastructure improve-
ments are desirable. Not only are costs related to the cost of building
facilities, but there are also associated costs related to time spent in

vehicles.
OBJECTIVES:
71 Identify available funding mechanisms potentially including

federal and state gas tax revenue, impact fees, transporta-
tion bond issues, local option gas taxes, and other revenue
funding sources used in similar cities.

7.2 Encourage cooperation between public, private and
non-profit organizations in the development, funding, and
management of transportation projects.

The transportation plan aims to identify strategies to maintain and improve the existing
. . transportation system and strategies that help the Great Falls area effectively plan for the
7.3 Promote cost-effective recommendations that balance future.

transportation system needs with available funding and
expected expenditures.

8 JULY 5, 2018
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1.6. OUTREACH AND PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT

Education and public outreach are essential parts of fulfilling the respon-
sibility to successfully inform the public about the transportation planning
process. The Great Falls MPO conducts an ongoing public and stakehold-
er engagement process for all transportation planning activities in accor-
dance with the Great Falls Planning Public Participation Plan. The Public
Participation Plan, last updated in December 2011, is subject to periodic
FHWA and Federal Transit Authority (FTA) review and concurrence for
consistency with Federal planning regulations. Such concurrence was
most recently provided through TIP approval on September 1, 2017 by
the Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) and Policy Coordinating Commit-
tee (PCC) and September 12, 2017 by MDT.

The development of the LRTP involved early communication with inter-
ested parties to help identify needs, constraints, and opportunities to
determine reasonable improvements given available resources and local
support. This LRTP update built upon the extensive outreach and public
involvement effort from the 2014 LRTP. The outreach strategies utilized
for the update were as follows:

PuBLIC INFORMATIONAL MEETINGS

Two formal public informational meetings were held for the LRTP update.
The first meeting was an introductory meeting to provide a summary of
the 2014 LRTP and to discuss and identify the issues that should be ad-
dressed in the updated plan. This meeting was held on February 7, 2018
at the Great Falls Civic Center in the Gibson Room.

A second public meeting was held on May 10, 2018 at the Great Falls
Civic Center in the Gibson Room. This purpose of this meeting was to
introduce the Draft LRTP report and to field public comments.

PuBLIC COMMENTS

Public comments were solicited throughout the planning process. Com-
ments were received via email, through the project website, and at public
meetings. Appendix A contains the comments received over the course
of the planning process.

WEBSITE

A website was developed for the
LRTP updates
(www.greatfallstransplan.

com) as a landing page for
information developed during the
planning process. Draft technical
memoranda, links to additional
resources, frequently asked
questions, and contact information
was included on the website.

GREAT FALLS AREA
Long Range Transportation Plan
2018 Minor Update

A website was created for the LRTP,
(www.greatfallstransplan.com)

ONLINE MAP

An interactive mapping platform,
called a “wikimap”, was devel-
oped for the LRTP. The platform
allowed the public to provide
feedback on the recommen-
dations developed in the 2014
LRTP via an online map. Users
were asked to provide comments
related to the specific recommen-
dations.

An online commenting platform was used to solicit
feedback on the 2014 LRTP recommendations.

NEWS RELEASES

Newspaper articles and press
releases were used during the planning process to help keep the pub-

lic informed. These news releases generally were issued prior to public
meetings (and the public hearing), to generate interest in the process, and

to encourage participation by the public.

INTRODUCTION 9
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CHAPTER 2:

STATE OF THE
COMMUNITY

2.1. OVERVIEW

To clearly understand the needs of a community, it is
important to evaluate the state of the existing land use,
transportation network, social, and economic conditions

of the community. To achieve this task for the Great Falls
Area, information was collected on many aspects of the
transportation system, socioeconomic conditions, and land
use. Available and collected data were used to establish
existing conditions for the community. The existing condi-
tions were used to determine issues and concerns related
to the transportation system.




<.
_-hr:ru:n FALLS AREA

12

Long Range Transportation Plan - 2018 Update

2.2. SOCIOECONOMICS

Local and regional population and economic characteristics have important influences on travel in the Great Falls Area. The study area includes all
of the land within the City of Great Falls, Malmstrom Air Force Base (AFB), the unincorporated community of Black Eagle, Great Falls International
Airport, and adjacent lands in Cascade County where suburban development has occurred or may occur in the future.

2.2.1. Population and Demographic Trends

According to the decennial censuses, the overall population of Cascade
County has fluctuated slightly but has generally remained near 81,000
residents over the 1970-2010 period. The City of Great Falls is home

to roughly 70 percent of the county’s residents and recorded its highest
population (60,091) at the time of the 1970 Census. After two decades
of decline, the City’s population began to increase after 1990 and had
approximately 58,500 residents in 2010.

Census designated places (CDPs) are delineated by the Census Bu-
reau to provide data for settled concentrations of population that are
identifiable by name but are not legally incorporated. Malmstrom AFB
and Black Eagle are two CDPs found in the Great Falls LRTP study
area. The population of Malmstrom AFB has decreased sharply every
decade since 1970. By 2010, Malmstrom AFB had 5,000 fewer resi-
dents than at the time of the 1970 Census. The population of the Black
Eagle CDP was approximately 900 at the time of the last two census
counts.

Table 1: Population Changes Since 1970

1970
Census

1980
Census

1990

Census

The population losses seen in Cascade County and the City of Great
Falls during the 1970s and 1980s, coupled with the slow growth seen
over the last 20 years, has resulted in long term growth rates of near
zero. Positive rates of annual population growth have been recorded
for both the County (0.23 percent) and City (0.30 percent) in the last 20
years. However, these annual growth rates are well below those seen
for the state and nation.

Current population estimates show that populations in the County

and City are continuing to increase at rates greater than the long term
growth rates seen during the last two decades, but less than the short
term rates seen in the last decade. Overall, the City of Great Falls has
grown by 1.15 percent since 2010 which translates to an annual in-
crease of about 0.19 percent. The rate of growth continues to lag behind
that seen for the state and nation. Table 1 presents the historic and
current (estimated as of July 1, 2016) population for Cascade County,
the City of Great Falls, the State of Montana, and the United States.

Compound
Average

2000
Census

2010
Census

2016
Estimate

% Change
(1970-2016)

Cascade County 81,804 80,696 77,691 80,357 81,327 81,755 -0.001%
City of Great Falls 60,091 56,725 55,097 56,690 58,505 59,178 -0.03%
State of Montana 694,409 786,690 799,065 902,195 989,415 1,042,520 0.89%
United States 203,392,031 | 226,545,805 248,709,873 281,421,906 | 308,745,538 323,127,513 1.01%

Source: US Bureau of the Census, Current Estimates Data, available at http://www.census.gov/popest/data/index.html

JULY 5, 2018
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A comparison of resident age was made between Cascade County and the City of Great Falls. Table 2 depicts the changes in age distribution for
residents between 1980 and 2010. In these 30 years, the share of County residents in the “less than 18 years old” category has decreased by
nearly 21 percent, while the number of residents in “65 years and over” category increased by nearly 59 percent. During the same time period, the
number of City residents in the “less than 18 years old” category decreased by about 16 percent, while the number of residents in “65 years and
over” category increased by nearly 49 percent. The median ages of both County and City residents showed notable increases between 1980 and
2010. The median ages of County and City residents were 38.9 years and 39.0 years, respectively, at the time of the 2010 Census. These statistics
point to the aging of the population, and corresponds to similar trends within Montana and the United States.

To examine more specifically how age groups have changed in Cascade County, age group data from the 2000 Census and 2010 Census were
reviewed for the County and the City of Great Falls. This review showed the following changes:

e Notable (12-23 percent) declines in the population between 5 to 17 years;

e Declines of nearly 30 percent in the 35- to 44-year old population;

e The share of the population between 55 and 64 years increased by 30-50 percent; and

o The population over the age of 65 (including the share of residents over age 85) grew substantially.

Table 2: Age Distribution (1980 to 2010)

Cascade County City of Great Falls
<18 18-64 65+ Median <18 18-64 65+ Median
Year Years | Years | Years Age Years | Years | Years Age
1980 23,544 49,164 7,988 28.6 15,713 34,489 6,523 30.6
1990 21,520 46,304 9,867 32.7 14,325 32,507 8,265 34.4
2000 20,912 48,197 11,248 36.7 14,138 33,654 8,898 37.8
2010 18,630 50,007 12,690 38.9 13,161 35,648 9,696 39.0

Change -4,914 843 4,702 10.3

(1980-2010) -20.9% 1.7% 58.9% 36.0%
Source: US Bureau of the Census, Census of the Population

STATE OF THE COMMUNITY 13
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According to the ACS profile for the 2012-2016 period, approximately 92 percent of residents in occupied housing units within the City of Great
Falls and Cascade County had access to at least one vehicle. In comparison, residents of nearly 95 percent of all occupied housing units in Mon-
tana and 91 percent of all occupied housing units in the nation had access to one or more vehicles. Table 3 presents commuting characteristics for
workers in Cascade County, the City of Great Falls, and the Malmstrom AFB and Black Eagle CDPs. Similar statistics for the State of Montana and
the United States are provided for comparison.

The table shows that approximately 92 percent of the commuting workers in Cascade County and City of Great Falls rely on personal vehicles or
carpools for transportation to work destinations. The share of workers who drove alone to work is higher than seen for the state and nation. The
share of workers who walked to work or used other means to commute is also below that seen for Montana and the US. The data also indicates
that public transportation options are limited for Montana residents at all geographies as compared to elsewhere in the United States. Workers in
Cascade County and the City also have notably shorter commute times than elsewhere in the state or nation.

Table 3: Mode of Transportation to Work (2012-2016)

City of Cascade | Malmstrom | Black Eagle | State of United

Subject Great Falls | County | AFB CDP CDP Montana States

Number of Workers 16 Years 28,186 38,785 2,239 450 483,881 145,861,216
and Older

% Who Commuted to Work 97.30% 96.90% 96.70% 100.00% 93.70% 95.40%

% Who Worked at Home 2.70% 3.10% 3.30% 0.00% 6.30% 4.60%
Transportation Mode

Drove alone, car, truck, van 82.00% 80.40% 76.70% 76.20% 75.10% 76.40%

Carpooled 10.30% 11.10% 14.70% 10.20% 10.20% 9.30%

Public Transportation (excluding

. 0.80% 0.80% 0.00% 6.90% 0.80% 5.10%

taxicabs)

Walked to Work 3.10% 3.50% 4.70% 0.00% 5.1% 2.80%

Other means of commuting 1.10% 1.10% 0.60% 6.70% 2.40% 1.80%

Mean Travel Time to Work 13.8 min 15.6 min 14.0 min 13.0 min 17.9 min 26.1 min
Source: US Bureau of the Census, American Community Survey (ACS) Profile Report 2012-2016 Estimates, available at http://mcdc1.missouri.

edu/acsprofiles/acsprofilemenu.html

JULY 5, 2018
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2.2.2. Housing Units

The Census Bureau identifies a “housing unit” as a house, an apart-
ment, a mobile home, a group of rooms, or a single room that is occu-
pied (or if vacant, is intended for occupancy) as separate living quarters.
Separate living quarters are those in which the occupants live and eat
separately from any other persons in the building and which have direct
access from the outside of the building or through a common hall. The
occupants may be a single family, one person living alone, two or more
families living together, or any other group of related or unrelated per-
sons who share living arrangements.

Table 4 lists the number of housing units that existed within the various
geographies of Cascade County during recent decennial censuses.
Overall, the number of housing units in Cascade County increased by
nearly 16 percent during the 1980-2010 period, with significant increas-
es in the number of housing units recorded during each of the last two
decades in the County. This trend is similar for the City of Great Falls
which showed an 11.6 percent increase in housing units between 1980
and 2010.

The data in Table 4 also shows that the population per housing unit de-
creased for all geographies between 1980 and 2010. The population per
housing unit in Cascade County and the City of Great Falls was identi-
cal at 2.18 persons per housing unit at the time of the 2010 Census. The
population per housing unit for the State of Montana was 2.04 according
to the 2010 Census.

Table 4: Number of Housing Units (1980-2010)

Area | 1980 | 1990 | 2000 & 2010
Cascade County
Population 80,696 | 77,691 80,357 81,327
Housing Units 32,199 | 33,063 35,225 37,276
Net Change - 864 2,162 2,051
Population per Housing Unit 2.51 2.35 2.28 2.18
Population 56,725 | 55,097 56,690 58,505
Housing Units 24,056 24,152 25,243 26,854
Net Change - 96 1,091 1,611
Population per Housing Unit 2.36 2.28 2.25 2.18
Population 6,675 5,938 4,544 3,472
Housing Units 1,566 1,496 1,405 1,171
Net Change -- -70 -91 -234
Population per Housing Unit 4.26 3.97 3.23 2.96
Population @ @ 914 904
Housing Units @ @ 458 474
Net Change - - - 16
Population per Housing Unit - - 1.99 1.91

Source: US Bureau of the Census, Census of the Population
@ No data available

STATE OF THE COMMUNITY
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2.2.3. Employment and Income Trends

Cascade County is Montana’s fifth most populous county, while Great
Falls, the county seat, is the state’s third largest city. Great Falls ac-
counts for about 72 percent of Cascade County’s total population. The
city is home to Malmstrom AFB which is a driving force in the regional
economy. Great Falls is also home to the C. M. Russell Museum, the
Lewis & Clark Interpretive Center, Great Falls College Montana State
University, The University of Providence, and the Montana Air National
Guard.

The most recent available data shows that total full and part-time em-
ployment in the county was 50,348 in 2015, 98 percent of which were
non-farm related employment. Total full and part-time employment in
Cascade County grew at an annual rate of approximately 0.70 percent.

Data shows that between 1970 and 2015, the most notable net increas-
es in employment occurred in the services industry, where the total
number of jobs more than tripled. Other industry sectors showing sizable
increases in employment since 1970 include: construction (net gain of
1,117 jobs); finance, insurance and real estate (net gain of 1,407 jobs);
and state and local government (net gain of 935 jobs). Notable declines
in employment were seen in the manufacturing, transportation and
public utilities sector, federal and civilian government, and military. Com-
bined, the declines in these sectors resulted in more than 5,000 fewer
jobs in 2015 than in 1970.

Large civilian employers in the City and County include:
e Benefis Hospital (3,107 employees)
e Great Falls Public Schools (2,048 employees)
o City of Great Falls (575 employees)
o Great Falls Clinic (541 employees)
e Cascade County (500 employees)
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Malmstrom AFB accounts for the majority of the military employees in
Cascade County, although the Montana Air National Guard also provides
significant numbers of military employment. Total full and part-time mili-
tary employment in 1970 accounted for 15.5 percent of jobs in the Coun-
ty. Military employment in the county has steadily declined since 1970.
There were 2,319 fewer military jobs in 2015 than in 1970. Total full and
part-time military employment represented about 7 percent of jobs in the
County in 2015. Most recently, military job losses resulted after a 2007
decision by the United States Air Force to deactivate the 564th Missile
Squadron from its existing mission at Malmstrom.

2.2.4. Land Use and Development

Land use plays a critical role in shaping transportation networks. Land
use decisions affect the transportation system and can increase viable
options for people to access work and recreation sites, goods, services,
and other resources in the community. In turn, the existing and future
transportation system will be impacted by the location, type, and design
of land use developments through changes in travel demands, travel
mode choices, and travel patterns. For this reason, it is important to re-
view community development patterns over time and understand where
conditions may be favorable for new residential and non-residential
growth.

The City of Great Falls was built largely upon a grid system of streets
with a defined Central Business District surrounded by residential devel-
opment. Commercial and industrial uses were typically concentrated in
the Central Business District or along railroad lines or major roads and
streets. The community has evolved over the years as population growth
and new development has been realized. Commercial development is
no longer focused in the downtown area and many retail functions have
shifted to outlying shopping centers and commercial areas, like those
along Tenth Avenue South and Third Street Northwest. Today, downtown
Great Falls is the governmental and financial center of the community
and houses many professional offices and specialty retail stores.
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Extensive residential uses are still seen in the areas around the central
City. However, some residential development pattern has extended to
the unincorporated areas surrounding the City and is characterized by
low-density residential development on lots of one to ten acres. Multi-
ple family residential development is widely scattered throughout the
community. Most new housing development in the Great Falls area has
occurred to the southwest, southeast, and north of the city.

The City’s current Growth Policy, Imagine Great Falls 2025%, indicates
“increased reliance on trucking has allowed manufacturers and other
types of industries to locate wherever land is available with good ac-
cess, adequate utilities, and proper zoning.” It is no longer necessary
for industrial land uses to be located near railroad lines. As a result, few
substantial concentrations of new industrial development occur within
the city proper. However, concentrations do occur in the North Park in-
dustrial subdivision and near the Great Falls International Airport as well
as the Great Bear industrial subdivision on the northern edge of the City.
Figure 2 illustrates current land uses in the City of Great Falls.

Existing Land Use

.—-—-—’_——4_—:-;-
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i Maimstrom
® Air Force Base

Greal Falls
International Airport

os/ pue7 buysix3 :g IUNOI

Classification
Residential
B Commercial
B |ndustrial
I Institutional
B Parks and Open Land
I Transportation
<X Vacant
City Limit

Groal Fals Planning & Community Development
s Date: April 24, 2013

Source: Imagine Great Falls 2025, Growth Policy Update, 2013

STATE OF THE COMMUNITY 17



L GREAT FALLS AREA

a Long Range Transportation Plan - 2018 Update

2.2.4.2. Recent and Historic Development Trends
A map showing how the land area of the City of Great Falls has expanded between 1962 and 2012 is presented in Figure 3. The incorporated area
of the City has increased by more about 9.3 square miles over the past 50 years and now encompasses more than 22.5 square miles of land. As
Figure 3 shows, the city has grown around most of its periphery. Notable areas where expansion has occurred include along the southern of ex-
pansion exist along the southern perimeter of the city and to the southwest in the vicinity of Great Falls International Airport. Infill development has
occurred to the east between the city and Malmstrom AFB and north of the Missouri River along US Highway 87 and Black Eagle.

Numerous special area plans have
been produced in Great Falls in
recent years which help identify
development goals and objectives
and contain detailed evaluations of

localized areas within the community.

These plans are listed below:

e Downtown Access,
Circulation, and Streetscape
Plan* (April 2013)

¢ Malmstrom AFB Joint Land
Use Study® (March 2012)

¢ Downtown Master Plan®
(October 2011)

e Medical District Master Plan’
(January 2007)

e Missouri River Urban?
Corridor Master Plan (2004)
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2.2.4.3. Future Growth Areas

Potential growth areas within the community were identified as part of the Imagine Great Falls 2025 growth policy update. These growth areas are
shown on Figure 4. The principal areas for new residential growth are envisioned along the southern edge of the city in the southwestern portion
of the community. Residential growth is also anticipated along the northern perimeter of the city west of US Highway 87. Non-commercial develop-
ment and industrial growth are envisioned around the airport, east of US Highway 87 and north of Black Eagle, and in the northeastern portion of

the urban area near Malmstrom AFB. These potential growth areas were considered when allocating future residential and non-residential growth
to the year 2038 within the study area.
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2.3. TRANSPORTATION NETWORK

A transportation network is made up of many individual road
segments which are connected in ways which permit vehicular
movement. However, this network is not limited to personal
vehicles, it is also meant to accommodate public transportation,
bicycles, pedestrians, freight, rail, and other modes of transpor-
tation. Gaining a thorough understanding of each component
of the transportation network will help ensure that all modes of
transportation are able to navigate the transportation network
safely and efficiently.

2.3.1. Major Street Network

A community’s transportation system is made up of a hierarchy
of roadways, with each roadway being classified according to
certain parameters. Some of these parameters are geometric
configuration, traffic volumes, spacing in the community trans-
portation grid, speeds, and land use. Functional classification
defines the nature of traveling within a network in a logical and
efficient manner by defining the part that any particular road or
street should play in serving the flow of trips through the entire
network.

For the LRTP, emphasis was placed on roadways that are func-
tionally classified as collectors, minor arterials, and principal
arterials within the study area. Figure 5 presents the existing
major street network. Note that the functional classifications
shown on these figures represent classifications determined

by the Great Falls MPO and are not the “Federally Approved”
Functional Classification system for the Great Falls area.

Included in the current study area are roadways with functional
classifications of interstate system, principal arterials, minor
arterials, collector routes, and local streets.

FUNCTIONAL CLASSIFICATIONS

Interstate: The main purpose of an interstate highway is to provide for
both regional and interstate transportation of people and goods. Primary
users include all types, ranging from local residents and commuters, to
travelers and freight operators. Interstate highways characteristically have
fully controlled access (provided by a limited number of interchanges),
high design speeds, and place a high priority on driver comfort and safety.
The interstate system has been designed as a high-speed facility with all
road intersections being grade separated.

Principal Arterial System: The purpose of a principal arterial is to serve
the major centers of activity, the highest traffic volume corridors, and the
longest trip distances in an area. This classification of roadway carries a
high proportion of the total traffic. Most of the vehicles entering and leaving
the area will utilize principal arterials. Significant intra-area travel, such as
between central business districts, outlying residential areas, and major
suburban centers, is typically served by principal arterials.

Minor Arterial Street System: The minor arterial street system intercon-

nects with and supplements the principal arterial system. Minor arterials
accommodate trips of moderate length at a somewhat lower level of travel
mobility, as compared to principal arterials. They distribute travel to smaller
geographic areas in addition to providing some access to adjacent lands.

Collector Street System: The collector street network provides links from
residential, commercial, and industrial areas to the arterial street net-
work. This type of roadway differs from those of the arterial system in that
collector roadways may traverse residential neighborhoods. The collector
system distributes trips from the arterials to the user’s ultimate destina-
tions while also collecting traffic from local streets in the residential neigh-
borhoods and channeling the traffic to the arterial system.

Local Street System: The local street network comprises all facilities not
included in the higher functional classes. The primary purpose of local
streets is to permit direct access to abutting lands and connections to
higher systems. Most local streets also provide residential and commer-
cial access. Usually, service to through-traffic movements is intentionally
discouraged either through low speeds or other traffic calming measures.

20 JULY 5, 2018
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2.3.2. Non-Motorized Network

An extensive effort was put forth for the 2014 LRTP to assess the existing non-motorized network conditions and determine the community’s
non-motorized needs. This assessment was performed by Alta Planning + Design and resulted in a thorough evaluation of existing facilities, poli-
cies, programs, and system deficiencies. A technical memo detailing the evaluation is included in Appendix E and is summarized here. The con-
tent of the memo has been reviewed and updated as appropriate to ensure an accurate representation of the current conditions.

The Great Falls Area is fortunate to boast an approximately 60-mile off-street bicycling and walking system along the banks of the Missouri River.
In general, Great Falls’ older core neighborhoods and grid street system with small blocks lend themselves to walking and non-motorized transpor-
tation. Pedestrians use sidewalks, trails, alleys, and bridges in and around the City, however, there is a relative lack of designated on-street bicycle
infrastructure. The city’s first bike lane was installed in Summer 2013. Some additions to the existing bike and pedestrian facilities have taken place
since the development of the 2014 LRTP. As such, there are many opportunities for improvement to the non-motorized transportation network,
especially improvements to the bicycle network. The following list describes the existing bicycle and pedestrian facilities in the study area. A map of
the existing bicycle and pedestrian facilities is presented in Figure 6.

Shared Lane Markings
Shared lane markings, or sharrows, are stenciled markings installed

as an on-street facility where bicycles share the travel lanes with cars.
Typically, these facilities occur on local roadways or on roadways with
low traffic volumes and speeds. These facilities are used to connect other
bikeways — usually bike lanes - or designate preferred routes through
high-demand corridors. In implementation, roadways with shared lane
markings are accompanied by a Bike Route designation and appropriate
signage. Examples of routes with shared lane markings in the Great Falls
Area are those along 4" Avenue North and 8" Avenue North.

Bike Lanes e e
- Bicyclist riding o 4th Ave N

Bike lanes are a type of designated bikeway that uses signage and strip- Shared Roadway
ing to delineate the right-of-way assigned to bicyclists and motorists. Bike

lanes encourage predictable movement by both bicyclists and motorists.

The Great Falls Area currently has 2.6 miles of bike lanes. The 57 Street

N/2" Avenue N bike lanes were installed in June and July 2013 between

the 2" Ave N gate of Malmstrom Air Force Base on the east, west to the

intersection of 57 St N and 2"¢ Ave N, and then north and northwest to

38" St N and the River’s Edge Trail extension.

57th St N/2nd Ave N Bike Lanes
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Natural Surface Trails

The River’s Edge Trail (RET) is the most notable natural surface trail

in the Great Falls Area. In general, natural surface trails serve as both
transportation and recreational facilities. The RET is nearly 60 miles long
and over 35 miles of the trail are made up of natural surface trail. These
parts of the trail are primarily used for singletrack mountain bike riding
and walking/hiking, with most of the natural surface trail portion outside of
the study area.

Shared Use Paths

Shared use paths are off-street paved trails that are designated for the
use of bicyclists, pedestrians, and other non-motorized users such as
skateboarders and rollerbladers. Approximately 25 miles of the RET is
paved paths and trails. There are also other sections of shared use paths
that are not part of the RET system.

Sidewalks

Most of the established areas of Great Falls have a very cohesive and
continuous sidewalk network. On the outskirts and in new or fringe devel-
opments, however, such connectivity is lacking. Much of the latter areas
were subdivided and built before being incorporated into the City (if at
all), and most of the sidewalk gaps occur here. Developers and builders
in unincorporated areas were not required to build sidewalks and they
weren’t included in the design of these neighborhoods. At the time of the
2014 LRTP, there were 37.62 miles of sidewalk gaps out of the 196 miles
of potential sidewalk mileage within the City limits.

River’s Edge Trail NW of
Downtown Great Falls

Paved Portion of River’s Edge Trail

Te e are some locations in Great Falls where
sidewalks end

STATE OF THE COMMUNITY
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River’s Edge Trail
According to the River’s Edge Trail website, the almost 60-mile trail sys-

tem is the result of nearly 30 years of cooperative partnership efforts by
the City of Great Falls, Cascade County, Montana Department of Fish,
Wildlife & Parks (FWP), Montana Department of Transportation, elec-
tric utility PPL Montana, a volunteer trail advocacy group Recreational
Trails, Inc., and a supportive community. As a result of this work, the
RET has grown into a treasured community asset. Since 1989, the trail
has grown to nearly 60 miles. The RET system is composed of 25 miles
of paved paths and trails, and 35+ miles of unpaved or natural trails (pri-
marily used for singletrack mountain bike riding and walking/hiking)9.

The history of the River’s Edge Trail began with a conceptual plan for a
riverside recreational trail in Great Falls (as developed by the City-Coun-
ty Planning Board staff in 1989). Dubbed the “Riverfront Recreational
Corridor”, the trail was to extend 7 miles from the Broadwater Bay area
downstream to Rainbow Falls. The trail, re-named the River’s Edge
Trail following a Name-the-Trail contest in the Great Falls Tribune,
captured the interest and support of the community. A volunteer group
that advocated local bike trails, also in 1989, as part of the Vision 2000
community planning process, began working with the City to develop
the first segments of the trail. That group was formalized as a non-profit
501 ¢3 corporation named Recreational Trails, Inc. (RTI).

Over the last 26 years RTI has continued to work with the City, County,
FWP, PPL Montana and many other partners, agencies, groups and
individuals to extend and improve the 60-mile trail. In 2015, the City of
Great Falls assumed full management of the trail, hired a trails coordi-
nator in 2016, and RTI transitioned into the River’s Edge Trail Founda-
tion10. Much of the trail has been constructed on abandoned railroad
and road rights-of-way and structures. Miles of new trail connecting
these segments have been constructed, as have many new tunnels,
underpasses, bridges and trailheads. Volunteers have undertaken an
on-going intensive cleanup of riverfront lands that had been littered with
debris over the past decades, and have spent thousands of hours on
weed control, tree planting, maintenance, and enhancement projects11.

Get Fit Great Falls

Get Fit Great Falls (GFGF) is a group that desires to have a healthier
and more active community that is also more economically vibrant and
physically active. Get Fit Great Falls is made up of representatives from
20 community organizations and agencies and although it is not officially
a non-profit organization, it has been successful in its initial initiatives to
encourage more walking and bicycling to Great Falls Voyagers baseball
games, overall walkability of the City, and improving the relationship
between pedestrians and other roadway users. Focusing on wheelchair
accessibility and safety concerns for disabled users, GFGF has sought
to work with the City to close sidewalk gaps and improve ADA access.

The River’s Edge Trail in Great Falls follows the Missouri River.

STATE OF THE COMMUNITY
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Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) Accommodations

An ADA ramp is an inclined ramp that allows access for those in wheel-
chairs, with other disabilities (including the elderly), and those pushing
carts or strollers to transition gradually and safely between the sidewalk
and the street, similar to the way a driveway curb cut allows a car to ac-
cess a driveway and the roadway.

The City of Great Falls has made a significant effort in constructing and
improving ADA curb ramps in recent years. In 2017, the City adopted

the Public Right of Way ADA Transition Plan'? which identifies barriers to
accessible transportation on City properties and in the public rights of way
and outlines methods to remove these barriers. To date, the City of Great
Falls has:

5,626 corners total

1,074 ADA compliant ramps

1,843 non-compliant ramps

2,709 corners without ramps

90 traffic signals

37 signals without pedestrian push buttons
600+ miles of sidewalk

The Plan concluded that 63 percent of curb ramps in the City are
non-compliant with ADA regulations. Twenty-eight ADA program methods
have been established to help ensure compliance. The methods are bro-
ken down into three categories: (1) Administration, (2) Communications,
and (3) Right-of-way related methods which are further broken down into
ADA Inventory, Project Identification, Design and Construction, and Oper-
ation and Maintenance. Each year an Annual Action Plan will be complet-
ed which will include an implementation plan and schedule depending on
that years available funding mechanisms. The LRTP adopts by reference
the ADA Transition Plan.

The Great Falls Transit District ADA advisory committee is currently with-
out effective guidance or leadership, but its role has traditionally been to
advise the Board of Trustees or Directors on issues regarding wheelchair
access and accommodating and providing services for those with disabil-
ities who use the transit system. In the past, their priority was a curb cut,
or ADA ramp, program. Once that began to pick up speed and more ADA
ramps were installed on sidewalks, interested members of that committee
dwindled and stopped coming to meetings.

JULY 5, 2018

ADA ramps create
an easier transition
between sidewalks
and the streets.

2.3.3. Transit Network

The history of the existing public transit system in Great Falls goes back
to 1978 when, by voter referendum, the establishment of a Transit District
was approved. The purpose of the Transit District is to provide an alterna-
tive form of transportation to city and county residents in the Great Falls
area. Funding for the district is provided through a combination of fare
collections, property tax revenue, and Federal funds. The latter is admin-
istered by MDT and goes towards operating and capital costs. Passenger
service started in February of 1982.

Since the creation of the Great Falls Transit District (GFTD), a variety of
studies and plans have been created to assist the District with operations,
and specific measures to improve financial sustainability and custom-

er needs were identified. A comprehensive Transit Development Plan
(TDP)"® was completed by LSC Consultants on October 9, 2010. Much of
the existing and proposed information presented herein relies heavily on
the TDP.

The GFTD operates seven regular fixed routes. The fixed routes operate
from roughly 6:30 AM to 6:30 PM on weekdays and from 9:30 AM to 5:30
PM on Saturday. Six of the seven routes, with the exception of Route
7-Southwest, operate on 30-minute headways during the morning and af-
ternoon peaks (6:30 AM to 9:30 AM and 2:30 PM to 6:30 PM). This allows
for extensive coverage during both school hour and commuter business
hour travel times. Saturday service is hourly on every line. There is no
transit service provided on Sundays.
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The seven lines radiate from a timed-transfer point downtown at 15t Avenue
South and 4" Street (referred to as the Downtown Transfer Station). Lines
one through four make a timed connection at 10" Avenue South and 57
Street South. Lines five and six also make a timed connection at Division
Road and 23" Avenue NE.

A short description of the seven transit routes, along with their primary
service market and basic ridership characteristics, is contained below. The
seven routes are also shown graphically on Figure 7.

Route 1 (Southeast): This route serves various medical facilities, shop-
ping destinations, lower and higher educational facilities, and residential
areas. This route snakes its way through the area on minor streets, rather
than running straight along an east — west roadway route.

Route 5 (Northwest): Route 5 has high boardings around CM Russell
High School, and in the older west side neighborhood around 3™ Avenue
Northwest and 14" Street Northwest. Except for these two areas, each end
of the route and Central Avenue West are the only areas of any significant
activity.

Route 6 (Northeast): Ridership on Route 6 occurs primarily at a few loca-
tions: the transit center, North Middle School, Skyline School, and WalMart.
There are also a number of boardings around the node of commercial land
uses at the intersection of 10" Avenue North and 14" Street North, which
includes the Women'’s Transition Center.

Route 7 (Southwest): This line provides service to the Marketplace Shop-
ping Center on 14th Street Southwest, via Fox Farm and Park Garden
Roads.

Route 2 (Central): This route serves Central

Avenue from the Central Business District

(CBD) to 44™ Street, then turns south and
east along 3rd Avenue South to the East
End Timed Transfer Hub. Route 2 serves
numerous public and private schools, some
commercial areas, and extensive residential
areas.
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There are a number of paratransit operators that provide an alternative
transit mode of travel to system users in the community. First and fore-
most is the paratransit known as the “Access Transportation Service”,
which is the ADA paratransit service provided by Great Falls Transit.
The service is restricted to eligible registrants based on a functional
assessment administered by the Great Falls Transit staff. The service
is provided under contract by Diamond Cab and Diamond Wheelchair
Services.

In addition to the service provided by the Diamond Cab Company, there
are several retirement developments that provide service to residents of
the various retirement facilities. Some of the facilities that are served by
Aging Services are the Lodge, Cambridge Court, Cambridge Place, and
Rainbow Retirement Center.

Photo By Kevin Lo
“Copyright. 2012

Passenger service for the Great Falls Transit District started in February 1982.
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Trips by transit often begin and end on foot or bicycle or both. When
connectivity to transit is poor, ridership and ease of use of the system is
also negatively affected. By improving sidewalks at and near bus stops,
constructing bus shelters for waiting patrons, and planning routes near
popular bicycling and walking routes, citizen connectivity to transit can
improve.

The GFTD bus route network is mostly a flag-down system, but there
are plans and programs now in place to include fixed stops and the
amenities that go along with them. A completely fixed stop system has
been discussed internally at GFTD, but a plan for implementation has
not been created yet. The advantages of a fixed stop system, especially
for bicyclists and pedestrians, would be, among others, improved pre-
dictability of route time tables and scheduling, both for the user and the
Transit District.

Bicycling

Nearly all GFTD buses now have bike racks mounted on the front of
the bus that allow users to use buses to connect longer legs of a trip, in
case of an emergency or breakdown, or to avoid inclement weather or
difficult topography. GFTD has not, however, tracked or counted their
use to determine demand on certain routes, or where bicyclists board
and alight most.

Walking
The GFTD is currently focused heavily on addressing connectivity to

newly implemented fixed stops via sidewalks and applicable improve-
ments. According to the City and GFTD, there are transit users with
limited mobility who use paratransit and other transit services because
there are not sidewalks where they want to go or that access traditional
bus stops and not necessarily because they require a paratransit ride.
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2.3.4. Goods Movement Network

Goods movement affects all modes of transportation and a broad mix of
land uses in the Great Falls Area. Goods move through the region along-
side drivers, pedestrians, cyclists, and passengers traveling by bus, rail,
and air. The goods movement network connects and passes through
commercial districts, residential neighborhoods, and parks. Demand for
goods movement is increasing as the region’s economy and population
grows. Integrating goods movement into the transportation system and
local land uses is critical to protecting safety and quality of life.

Heavy industry has an important role in the Great Falls Area. These
industries are expecting continued growth in the Great Falls Area to sup-
port developments in oil and gas extraction and refining, and agriculture.
Notable products on the goods movement system include oil and gas
extraction materials and equipment, grains and other perishables, aero-
space equipment and parts, and wind energy equipment and supplies.
Examples of employers in these industries include the Calumet Montana
Refining, Pacific Steel and Recycling, ADF Group (Steel Fabrication),
Pasta Montana, Malteurop and General Mills.

The military also maintains a strong presence in the Great Falls Area.
Malmstrom AFB’s direct and indirect economic impact totaled over $330
million, and expenditures for construction, services, materials, equip-
ment, and supplies totaled about $69 million in 2012'4. The AFB relies
on an efficient and secure goods movement network to transport these
goods to and from the
base. In particular, the
AFB relies on roadway
connections to Great
Falls International Airport,
which is a key compo-
nent of the military trans-
portation network as well
as being the location of
the Montana Air National
Guard Facilities.

Freight and rail are integral part of the goods movement
network in the Great Falls area.

Montana exports over 61 million tons of goods, with a total value of

over $6.6 billion dollars and about 11 million tons of goods terminate in
Montana, valued at about 12.1 billion dollars'®. This is because Mon-
tana is part of a trade corridor linking midwestern and northwestern

port markets. Consequently, there is a large amount of through-bound
goods movement. Trucking serves a greater share of locally serving

trips — those originating and terminating in Montana — due to the ability of
trucks to serve diffuse markets. While the Great Falls Area is affected by
through trips on the highway and rail networks, locally serving trips have
the greatest impact on the regional economy and quality of life.

The Port of Sweetgrass is located along Interstate 15 (I-15) approxi-
mately 120 miles north of Great Falls, and is Montana’s largest interna-
tional port of entry. It is the only port in western Montana that is open
twenty-four hours a day. It is located near three of western Canada’s
largest cities: Calgary, Lethbridge, and Edmonton. Together, these cities
have a population of approximately 1.25 million. Approximately 980,000
people travel through the Sweetgrass Port of Entry each year'®. After
passing through the Port of Sweetgrass, trucks largely travel on I-15
through Great Falls and continue to destinations to the south, southeast,
and west.

Great Falls is located along the Canamex Trade Corridor, which was
designated as a High Priority Corridor by Congress in the 1995 Nation-
al Highway Systems Designation Act. I-15 is the designated corridor
through Great Falls and northern Montana. South of Great Falls to Mex-
ico the corridor includes a combination of roadways. The corridor’s main
objective is to facilitate trade between these nations and strengthen its
position in the global economy'”.

Great Falls International Airport sees a significant share of Montana air
cargo, which extends into southern Alberta, Canada. Large distances
and rough terrain between cities and towns often make air travel the
most efficient mode of transportation. FedEx Express uses the airport
as their statewide hub, linking smaller flights to communities within the
state, and linking to hubs in other states. FedEx also contracts with the
United States Postal Service to carry first class mail.

STATE OF THE COMMUNITY

29



P N

- I = GREAT FAIl S AREFA

30

Much of the locally serving goods movement is destined for industrial or
commercial districts. Heavy industrial areas (I-2 District) are located within
the northeastern quadrant of the city, along Highway 87, heading north-
east from Great Falls, or along River Drive North on the east side of Great
Falls. There are some light industrial districts (I-1 District) just north of a
high-density residential district (R-3 District) adjacent to 8" Avenue North,
and also on the west side of Great Falls between the Missouri River and
I-15 where the BNSF rail yard is located. Great Falls International Airport is
an important location in the area’s freight network, as goods move to and
from the region via this location.

Goods move to and from commercial districts of the city as well. The Cen-
tral Business Core (C-4 District) is located north of 10" Avenue South, just
east of the Missouri River. Goods moving to the Central Business Core ar-
rive by various arterials connecting to the Core, including: 2" Street South,
River Drive North and South, 5%/6'" Streets South one-way couplet; 1st/2"
Avenues North one-way couplet; 9" Street North and South; and Central
Avenue West/1st Avenue North.

The Great Falls Area’s goods movement network benefits from truck, rail,
and air transportation modes that facilitate goods movement throughout the
region. Figure 8 presents the goods movement routes and facilities in the
Great Falls Area.

Trucks

Figure 7 illustrates the routes generally used by trucks in the Great Falls
Area. Official truck routes to be used by through trucks are identified in
the City of Great Falls city code'®. Typical truck routes are those that are
outside the municipal boundary and connect to the official truck routes,
forming complete goods movement routes.

Trucks generally travel on I-15 to access markets outside the region. Lo-
cally-serving trucks access the city via the NW Bypass or Central Avenue
West. From the southwest, trucks access the city on Country Club Bou-
levard and 10" Avenue South, with access to commercial areas. Trucks
access the city via Highway 87 in the northeast, with connections to Smelt-
er Avenue and River Drive. From the southeast, trucks enter along 10®
Avenue South.

JULY 5, 2018

Rail

Great Falls is well-integrated into the nation’s freight rail system, with nu-
merous facilities and services. Rail facilities carry freight on lines northeast
of the city and along the east side of the Missouri River, crossing the river
south of downtown. The rail lines connect to the BNSF rail yard just west
of the river. Rail lines extend south and northwest from the rail yard. Great
Falls is located on the 100-mile BNSF main line that links Shelby and Great
Falls, known as “The Great Falls Subdivision”.

Rail spurs connect the rail network to several industrial facilities in the
Great Falls Area, providing direct access to major goods movement fa-
cilities. Figure 7 illustrates the rail lines serving the Great Falls Area. A
circuitous railroad spur deviates from the area near the AgriTech Industrial
Park, crosses the Missouri River just west of Rainbow Dam, and circles
north and west to the Malting Plant. This spur line is located outside the
City of Great Falls but supports significant goods movement activity in and
through the area.

Air

The Great Falls Inter-
national Airport offers
substantial infrastruc-
ture for the air cargo
industry. The airport’s 2 e L
primary runway Is ‘ —
10,502 feet long; the
secondary runway is
6,030 feet long. The
airport operates a
control tower and four
terminal gates. The air- the air cargo industry.

port occupies just over

2,100 acres and has a 531,000-square foot cargo apron area, and 72,000
square feet of cargo warehouse space. FedEx uses the warehouse space
as a sorting and distribution hub for Montana. The airport operates a for-
eign trade zone that offers tax-free purchases to international customers.
The U.S. Customs Border Patrol operates an office on the airport, which
facilitates international travel.

s

The Great Falls International Airport has substantial infrastructure for
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2.4. TRANSPORTATION CONDITIONS

Current information about the transportation system was analyzed to establish the existing traffic conditions and to determine potential problem
areas. Existing data was provided in the 2014 LRTP and was updated as appropriate using data provided by MDT, the City of Great Falls, and
Cascade County. No new data was collected for the 2018 update of this Plan as the available existing data was determined to accurately represent
the current transportation conditions. The combination of data from the 2014 LRTP and the newly supplied data was used to determine the existing
operational characteristics of the transportation system.

2.4.1. Roadway Volumes and Capacity

The capacity of the roadways is of critical importance when looking at the growth of the community. As traffic volumes increase, vehicle flow dete-
riorates. When traffic volumes approach and exceed the available capacity, users experience congestion and vehicle delay. As such, it is import-
ant to investigate the size and configuration of the existing roadways and to determine if these roads need to be expanded to accommodate the
existing or projected traffic demands. The capacity of a roadway is based on various features including the number of lanes, intersection function,
access and intersection spacing, vehicle fleet mix, roadway geometrics, and vehicle speeds. Individual roadway capacity varies greatly and should
be calculated on an individual basis. However, for planning and comparison purposes, theoretical roadway capacities were developed based on the
existing roadway configuration. Table 5 presents the capacities, given in vehicles per day, that have been used for this work. The values given in
the table are not intended to be used to set any thresholds for roadway performance, but rather provide general information to be used for compari-
sSOn purposes.

A roadway’s capacity, and volume-to-capacity (v/c) ratio, can be used as a comparison Table 5: Theoretical Roadway Capacity

tool when looking at the transportation system. The v/c ratio of a roadway is defined as the Road Configuration ‘ Capacity (vpd) @

traffic volume on the roadway divided by the capacity of the roadway. Figure 9 presents 2 Lane 12.000
the resultant v/c ratios for the existing major street network. The v/c ratios help identify :

. . . . . 2 Lane - Divided / TWLTL 18,000
potential capacity deficiencies on the transportation system.
3 Lane 18,000
. 3 Lane - Divided / TWLTL 24,000
: 4 Lane 24,000
4 Lane - Divided / TWLTL 32,000
6 Lane - Divided / TWLTL 48,000
‘ Interstate 68,000
; - @ Values represent planning level daily capacities developed

for this Transportation Plan and are intended for comparison
purposes only. Actual physical roadway capacity can vary greatly
depending on road design features and access control.

Poor intersection function at the intersection of I-315 Eastbound Off Ramp and 14th St SW can cause
vehicle delays on the connecting roadways.
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2.4.2. Intersection Operations

Urban road systems are ultimately controlled by the efficiency of major
intersections. High amounts of vehicle delay at major intersections di-
rectly reduces the number of vehicles that can be accommodated along
the road during peak hours. Intersection performance is evaluated in
terms of vehicle delay. The amount of vehicle delay experienced at an
intersection correlates to a measure called level of service (LOS). LOS
is used as a means for identifying intersections that are experiencing
operational difficulties, as well as a means to compare multiple intersec-
tions. The LOS scale represents the full range of operating conditions.
The scale is based on the ability of an intersection or street segment

to accommodate the amount of traffic using the intersection. The scale
ranges from “A” which indicates little, if any, vehicle delay, to “F” which
indicates significant vehicle delay and traffic congestion.

LOS are a microscopic approach to evaluating traffic operations. Inter-
section LOS defines intersection performance in terms of vehicle delay
and does not factor in alternative travel modes nor does it take into
consideration the health of the overall transportation system. Intersec-
tion LOS is often based on a single hour, or peak hours, for which the
system is most congested. A more macroscopic approach to improving
the transportation system, not just reducing peak hour delay at single
intersections, should be taken.

Data from various sources were compiled to display LOS for intersections
in the study area. Intersections having poor operations or safety con-
cerns were identified by the City as needing analysis and were therefore
included herein. Data from recent corridor planning studies conducted by
MDT (I-15 and River Drive Corridor Studies) were used to provide a more
current LOS analysis than that provided in the 2014 LRTP. Additionally,
there are count locations where more current (year 2016 or 2017) data is
available, in these locations a new LOS analysis was performed using the
updated turning movement counts. For many of the intersections count-
ed for the 2014 LRTP there is no new data available, in which case the
LOS calculations from the 2014 LRTP remained the same for the current
LRTP.

In total, 50 intersections have been included in the LOS analysis. Of those
intersections, 33 locations use the LOS data from the 2014 LRTP. An ad-
ditional 14 locations were from the River Drive Corridor Study' or the
I1-15 Gore Hill to Emerson Junction Corridor Study?°. There are only three
locations where new data is available. Each intersection was analyzed
for the peak hours, defined as 7:00 AM to 9:00 AM and 4:00 PM to 6:00
PM. Figure 10 shows existing peak hour LOS at the various intersections
included in the analysis.

v\’
\id il

The Gore Hill Interchange experiences delay particularly during the PM peak hour.

JULY 5, 2018

The intersection of Bootlegger Trail and US-87 operates at a failing LOS during the PM peak
hour.
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2.4.3. Active Transportation Data

Providing an accurate picture of pedestrian and bicycle activity within any community is difficult. Data are typically not available or not comprehensive
enough to form a complete picture of active transportation behavior. Data for vehicles is, by comparison, more readily available. The vehicle or type of

transportation that people choose for their trips, either commuting to and from work, doing errands, or other trips, is available via the American Community

Survey (ACS) and the National Household Travel Survey (NHTS).

Bicycling

The 2011-2016 five-year ACS averages show that approximate-
ly 0.5 percent of commuters choose to travel to and from work
by bicycle in Great Falls. When compared to the rest of the US,
this figure is lower than the average, (0.6 percent) and is less
than Montana’s average mode share for bicycling to work (1.4
percent). Great Falls has fewer bike-to-work commuters than all
other large Montana cities.

Walking
About 3.1 percent of commuters in Great Falls walk to and from

work. This is higher than the national (2.8 percent) and lower
than the state (5.1 percent) averages, but the same as the 2000
Census when 3.1 percent of commuters walked. Great Falls has
fewer walk-to-work commuters than Billings, Missoula, Bozeman,
and Helena but outperforms Butte and Kalispell.

Bicycling

Bicycle mode share for all trips in Great Falls is estimated at 1.4
percent, which is higher than the national average (1.0 percent)
but lower than the statewide average for Montana (2.5 percent).
Great Falls’ total bicycle mode share is higher than Billings and

Butte, but lower than the other four cities.

Walking
An estimated 5.5 percent of all trips in Great Falls are walking

trips, which is much higher than the ACS data outlining walking
to and from work (2.7 percent), but it still remains lower than all
six Montana cities in the graph and also lower than the national
(6.1 percent) and Montana (10.6 percent) averages.
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2.5. SAFETY

The MDT Traffic and Safety Bureau provided crash data
for the five-year period from January 1%, 2012 to December CRASH SEVERITY
31st, 2016. The crash reports are a summation of informa-
tion from the scene of the crash provided by the responding Nondncapacitating Injury
officer. As such, some of the information contained in the 4.9%

crash reports may be subjective. According to the MDT Incapacitating Injury

crash database, there were 8,558 crashes reported within 1.0%

the study area during the analysis time period.

The spatial distribution of all crashes was plotted based on Fatal Possible Injury
. 15.9%

the reported crash locations. The number of crashes per 0.2%

area were then tallied and are displayed in Figure 14. Lo-

cations with higher traffic volumes appear to have a higher Unknown

number of crashes. tRne

2.5.1. Crash Severity

Reported crashes are categorized by crash severity and the -

. . g roperty Damage
most severe injury defines the severity of the crash. For ex- Only
ample, if a crash results in a fatality and an injury, the crash 76.5%
would be considered fatal. During the five-year analysis
period, there were 1,860 injury crashes (22 percent) which
resulted in 2,589 injuries. Of the injury crashes, 82 (1.0
percent) resulted in incapacitating injuries. In addition, there
were 17 fatal crashes (0.2 percent) resulting in 19 fatalities.
Figure 13 shows the crash severity for all crashes in the
Great Falls Area for the five-year analysis period. Figure 15
shows the location of the crashes which resulted in inca-
pacitating injuries and/or fatalities. An incapacitating injury
is defined as an injury, other than a fatality, which prevents
the injured person from walking, driving or normally con-
tinuing activities they were capable of performing before the
injury.

uonnquisig Ajenss yseid gL FUNDIA
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2.5.2. Intersection Safety

The 50 intersections that were studied for LOS were also evaluated for crash statistics. The crash information was analyzed to identify those inter-
sections with crash characteristics that may warrant further study. The crash rate represents the number of crashes against the daily traffic volumes
of the intersection. The rate is expressed as the number of crashes per million entering vehicles. The following equation is used to calculate crash
rate:

1,000,000 vehicles Table 6: Intersection Crash Severity

Total Number of Crashes I
= Lrash Rate

X
Vehicles nar dav ¥ Number of Vears * 165 davs [vear . . .
Vehicles per day x Number of Years x 365 days/year Intersection \ Crash Rate \ Severity Index \ Severity Rate

The severity index is calculated by applying multipliers to 10th Avenue S/ 9th Street S 1.80 1.66 2.98
crashes based on severity. For the severity index, crashes 10th Avenue S / 15th Street S 1.41 142 2.00
were broken into three categories of severity: property dam- 10th Avenue S / Fox Farm Road 1.36 1.45 1.08
age only (PDO), non-incapacitating injury, and fatality or inca- Park Drive N / 2nd Avenue N 142 129 182
paqitating injury grashes. Each of these three types_ i_s given 10th Avenue S/ 25th Street S 1.09 163 177
a different multiplier: one (1) for PDO, three (3) for injury, and - -
eight (8) for fatality or incapacitating injury crashes. The follow- RiveriDuivelHIiSthistiesN 103 163 168
ing equation is used to calculate severity index: 10th Avenue S/ 32nd Street S 1.06 1.54 1.63
Total Number aj Crashes : : . .
] ] o 10th Avenue S / 20th Street S 0.82 1.83 1.51
The severlty. rat.e was determln.ed by multlplylng the crash rate 15th Avenue S / 26th Street S 0.93 162 150
by the severity index. Table 6 lists the intersections with crash : -
severity rates greater than 1.00. 1-15 SB Off Ramp / Airport Drive 0.63 2.38 1.50
1-15 SB / Vaughn Road 1.04 1.40 1.46
2nd Avenue N / 57th Street N 0.80 1.81 1.45
NW Bypass / 3rd Street NW 0.79 1.74 1.37
Old Havre Highway / 15th Street N 0.64 2.09 1.33
10th Avenue S / 14th Street S 0.89 1.40 1.25
11th Avenue S / 26th Street S 0.95 1.30 1.24
Central Avenue NW / 6th Street NW 0.80 1.50 1.20
10th Avenue S / 5th Street S 0.76 1.57 1.20
River Drive N / 15th Street N 0.77 1.51 1.17
38th Street / Central Avenue 0.67 1.62 1.07
Smelter Avenue / 10th Street NE 0.81 1.25 1.01
10th Avenue S / 38th Street S 0.53 1.88 1.00
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2.6. TRANSPORTATION SECURITY

The Great Falls Area is exposed to many hazards, all of which have the potential to disrupt the community and cause damage. Hazards include
a range of human and environmental incidents or events with varying probabilities of occurring and severity of effects. Hazards may threaten the
security of the regional transportation system. The transportation system is also a valuable asset in mitigating and responding to emergencies.

2.6.1. Plans and Policies

Montana’s political subdivisions have the primary responsibility for
emergency operations and manage all available resources to save lives
and minimize property damage. Local plans and policies are critical

to informing this responsibility. Security and emergency plans guide
government and private organizations to ensure efforts are coordinated
and comprehensive. A range of different types of plans address different
levels of the transportation system in the Great Falls Area. Some plans,
such as the FAST Act identify available security resources and mandate
actions required by state and local government agencies. Others, such
as the Cascade County Pre-Disaster Mitigation (PDM) Plan?' outline
planning and response procedures for local organizations.

The Cascade County PDM Plan is the security plan for the Great Falls
Area. The plan applies to and incorporates security activities from all
jurisdictions in Cascade County, including Great Falls, Belt, Cascade,
and Neihart. The PDM Plan integrates with plans from federal and state
levels of government. It identifies agencies and staff that have authority
to manage security activities, and outlines procedures for implementing
the activities. The PDM Plan is designed to address the following six
hazard mitigation objectives:

1. Prevention;

Property Protection;

Public Education and Awareness;
Natural Resource Protection;
Structural Projects; and

o gk~ w N

Emergency Services.

The PDM identifies 15 potential
hazards facing Cascade County
and the municipalities. The County
identified the hazards based his-
toric events, available Geographic
Information Systems (GIS) data,
public input, expert opinions, and
past disaster declarations. Table

7 presents the hazards, including
their probability of occurrence,
other related hazards, and a de-
scription of the primary risk factors.
Two hazards stem directly from
the transportation system, includ-
ing hazardous material incidents
and transportation accidents. The
transportation system is also critical
to facilitating response efforts of
nearly every identified hazard.

The LRTP considers these hazards
in planning for transportation proj-
ects and programs, to ensure that
local agencies have the capability

to maintain transportation security
and respond to potential events. The
Cascade County Local Emergency
Planning Committee periodically
reviews the PDM Plan, and holds
annual hearings to consider updates.

®  Pre-Disaster
Mitigation Plan

Cascade County, Montana

Great Falls®

September 2011

The PDM Plan outlines planning and response

procedures for local organizations in the event of

an emergency.

STATE OF THE COMMUNITY
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Table 7: Potential Hazards

Occurrence | Magnitude and/ | Warning
Hazard Probability or Severity Time Duration
Communicable Disease/Pandemic Highly Likely Catastrophic 12-24 hours | > 1 week
Wildfires Highly Likely Critical < 6 hours <1 week
Structure Fire Highly Likely Critical < 6 hours < 6 hours
3;:3':‘::T"Tr:f;avzoez::ig:::?:t';t°rms’ Highly Likely | Limited <6hours <6 hours
Hazardous Material Incidents Likely Critical < 6 hours < 24 hours
Transportation Accidents (air, land, rail) Likely Critical < 6 hours < 6 hours
Severe Winter Weather Highly Likely Limited > 24 hours <1 week
Flooding/Flash Flooding/Levee Failure Likely Limited > 24 hours > 1 week
Drought Likely Limited > 24 hours > 1 week
Volcanic Ash Possible Catastrophic 12-24 hours | > 1 week
Dam Failure Possible Catastrophic > 24 hours < 1 week
Landslides/Mudslides Possible Limited <6 hours < 6 hours
Terrorism/Violence Possible Limited < 6 hours <6 hours
Earthquake Possible Negligible <6 hours < 24 hours

Source: Cascade County Pre-Disaster Management Plan, Cascade County, 2011.

2.6.2. Transportation Security Roles

The Great Falls Areas’ transportation infrastructure is owned and op-
erated by different public agencies and private organizations. These
agencies and organizations coordinate with representatives of federal,
state and local governments, neighboring owners/operators, and the
surrounding community. Interstate 15, for example, is overseen by
MDT, and passes through the City of Great Falls, affecting local traffic,
quality of life, and is a key access route for personal travel, freight and
emergency services. Likewise, Great Falls International Airport oper-
ates commercial flights and carries air freight and is therefore subject to
federal security regulations.

The PDM Plan identifies responsibilities for agencies and officials at
Cascade County, and departments or officials in the cities of Great Falls,
Belt, Cascade, and Neihart. It identifies local support organizations rele-

JULY 5, 2018

vant to transportation security in the event of an emergency. For exam-
ple, the Public Works departments have specific roles related to regional
transportation security. Key transportation responsibilities identified in
the PDM Plan include:

e Public Works

o ldentify locations where culverts are needed and install/
resize as needed.

o Consider enhanced snow removal services to support
public safety and infrastructure protection.

o Work with railroads to increase number of crossing
gates.

o  Work with utility companies to bury power lines where
interruption of service is frequent.
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2.6.3. Coordination

Cascade County and local jurisdictions periodically review emergency
and security planning to share local knowledge, update hazard assess-
ments and enhance interagency coordination. In the Great Falls Area,
Cascade County and the local jurisdictions jointly plan for and closely
coordinate on regional security issues. The Cascade County Emergency
Manager works closely with the City of Great Falls Emergency Manage-
ment Planner. Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) funds
support emergency planning activities in the Great Falls Area.

Malmstrom AFB regularly transports goods using local roads and the
Great Falls International Airport. Therefore, regional transportation secu-
rity is critical to its mission. Malmstrom AFB and the Montana Air Na-
tional Guard representatives coordinate security planning and response
with local governments. Malmstrom AFB assists local governments with
security planning and response as needed.

Coordination activities between regional agencies have resulted in, and
are guided by, formal agreements to support security-related planning.

Table 8 presents these agreements, organized by the agreement type,
the jurisdictions involved, and a brief description of the agreement.

Table 8: Security-Related Agreements

2.6.4. Barriers

The Great Falls Area has an extensive transportation network. This net-
work is strengthened by various infrastructure components that support
the basic operation of the transportation system. For the purposes of the
LRTP update process, stakeholders and the public were asked during
various outreach activities to provide input as to what they perceived
were the critical infrastructure and key resources essential to emergen-
cy preparedness and overall quality of life of the area’s citizens and to
its economic vitality. The key components identified during the LRTP
outreach process include the following assets:

e |Interstate Systems (I-15, 1-315)
e U.S. Highways (e.g. U.S. 87, U.S. 89)

e Bridges (10th Ave S, Central Ave W, 10th St N,
15th St N)

e Principal Arterial Roadways (10th Ave S, 3rd St
NW, NW Bypass, 14th / 15th St Couplet, 9th St,
57th St, River Dr N)

e Malmstrom Air Force Base
e Great Falls International Airport
e Freight Activity Centers

Agreement Type \ Jurisdictions Involved \ Description «  Rail Networks

Formal Agreement | City of Great Falls, Standing mutual aid agreement to help o
Malmstrom AFB one another in the event of fire or incidents * Pipeline Network
involving hazardous materials. e Great Falls Transit System
Formal Agreement | City of Great Falls Fire Great Falls Regional HazMat Team — Cod-

Department leads the team; | ified in state law; team provides help in

Malmstrom AFB contributes | form of phone consultation and outreach,

labor and capabilities dispatch of partial or entire team, public
outreach events including HazMat training

classes or exercises.

Of the assets presented, perhaps most striking is the
presence of four bridges crossing the Missouri River.
These bridges may act as pinch-points during times

of emergency response. Depending on the type and
location of an event, routing from one bridge to another
may delay emergency response and provide excessive

Informal Agreement | City of Great Falls Police Extreme weather events — In the event of . L . .
. : : : delay. Low lying roadways within or adjacent to the Mis-
Department and Malmstrom | flooding, high winds, severe winter events, 7 . .
) ” souri River and Sun River floodplains may also present
AFB or other natural disasters, these two entities

various concerns.

agree to assist the other as needed.

Source: Malmstrom AFB, 2013.
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CHAPTER 3.
GROWTH, TRAVEL
FORECASTS, AND
NEEDS

3.1. OVERVIEW

This chapter discusses the background and assumptions
used to project growth in the Great Falls Area to the year
2038. By using population, employment, and other socio-
economic trends as aids, the future transportation needs
were projected. A travel demand model of the transporta-
tion system for Cascade County was built by MDT. Infor-
mation about future growth was used to allocate residential
and employment development to project future conditions.
Changes to the transportation system that are commit-

ted to occur in the next five years were incorporated into
the model to forecast future transportation conditions. An
analysis of the projected transportation conditions was per-

formed to estimate how traffic patterns and characteristics
may change from existing conditions.

Projecting to the year 2038 is necessary to comply with
guidance set forth by FHWA and MDT in the development
of community long range transportation plans that sug-
gests long range planning for a minimum 20-year planning
horizon. It is acknowledged that the City of Great Falls may
not plan or allocate transportation funds on the same time
horizon and generally focuses on a 5-year horizon per the
Great Falls Transportation Improvement Plan (TIP)? pro-
cess to plan projects.
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3.2. FUTURE GROWTH AND DEVELOPMENT

Projections are estimates of various characteristics at future dates. They illustrate reasonable estimates of future conditions based on assumptions
about current or expected trends. Population and employment projections, in the form of housing units and total jobs, are used to help predict future
travel patterns and assess the performance of the transportation system.

3.2.1. Population and Housing Projections

County level population projections are available from Montana Depart-
ment of Commerce Census & Economic Information Center (CEIC)*.
The CEIC projects a future population of 96,327 for Cascade County in
the year 2038. Similar projections are not available from the CEIC for
the City or CDP areas.

The share of the population living within the LRTP study area, as com-
pared to the County, was estimated using Census population data. This
analysis established the study area population to be 68,967 in 2010.
The population of the LRTP study area accounts for approximately 85
percent county’s total population. The percent distribution of the county’s
population within the Great Falls study area was then carried forward for
future projections, being held constant through the year 2038.

More so than population totals, the number of housing units is a key
component in the travel demand model. Housing units distribute people
throughout the network to given locations. They
represent the population and act as a hub for traffic
within the network. Having an accurate value for
number of people per housing unit helps distribute
the traffic more accurately.

Population

According to the 2010 Census, Cascade Coun-
ty had a population of 81,327 people distributed

Cascade County Total

Housing Units
Population per Housing Unit

Since housing units are an important factor in travel demand modeling,
the 2015 travel demand model uses housing units as inputs. It is possi-
ble to calculate the total population for 2015 by applying the occupancy
rates determined by the 2010 census. This results in 83,079 people
among 38,079 houses in the County, with 70,686 of those people resid-
ing in the 31,704 houses within the study area. Furthermore, applying
the occupancy rates to the 2038 projected population (96,327 people)
results in 44,151 houses in the County. Within the study area a popula-
tion of 81,958 is forecasted with a total of 36,760 houses.

Table 9 shows population and housing unit projections for Cascade
County and the study area. For the purposes of this plan, 5,827 new
housing units were allocated within the study area, with an additional
1,048 housing units distributed in other areas of the county outside of
the study area.

Table 9: Population Projections

2010 2015 (Calibrated 2038 Net Change
(Census) Model) (Projection) | (2015-2038)
81,327 83,079 96,327 13,248
37,276 38,079 44,151 6,072
2.18

among 37,276 housing units, resulting in an overall  RelZE 8 ST VA TE)

occupancy rate of about 2.18 people per hous-
ing unit. Within the study area, the 2010 Census
showed a population of 68,967 people among
30,933 houses, resulting in an occupancy rate of
2.23. The occupancy rates for housing units in the

Population
Housing Units
Population per Housing Unit

Outside Study Area

68,967
30,933

70,686
31,704

81,958
36,760

11,272
5,056
2.23

County and in the study area were held constant Population 12,360 12,393 14,369 1,976

for population and housing projections through Housing Units 6,343 6,375 7,391 1,016

2038. Population per Housing Unit 2.18
JULY 5, 2018



GREAT FALLS AREA LONG RANGE TRANSPORTATION PLAN - 2018 UPDATE

3.2.2. Employment Projections

Employment numbers are used in the travel demand model to help dis-
tribute vehicle traffic as accurately as possible within the street and road
network. Places with high levels of employment will tend to generate
high levels of vehicle traffic. The traffic generated is based in part on the
employment type: either retail or non-retail jobs.

Employment estimates from the US Bureau of Economic Analysis (BEA)
for Cascade County for the years 1970 to 2015 were discussed in
Section 2.2.3. It was observed that the number of non-farm jobs within
the County compounded annually at a rate of 0.70 percent since 1970.
Using this growth rate, the number of jobs in the County were projected
out to the year 2038. Similar to the housing projections, the proportion
of jobs within the study area as compared to the County is based on

the 2015 travel demand model and is held constant through 2038. GIS
analysis of the model determined that approximately 93 percent of the
jobs in Cascade County are located within the study area.

The 2015 travel demand model also estab-
lishes the distribution of retail and non-retail
jobs within the County and the study area.
Retail and non-retail jobs accounted for
approximately 18 and 82 percent of the total
employment, respectively, in 2015. These
percentages were held constant for future
projections and were used to estimate the
number jobs for the year 2038. Based on the
historic growth rate for employment, and the
breakdown of retail versus non-retail jobs,
the total employment in Cascade County

is projected to be 57,734 by 2038, which
consists of 10,649 retail jobs and 47,085
non-retail jobs.

Cascade County
Total Jobs

Retail Jobs

Non-Retail Jobs

Great Falls Study Area
Total Jobs

Retail Jobs

Non-Retail Jobs

Total Jobs
Retail Jobs

In order to accurately portray the traffic in Non-Retail Jobs

the Great Falls area, the travel demand
model uses a slightly different count of total
jobs. The reason for this difference is due to

the method in which trip rates are used in the model to distribute traffic
throughout the road network. The travel demand model establishes the
2015 total employment for Cascade County at 40,402—including 7,452
retail jobs and 32,950 non-retail jobs. Again, 93 percent of the County’s
jobs are located within the study area which makes a total of 37,574
jobs in the study area, including 7,139 retail jobs and 30,435 non-retail
jobs.

A total of 6,515 jobs (1,230 retail and 5,286 non-retail) were allocated
within the study area. An additional 497 jobs were distributed in other
areas of the county to account for the employment increases anticipated
to occur in Cascade County by 2038. Table 10 presents the employ-
ment projections used in the model for Cascade County and the Great
Falls LRTP study area to the year 2038.

Table 10: Employment Projections

2015 Estimate 2015 2038 2038 Difference
(US BEA)®@ Model Projection® | Model® (2015-2038)
50,348 40,402 57,734 47,414 7,012
- 7,272 10,649 8,745 1,293
- 33,130 47,085 38,669 5,719
| Great Falls StudyArea
- 37,574 53,642 44,054 6,515
- 7,139 10,126 8,316 1,230
- 30,435 43,517 35,739 5,286
- 2,828 4,091 3,360 497
- 133 523 430 64
- 2,695 3,568 2,930 433

@ County employment statistics from US Department of Commerce Bureau of Economic Analysis — Table CA25 and Table CA25N.
®Projections calculated using 0.70% Compound Average Growth Rate (CAGR).
©2038 Model projections calculated by reducing 2038 projections by 80%.
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3.2.3. Allocation of Future Growth

Modeling of future travel patterns out to the year 2038 planning horizon
using MDT’s travel demand model required identification of future socio-
economic characteristics within each census block. County population
and employment projections were translated into predictions of increas-
es in housing and employment within Cascade County and the LRTP
study area. To accomplish this task, the allocations made in the 2014
LRTP were used as a starting point. These allocations were based on a
review of existing land use and zoning maps for the City of Great Falls
and surrounding county area, City and County growth policies, and oth-
er community planning documents. These planning documents helped
identify where residential, commercial and industrial development has
occurred in the Great Falls area and provided information about where
future residential and commercial growth is expected in the community.
The allocation of future housing units and employment attempted to
reflect known patterns of growth and potential new growth areas within
the study area.

A land use forecasting workshop was held with representatives of the
City and County as part of the 2014 LRTP. The purpose of the workshop
was to discuss and reach consensus on the distribution of future hous-
ing and employment growth within the Great Falls area. This enabled
local government staff to consider and revise the growth assignments as
needed based on their knowledge of recent land use trends, land avail-
ability and development limitations, land use regulations, planned public
improvements, and known development proposals.

Since the efforts for the 2014 LRTP were thorough and little change
has occurred in the past four years, the allocations were still consid-
ered valid for the 2018 LRTP. However, projections are slightly different
between the two LRTPs due to different base years and different plan-
ning horizons. To adjust for these differences, the allocations from the
2014 LRTP were modified to account for any recently completed devel-
opments and for any newly planned developments. Figure 16 shows
where growth is expected through the year 2038.

JULY 5, 2018

A new Walmart recently opened on 10th Avenue S spurring development in the southeastern
area of Great Falls.
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3.3. PROJECTED TRANSPORTATION CONDITIONS

An analysis of the projected transportation system was performed to estimate how motor vehicle traffic patterns and characteristics may change
from the existing conditions. The inputs for this analysis include the existing conditions and potential growth in housing and jobs out to the year
2038. The travel demand model was used to evaluate the projected 2038 year conditions by applying additional housing and jobs to the existing
travel demand model. Census blocks and census tracts were used to distribute the population and employment growth that was projected to occur
between 2015 and 2038. In addition, known roadway infrastructure projects expected to be constructed within the next five years were included as

part of the projected conditions model.

One assumption that was built into the model is that traffic characteristics will remain similar to those that are seen today. Many factors can influ-
ence this assumption, such a fuel prices, technological advances, and other unknown circumstances. The model also assumes that the socioeco-
nomic projections will be realized by the year 2038. Although projections are based upon local knowledge and past growth trends, they may not be
completely accurate. Ultimately, the model for the projected conditions was used as a planning tool to help evaluate how traffic patterns might be

affected by anticipated future development.

3.3.1. Projected Roadway Volumes and Capacity

Projected traffic volumes were estimated using the travel demand mod-
el. A comparison of the existing and projected conditions models was
made to determine the percent change in traffic volume. To visualize
where growth is projected to occur in Great Falls, and to aid in the plan-
ning process, a map of the projected traffic volume growth on the major
street network was prepared. Figure 17 shows where high traffic growth
is expected to occur given the future land use assumptions made. The
volumes shown are the difference between the volumes in the 2015 and
2038 travel demand models. In other words, the volumes shown repre-
sent additional traffic that could be added to the network should devel-
opment occur in the manner projected. This visualization helps identify
which roads may need additional investment to accommodate future
growth. While some roads currently have little traffic volume and do not
currently have capacity issues, future growth may greatly increase traffic
volumes and could cause capacity issues if road improvements are not
made.

The percent changes were then applied to known existing annual aver-
age daily traffic (AADT) count sites to estimate future daily traffic vol-
umes. Figure 18 shows the projected v/c ratios along the major street
network, respectively. Note that the values shown in the figures assume
that no changes to the transportation system will be made other than
those currently committed to.

JULY 5, 2018

3.3.2. Projected Intersection Operations

Projections for intersection traffic volumes were made for the 50 inter-
sections analyzed previously. These projections were based on percent
growth rates calculated from the travel demand model for the year 2038.
A growth rate determined for the intersection as a whole was applied

to each individual turning movement to represent projected conditions.
The intersection LOS was calculated using the existing street layouts,
lane-use configurations, and traffic control devices. The results of the
analysis are shown in Figure 19.

There are a few roadways in Great Falls that experience high volumes of traffic which
causes vehicle delay, especially during the peak hours.
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Functional Class*
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*Note: The functional classifications shown are recommended
as part of this Transportation Plan update and do not reflect
the federally approved functional classification criteria.
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Plan update and do not reflect the federally approved functional classification criteria.
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CHAPTER 4.

IMPROVING THE
SYSTEM

4.1. OVERVIEW

This chapter presents a variety of recommended improve-
ments for the Great Falls area transportation system aimed
at addressing current and anticipated future needs. Rec-
ommendations contained in the 2014 LRTP were reviewed
and updated to reflect their current status and the changing
needs and desires of the Great Falls community. A combi-
nation of public outreach, project solicitation from partner-
ing agencies, travel demand modeling, traffic engineering
analysis, and policy choices to support the identified goals
and objectives were utilized to guide the identification of
recommendations. In most cases, the recommended proj-
ects are needed to bring roadways up to current standards,

address existing operational concerns, or meet anticipated
traffic demands for the year 2038.
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4.2. BACKGROUND

As a Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO), Great Falls is required to develop
an LRTP that has a prioritized, fiscally constrained menu of projects. Projects are
categorized into categories based on status and availability of funding. Recom-
mendations categorized as “committed” are those with dedicated funding as iden-
tified in either the Transportation Improvement Program (TIP), through local funds,
transit funds, private funds, or other sources and are planned to be completed in a
five-year time frame (2018-2022). “Annual programs” are programs that receive an
annual allocation of funding, but do not have specific projects assigned to them.
These programs are anticipated to occur yearly through the 20-year planning
horizon (2018-2038). Projects categorized as “recommended”, are recommended
to be completed within the planning horizon (year 2038), but may need further
analysis or identification of funding before being fully committed to. “lllustrative”
projects are currently unfunded recommendations that are supported by a spon-
soring agency, but are not prioritized for implementation over the planning horizon.

Also included are non-motorized recommendations which address needs for
accommodating pedestrians and bicyclists in the Great Falls Area, and to provide
for mode choice for transportation users. Although estimated costs are given for
the non-motorized recommendations, neither a funding source or a year of expen-
diture are assigned to the projects. It is expected that the non-motorized projects
be completed in conjunction with other facility recommendations or as funding
becomes available. The facility recommendations are shown spatially in Figure 20
and the non-motorized recommendations are shown in Figure 21.

4.3. COMMITTED PROJECTS

The definition of a committed project is one that has been approved by the PCC. It
also has committed funding available. Projects known to be completed within the
next five years (2018 to 2022) are included in this section. Note that known pave-
ment preservation activities are included in this list, even though they are typically
addressed through a general “Pavement Preservation” category in the TIP, and are
typically not described as specific projects. Future projects will likely be included
similarly — either as specific projects or as part of the overall “Pavement Preserva-
tion Category”, as well as covered under “Operation and Maintenance” categories
and funding types. Table 11 presents the committed projects for the years 2018-
2022.
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PROJECT TYPES

Committed: Committed projects are those with dedicated
funding via the TIP, private sources (new development), tran-
sit formula funds, local funds, and/or projects with dedicated
funding via a completed environmental document. These
projects are generally expected to be completed within a
five-year time frame (2018-2022).

Annual Program: Programs that receive an annual alloca-
tion of funding but do not have specific projects assigned to
them, these programs will occur yearly through the 20-year
planning horizon.

Recommended for Funding: Projects recommended to be
completed through the planning horizon (year 2038), but that
may need further analysis before being committed to imple-
mentation via inclusion in the TIP.

lllustrative (Unfunded): Projects or project concepts sup-
ported by a sponsoring agency, but not prioritized for imple-

mentation or federal funding between 2018 and 2038.
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Table 11: Committed Projects

Estimated
ID Name Description Funding Source | YOE* Cost**
Fox F Road - East Fiesta to Dick Road
Cc1 ox Farm Roa ast Fiesta to Lick Roa Reconstruct to rural arterial roadway standards STPU 2018 $3,546,459
(UPN 8193)
Bridge Preservation - Great Falls 2014 Overlay bridge decks over the railroad on I-315 between Fox Farm and
C2 NHPB 2018 1,042,745
(UPN 8085) 10th Ave S $
Reti ignals at three locati 16th A W, 14th St SW & R
C3  14th St SW Signals - GF (UPN 9572) etime signals at three locations (16th Ave SW, 14th StSW & Ramp, -\ o piccretionary | 2018 $32,000
and Market Place Dr)
NW B Signals - Great Falls (UPN
4 oer 3)ypass ignals - Great Falls ( Retime signals at two locations (6th St NW and 9th St NW) MACI - Discretionary | 2018 $25,600
C5 | Transit Operating Expense General transit operating expenses FTA 5311 2018 $39,000
C6 | Transit Capital purchase Acquire vehicles and related equipment MACI - Guaranteed 2018 $884,000
C7 | Great Falls - North (UPN 7625) Reconstruct and widen US-87 with passing and turn lanes NH 2020 $4,400,000
P t tion- lay (L River R th A 13th 2018 $77,850
C8  Great Falls South - Urban (UPN 9511) avement preservation- overlay (Lower River Rd, 55th Ave S and 13 UPP
StS) 2019 $1,569,979
N ignal ith flashi llow lef ADA 2018 $100,000
C9  3rd St NW - Great Falls (UPN 9053) ew signal upgrades with flashing yellow left turns and ADA ramps (3rd |\ o e etionary
St NW / Smelter Ave) 2019 $709,400
SF 169 Cascade Cnty SFTY Imprv (UPN Countywide safety improvements to address road departure crashes at
C10 HSIP 2019 84,000
9426) two locations Lower River Rd/13th St S $
Park Dr/4th Ave N Ped Xing- GTF Bike/Ped . . . 2018 $25,000
C11 Bicycle and pedestrian crossin TA
(UPN 9148) v 2 e 2019 $240,301
C12 | 2nd Ave N Signals - GF (UPN 9530) Signal upgrades at four locations, (3rd St, 4th St, 5th St, and 6th St) MACI - Discretionary 2019 $23,000
SF139 - 6th St/ NW B Sfty (UPN MACI - Discretiona $277,700
C13 ypass Sty ( Offset of left turn lanes and upgrade signals and ADA ramps &4 2020
8623) HSIP $212,000
C14 SF169 1-15 HT Cable Rail (UPN 9376) High tension median barrier rail b/w Vaughn and Central Ave W HSIP 2020 $1,790,310
C15  Ulm- Great Falls (UPN 9589) Pavement preservation on Ulm Frontage Road from Ulm to Gore Hill M 2018 $44,800
Interchange 2020 $1,655,522
2018 $76,650
C16 | Fox Farm Road - West (I-315) (UPN 9590) Pavement Preservation on |-315 from Fox Farm to I-15 IM
2020 $1,379,684
C17 | Stuckey Road (UPN 9532) Pave gravel road from NW Bypass northward about 2,250 feet MACI - Guaranteed 2021 $605,000

TOTAL COMMITTED PROJECTS:

$18,841,000

*Most projects are split into multiple phases of development (design, right-of-way, utilities, and construction). Phases occur over multiple years. The Year of Expenditure (YOE)

reflects the year that funds are spent.

**These costs reflect the portion of the project which the Great Falls Area MPO is responsible for, as per the Great Falls 2018-2022 TIP.
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4.4. ANNUAL PROGRAMS
Annual allocations for various programs are identified in the Great Falls 2018-2022 TIP. These programs are included to account for typical annual
expenditures that are typically less costly and more routine than stand-alone projects. An estimate of annual costs was also made for years beyond
those identified in the TIP (2023-2038). Funding for these programs is not guaranteed and is determined on a case-by-case basis. Specific projects
have yet to be identified for these programs.

Table 12: Annual Programs

Estimated
Description Funding Source YOE Cost
D leP Marki 2018-2022 $250,000
P1 urable Pavement Markings Install markings on Urban routes per City, County, and MDT STPU
Program 2023-2038 $750,000
P2 Urban System Maintenance Perform chip seals, overlays and related maintenance activities on STPU 2018-2022 $928,090
Program (Local) Urban Routes 2023-2038 $2,625,000
2018-2022 $8,260,000
O&M- state
o ) 2023-2038 $22,500,000
P3 Operations & Maintenance- Local | Operate and maintain federal-aid systems
2018-2022 $2,635,000
O&M- Local
2023-2038 $7,500,000
o ) - ) ) ) ) 2018-2022 $1,250,000
P4 | Traffic Mitigation Complete projects that help mitigate traffic congestion MACI-Discretionary
2023-2038 $3,750,000
I j hat hel ke th i li- 2018-2022 $1,250,000
P5 ADA Compliance Comp ete prOJect§ that e. p m.a e.t. -e transportation system compli MAGI-Discretionary
ant with the Americans with Disabilities Act 2023-2038 $3,750,000
P6 Transportation Alternatives Complete non-motorized transportation projects or other eligible TA 2018-2022 $1,000,000
Projects Transportation Alternatives projects 2023-2038 $3,000,000
. . ) ) 2018-2022 $14,325,000
P7 Transit Operating Expense General transit operating expenses FTA Sect 5307
2023-2038 $42,975,000
. . ) ) ) 2018-2022 $198,000
P8 Transit Capital purchase Acquire vehicles and related equipment TransADE
2023-2038 $594,000
MDT- i HSIP Saf 2018-2022 $1,000,000
P9 ) nominated HSIP Safety Safety improvement projects HSIP
Projects 2023-2038 $2,250,000
MDT- i P 2018-2022 $7,785,355
P10 nom!nated .avement Mill, overlay, seal & cover, chip seal, striping NHPP
Preservation Projects 2023-2038 $22,500,000
ity P P i 2018-2022 $2,500,000
P11 Clt){ .a?vement reservation Mill, overlay, seal & cover, chip seal, striping UPP
Activities 2023-2038 $7,500,000

ANNUAL PROGRAM TOTAL: ‘ $161,078,445
*While these programs have historically received annual funding, it is not guaranteed that funding will be allotted on an annual basis.
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4.5. RECOMMENDED PROJECTS

A number of projects that could be completed within the 20-year planning horizon but were not included in the five-year TIP were identified as rec-

ommended projects. Project cost estimates for the recommended projects are planning-level estimates. They are in anticipated year-of-expenditure

dollars (using a yearly inflation factor of 3%) and include all project phases. Any project considered for advancement should undergo a current cost
estimate, which would include an examination of site conditions and subsequent development of more detailed project scope. The identified proj-
ects are anticipated to be funded beyond 2022 and within the planning horizon (2038). Table 13 presents the recommended projects for the years

2022-2038.

Table 13: Recommended Projects

R1 River Drive N — 15th St N to 25th St N

R2 Fox Farm Intersection Improvements

R3

R5 26th Street S — 24th Ave S to 33rd Ave S

R6 Central Avenue / 9th Street Intersection

R7 | 25th Street S — 10th Ave S to 11th Ave S

R8 | 25th Avenue NE — Old Havre Hwy to 15th St N
R9 | 36th Avenue NE - 9th St NE to Bootlegger Trail

R10 | Emerson Junction Feasibility Study

R11
Lane

R12 | Fox Farm Road — Alder Dr to Park Garden Rd
R13 | Giant Springs Road — Hatchery to Rainbow Dam
R14 | 9th Street NW — NW Bypass to Central Ave W

Signal Modifications/Upgrades/Roundabout
Control

R4 Central Avenue W — 3rd St NW to 1st Ave N

Gore Hill Interchange with Southbound Auxiliary

Description

Reconstruct to three-lane arterial and improvements to 25th St
N intersection

Install dual eastbound left-turn lanes
Upgrade all signal heads in the City

Restriping and intersection modifications

Flatten fill slopes on 26th St S and install 4-way stop control at
intersection of 26th St S and 33rd Ave S

Modify intersection

Modify to one-way in southbound direction

Several improvements to improve safety and operations
Reconstruct to urban collector standard

Secure local project sponsor to fund an operational analysis/fea-
sibility study of the interchange

Install additional traffic control at interchange and construct
southbound auxiliary lane

Restripe to four-lane facility
Overlay with new asphalt and widen
Reconstruct to collector

Funding

Source
NHPP
HSIP
MACI
STPU
MACI

MACI

NHPP

COUNTY

MACI
STPU
STPU
CITY

CITY

NHPP
HSIP
MACI
NHPB
STPU
UPP
STPU

YOE

Beyond 2022

Beyond 2022
Beyond 2022
Beyond 2022
Beyond 2022

Beyond 2022
Beyond 2022
Beyond 2022
Beyond 2022

Beyond 2022

Beyond 2022

Beyond 2022
Beyond 2022
Beyond 2022

Estimated

Cost
$7,500,000
$3,000,000
$3,000,000
$1,000,000

$100,000

$270,000
$867,000
$478,000

$17,000
$23,000
$338,000
$4,615,000

$250,000

$4,750,000
$2,250,000
$2,400,000
$1,500,000

$810,000
$3,377,000
$5,177,000

TOTAL RECOMMENDED PROJECTS: ‘ $41,722,000
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4.6. ILLUSTRATIVE (UNFUNDED) PROJECTS

System deficiencies and needs are often not fundable in the foreseeable future. However, funding opportunities may arise over time, often from
unexpected sources. To be prepared to take advantage of such opportunities, the following list of projects is provided, with no identified funding
source or schedule for construction/implementation. While the project costs have been estimated, most are presented in a 2038 year-of-expendi-
ture, using a 3% yearly inflation rate. Such projects are included for illustration purposes only, and are not considered to be applicable components
of the fiscal constraint requirements of the LRTP. However, it is likely that some of them will become funded at some point during the 20-year
planning horizon even though no current source is known. Table 14 presents the illustrative projects which are recommended as funding becomes
available.

Table 14: lllustrative Projects

Potential

YOE

Estimated

112
113
114
115

116

117
118
119
120

40th Avenue S — Upper River Rd to 13th St
Franklin Avenue — Lower River Rd to 13th St
Wilson Butte Road — Eden Rd to LRTP boundary
Upper River Road — 19th Ave S to 40th Ave S
33rd Avenue S / 13th Street S Intersection

36th Avenue NE Traffic Calming

25th Avenue NE / 8th Street NE Intersection

11th Ave S Traffic Calming

11th Avenue S / 32nd Street S Intersection
Speed Studies

Signal Warrant Analysis

38th Street N — 10th Ave N to River Dr N

Flood Road — Park Garden Rd to Dick Rd

6th Street NW — Smelter Ave to 36th Ave NE
Watson Coulee Road — NW Bypass to Vaughn Rd

River Drive — 3rd Ave S to 1st Ave N

Park Drive — 8th Ave N to 2nd Ave N

Central Avenue W — 20th St NW to 29th St NW
21st Avenue S

67th Street N — Giant Springs Rd to 18th Ave N
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Description
Overlay with new asphalt
Overlay with new asphalt
Overlay with new asphalt
Overlay with new asphalt
Modify intersection
Traffic calming on route
Four-way stop control
Traffic calming on route

Monitor intersection for 4-way stop control

Periodic speed studies

Periodically check for signal warrants
Reconstruct to collector

Reconstruct to collector

Reconstruct to collector

Reconstruct to collector

Reconstruct to minor arterial and other
improvements

Reconstruct to collector

Reconstruct to collector

Construct to two-lane collector
Reconstruct to match Giant Springs Rd

Funding Source

LOCAL
LOCAL
LOCAL
LOCAL
MACI/STPU
LOCAL
LOCAL
LOCAL
LOCAL
LOCAL
LOCAL
STPU
LOCAL
LOCAL
STPU

STPU

STPU
STPU
LOCAL
LOCAL

Beyond 2038
Beyond 2038
Beyond 2038
Beyond 2038
Beyond 2038
Beyond 2038
Beyond 2038
Beyond 2038
Beyond 2038
Beyond 2038
Beyond 2038
Beyond 2038
Beyond 2038
Beyond 2038
Beyond 2038

Beyond 2038

Beyond 2038
Beyond 2038
Beyond 2038
Beyond 2038

Cost
$2,926,000
$1,688,000
$2,251,000
$4,615,000

$163,000
$113,000
$28,000
$84,000
$11,000
$39,000
$214,000
$3,827,000
$22,510,000
$9,679,000
$3,039,000

$12,831,000

$6,753,000
$7,879,000
$2,251,000
$8,892,000
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Potential Estimated
Description Funding Source YOE Cost
121 | Sun River Road — Urban Boundary to 14th St SW Overlay with new asphalt UPP Beyond 2038 $5,740,000
122 | Upper River Road — Overlook Dr to 19th Ave S Reconstruct to collector LOCAL Beyond 2038 $6,753,000
123 | 17th Avenue S — 7th St S to 13th St S Reconstruct to collector STPU/LOCAL Beyond 2038 $4,840,000
124 | 36th Avenue NE — 1st St NE to 6th St NW Extend roadway (collector standard) LOCAL Beyond 2038 $4,502,000
125 | 15th Avenue S — 30th St S to 32nd St S Extend roadway (collector standard) LOCAL Beyond 2038 $1,351,000
126 | 43rd Avenue NE - Bootlegger Trail to 6th St NW Construct new roadway to minor arterial LOCAL Beyond 2038 $19,134,000
127 | 43rd Avenue NE - Bootlegger Trail and US 87 Construct new roadway to minor arterial LOCAL Beyond 2038 $2,983,000
E h- h I i
128 | North / South Connectors xtend north-south routes to complete gridded | Beyond 2038 $9,904,000
network
R truct to mi rterial ther i -
120 | 25th Street N — River Dr to 2nd Ave N m:::gs ruct to minor arterial and other improve- | oo, | Beyond 2038 $12,155,000
130 | 10th Avenue S — 26th St S to 32nd St S Widen to 6-lane principal arterial NHPP Beyond 2038 $12,943,000
Reduce by one vehicle lane to accommodate
131 ' Downtown Traffic Flow Conversion bicycle facilities (1st Ave S, 2nd Ave S, 5th St N, | NHPP/STPU Beyond 2038 $225,000
5th St S, 6th St N, 6th St S)
132 | 20th Street S — 17th Ave S to 24th Ave S Extend roadway (collector standard) LOCAL Beyond 2038 $4,389,000
133 | 23rd St S — 21st Ave S to 24th Ave S Extend roadway (collector standard) LOCAL Beyond 2038 $1,835,000
wil Butte Road / 55th A S / Eden Road /
134 fison .u e Roa venue en Roa Reconstruct intersection to roundabout STPU/HSIP Beyond 2038 $371,000
Lower River Road
Reconstruct to minor arterial and other improve-
135 | 26th Street N — 8th Ave N to 2nd Ave N ments STPU Beyond 2038 $7,203,000
136 | Vaughn Road - Interstate 15 to Central Ave W Reconstruct to principal arterial NHPP/STPU Beyond 2038 $16,995,000
137 | River Drive N — 25th St N to 38th St N Reconstruct to three-lane arterial NHPP Beyond 2038 $11,800,000
7-0OIldH H Ave NE to Bootl
138 lT"z: Old Havre Hwy / 33rd Ave NE to Bootlegger ' o structireconfigure NHPP/HSIP/STPU | Beyond 2038 $5,628,000

TOTAL ILLUSTRATIVE PROJECTS: ‘ $218,544,000
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4.7. PEDESTRIAN IMPROVEMENTS

This section outlines potential active transportation facilities relative to
sidewalks, street crossings, and natural surface trails. The recommen-
dations are intended to encourage active living by residents and visitors
and accommodate a variety of ability levels with particular emphasis on
establishing a well-connected pedestrian network that is comfortable and
accessible to a wider range of the population.

4.7.1. Overview

All residents within the Great Falls area are pedestrians at some point in
their day — whether walking the dog, walking to the store or work, or from
a vehicle to a final destination. This section includes pedestrian needs,
system deficiencies, needs of those with disabilities or limited mobility, ob-
servation and recommendation development methodology, and proposed
recommendations for pedestrian facility improvements that were devel-
oped from the public involvement process and from field observations.

Even though the River’s Edge Trail provides a high-quality backbone to
the Great Falls non-motorized transportation system, it lacks frequent
neighborhood connections and its location does not make the trail a viable
option for most utilitarian walking trips. The trail is typically the destination
for the majority of its users. This, in addition to sidewalk network gaps and
the need to improve safe interaction between motorized and non-motor-
ized users (such as the need to increase the yielding rates of motorists to
pedestrians in crosswalks) pose additional challenges to increasing the
rates of walking.

4.7.2. Pedestrian Needs

People walk for various reasons and needs vary, often depending on trip
purpose. All pedestrians share some common needs including safety, con-
nectivity, and accessibility (especially for persons with disabilities). Senior
citizens and mobility-impaired pedestrians may lack motorized transporta-
tion options and may consequently depend on transit and pedestrian-fo-
cused aspects of the transportation network.

To adequately plan for pedestrians with disabilities, each disability (mo-
bility, visual, hearing, and cognitive impairments) and its corresponding
limitations should be considered. It is important to also be aware of how
planning for people with one disability may affect users with other impair-

ments. Each proposed facility must be designed in accordance with the
ADA design standards.

Similar to designing walking facilities for users with disabilities, similar
consideration should be given to young and elderly users. Children are
less mentally and physically developed than adults, and often have limit-
ed peripheral vision and less ability to judge speed and distance, locating
sounds and comprehending street signs, they lack familiarity with traffic,
and may act impulsively or unpredictably. Older adults often exhibit de-
grading sensory or physical capabilities. This can lead to loss of vision
and hearing, the ability to react quickly, and the strength to walk otherwise
normal distances between places.

The Montana School for the Deaf and Blind is located in Great Falls on
38th Street North and 2nd Avenue North.

4.7.3. Recommended Improvement Methodology

Pedestrian network improvements have been selected to close gaps in the
network, make connections to and from major destinations, and improve
overall comfort and sense of security for pedestrians.

Improvements to the pedestrian network will occur over time along the ma-
jor street network in the Great Falls Area as part of roadway improvement
projects, signal upgrade projects and as standalone pedestrian focused
projects. In residential areas improvements could occur as part of a coor-
dinated sidewalk program or as standalone publicly funded projects using
sources like the Transportation Alternatives Program.

One of the biggest challenges in the Great Falls area is sidewalk connec-
tivity and accessibility. There are many locations within the planning area
that have sidewalks that are in a state of disrepair, are not ADA accessible,
lack connectivity, or are non-existent all together. Many Montana commu-
nities, including Great Falls, have programs for repairing aging sidewalk
infrastructure; however, fewer communities have programs for funding or
financing the installation of new sidewalk. It is recommended that a solid
funding source of at least $50,000 annually be provided to match proper-
ty owners’ costs in a 50/50 cost share split. This program is a model that
splits the cost of sidewalk replacement and/or construction between the
property owner and the local agency. Funding sources for this program are
discussed in greater depth in Appendix F.
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4.8. BICYCLE IMPROVEMENTS

This section outlines potential active transportation facilities relative to
shared lane markings, bike lanes, shared use paths, and other spot
improvements. The recommendations are intended to encourage active
living by residents and visitors and accommodate a variety of ability
levels with particular emphasis on establishing a well-connected bicy-
cling network that is comfortable and accessible to a wider range of the
population.

Improving the on- and off-street bicycling network will provide cohesive
connections between destinations and will contribute to the viability of
the bicycle as a transportation mode choice. Although the existing road-
way network does not preclude bicycle use, connectivity needs to be
accounted for when considering bicycle features.

The on-street network of bicycle facilities is largely undeveloped; there
is significant potential to create rapid expansion with much apparent
‘low-hanging fruit”. As it is for pedestrians, the River’s Edge Trail is a
high-quality backbone to the Great Falls bicycling network, but the trail’s
relatively few neighborhood connections and location does not make it
as attractive for most utilitarian bicycling trips and the trail is typically a
destination for the majority of its users.

Bicycle facilities vary from bicycle routes designated by signage or
shared lane markings to separated, off-street facilities along exclusive
rights-of-way. Opportunities to develop bicycle facilities and a cohe-
sive network also vary and may range from deliberate and coordinated
development on the part of the city to taking advantage of independent
street construction, reconstruction and resurfacing projects. Street
re-surfacing in particular, is a low-cost way to provide bicycle infra-
structure. When streets are resurfaced, new pavement markings are
required. During this process, bicycle facilities can often be added de-
pending on existing roadway width and feasibility.
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4.8.1. Policy and Program Recommendations

While improving walking and bicycling infrastructure is a vital compo-
nent to increasing active transportation use, supportive programs and
policies are a cost-effective complement and their impact should not be
underestimated. Working directly with the public to encourage walking
and bicycling can increase use of those modes, improve road safety,
and strengthen the role of bicycling as a tourism generator in the Great
Falls area. This section briefly describes current efforts and future
recommendations related to these programs and policies. A complete
discussion of these recommended policies and programs can be found
in Appendix F.

The overarching goals of the recommendations are to increase the vis-
ibility and legitimacy of bicycling and bicyclists in the Great Falls area;
support and enhance the infrastructure recommendations in this Plan;
and increase the number, safety, and comfort of people walking in the
Great Falls area. The policy and program recommendations include:

Bicycle and Pedestrian Advisory Committee (BPAC)

A Bicycle and Pedestrian Advisory Committee (BPAC) is made of citizen
volunteers to advise the community leaders on bicycling and pedestrian
issues and to make recommendations for Transportation Alternatives
and other grant applications. The BPAC establishes the area’s commit-
ment to making bicycling and walking safer and more desirable, and has
the potential to assist the City in securing funding for bicycle and pedes-
trian projects. Having an established BPAC is also desirable for receiv-
ing Bicycle or Walk Friendly Communities designation.

Alternate Modes Coordinator

The City of Great Falls does not have a designated Alternate Modes Co-
ordinator, though the Planning Department has served some functions.
In order for the goals of this plan to be realized, the Alternate Modes Co-
ordinator should be the primary staff person overseeing implementation.
It is recommended that the City of Great Falls provide dedicated funding
for this important position.
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Bicycle Parking

Adequate bicycle parking is an important component of the bicycle net-
work and represents end-of-trip accommodation for those who choose
to travel by bicycle. The recommendations for bicycle parking are
separated into several categories, including recommended ordinance
and code language, parking design, short- and long-term parking, how
bicycle parking may differ depending on land uses and neighborhoods
of Great Falls, and how more bicycle parking can be implemented when
it doesn’t fall into previously outlined categories.

Review Bicycle Regulations

Appropriate regulation of bicycle use is important to encouraging
non-vehicular travel. The Official Code of the City of Great Falls (OC-
CGF) imposes restrictions upon the use of bicycles through the follow-
ing regulation: (Excerpt from OCCGF 12.3211.020 Sidewalk—restricted
use.) “Unless otherwise allowed by designated City approved signage,
or conditions render bicycle travel on a street unsafe, bicycles may only
be ridden on those portions of the sidewalk that are a portion of the
River’s Edge Trail System, as depicted on the most currently published
River’s Edge Trail Map available at the City Computer Mapping and
Addressing Department. Children under the age of thirteen (13) are
exempted from the provisions of this Section.” Because the Great Falls
area has, and is currently constructing, back-of-curb facilities meant to
accommodate both pedestrians and bicyclists, it is important that such
facilities continue to serve their intended functions. To that end, it is
recommended that the City Public Works and Planning & Community
Development Departments review the code language and consider
either signage or Code revisions to ensure the bike system continues to
function as intended.

Education and Encouragement Program Recommendations

There are many programs that are designed to raise awareness of walk-
ing and bicycling; connecting users to existing and proposed resources;
educating these users; and encouraging residents and visitors in the
Great Falls area to walk and ride a bicycle more often. Many of the rec-
ommended programs can be administered or implemented by volunteer
groups or non-profit organizations. The recommended programs include

creating a bicycling map, increasing recreation and bicycle tourism,
creating a media campaign, and focusing on youth bicycle safety educa-
tion.

Other Bicycling and Walking Recommendations

It is recommended that Great Falls implement a data collection pro-
gram and create a benchmarking report. Addressing the lack of existing
bicycle and pedestrian count data and beginning data collection will help
provide objective, data-driven support for the expansion of a bicycle and
pedestrian network. A benchmarking report will be able to help guide the
City of Great Falls as it moves towards improving conditions for non-mo-
torized users by tracking and visualizing past investments and future
investments at regular intervals. The document will be created in its

first edition to establish baselines in non-motorized user counts, miles
of facilities developed over time, crashes and other metrics that can be
updated by the city on a regular basis.
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It is recommended that Great Falls implement a bicycle and pedestrian
safety campaign similar to that developed for Tacoma, WA.
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4.9. NON-MOTORIZED FACILITIES

The recommended Great Falls area non-motorized network represents

a comprehensive set of existing and proposed pedestrian and bicycle
transportation and recreation facilities. In the case of roadway retrofit proj-
ects where a street may be reconfigured to provide the physical space for
bicycle or buffered bicycle lanes additional study, neighborhood outreach,
business outreach and other activities may be needed prior to implemen-
tation. A description of each type of non-motorized network improvements
is listed and below and all improvements are depicted graphically in Fig-
ure 21.

Sidewalks

Completing the sidewalk network gaps on the major street network will
allow more predictable trips for pedestrians and will improve the overall
connectivity of the Great Falls area. Multiple sidewalk projects were identi-
fied with a total cost of $841,200.

While the recommended sidewalks will help to fill the gaps in the system,
focus should be placed upon other gaps that may not be listed below, as
opportunities arise for improvements to be made. Priority projects should
work to eliminate sidewalk gaps between major roadways and adjoining
neighborhoods; gaps on major roadways; gaps near schools, parks, or
other destinations with higher pedestrian levels; and, missing ADA ramps
and other barriers to accessibility along important routes and paths of trav-
el. Finally, projects should work to connect isolated residential subdivisions
or subdivisions on the urban fringe, as opportunities arise.

Shared Lane Markings

Shared lane markings, or sharrows, are stenciled markings installed as an
on-street facility where bicycles share the travel lanes with automobiles.
Typically, these facilities occur on local roadways or on roadways with low
traffic volumes and speeds. Streets with low motor vehicle volumes and
speeds that are prioritized for bicycle travel are known as ‘Bicycle Boule-
vards’. Treatments could include reconfiguring or providing stop signs to
favor bicyclists, pavement markings, wayfinding signage, and intersection
treatments. Multiple shared lane marking projects were identified with a
total cost of $483,100.
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Bike Lanes

A bike lane provides a striped and stenciled lane for one-way travel on a

street or highway. Many of the identified projects will be completed by the
City of Great Falls, Cascade County, or MDT through retrofit or as part

of maintenance activities (striping and signage only). Some maintenance
activities such as re-striping after the winter season may not be appropri-
ate to retrofit new striping as the old striping is still visible and will need to
be removed at an additional cost or it could cause confusion for roadway
users with the old lane configuration still visible.

Similar to a bike lane in that a striped and stenciled lane is provided for
one-way bicycle travel on a street or highway, buffered bicycle lanes
provide additional width to ‘buffer’ the bike lane, on the side of the adja-
cent travel lane and/or parking lane. They provide a more comfortable
experience for bicyclists, but they also are an effective tool to discourage
motorists from driving or parking in the bike lane that would otherwise be
excessively wide. This excessive width can sometimes be present when
a roadway reconfiguration project converts an underutilized travel lane or
parking lane to a bike lane. Multiple bike lane projects were identified with
a total cost of $429,500.

Figure 21 only shows recommended projects as bike lanes. However,
when constructed, the project can be either bike lanes or buffered bikes
lanes. The type of project that is ultimately chosen is at the discretion of
city staff.

Shared Use Paths

A shared use path provides pedestrian and bicycle travel on a paved right-
of-way completely separated from any street or highway. The River’s Edge
Trail is an example of a shared use path. Shared use paths in the Great
Falls area are designed at a minimum to be ten feet wide. Multiple shared
use paths were identified with a total cost of $7,113,000.

Sign Replacement and Upgrades

On an as needed basis, conduct an inventory of bike facility signs within
the LRTP planning area. Reinstall missing signs and upgrade existing
signs, as necessary, to meet current best practices standards and the
Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices guidelines.
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Spot Improvements

Improvements that are recommended at specific locations rather than
along a corridor are known as spot improvements. These could include
signalization, crossing improvements, 4-way stop control, streetscape,
trail connections or other small connections fall under this category.
Crosswalks and intersection improvements are another type of spot
improvement, or a recommendation to improve the non-motorized trans-
portation system by simultaneously improving the roadway network for

Bicycle and pedestrian facilities may be also able to be accommodated
once a roadway’s shoulders are widened or improved. This type of im-
provement is typically found in non-urban settings. Areas where shoul-
der widening can be accommodated are include in Table 15 along with
the locations of other recommended bike and pedestrian spot improve-
ments. Multiple spot improvement projects were identified with a total
cost of $3,467,400.

all users. Crosswalks allow pedestrians and other non-motorized users
to cross streets in predictable and designated places.

Table 15: Recommended Spot Improvements

Estimated
Improvement Cost

Pedestrian Spot Improvements

“T” intersection (i.e. three-legs). Crosswalks are faded on the west and north leg
of intersection and non-existing on the south leg. Because of high traffic volumes,

SPOT-1 NW Bypass & 3rd St NW Crosswalks ladder crossings (high-visibility) are recommended in order to maintain appearance of $11,900
crosswalks and designated pedestrian space. Consider adding ‘pork chop’ islands on
both directions on the NW Bypass legs to reduce pedestrian crossing distance.
C Ik d
SPOT-2 4th Ave N & Park Dr Sg::;za san As recommended in the Downtown Plan. $112,000
SPOT-3 Ave B NW & 9th St NW Crosswalks Near school. $2,800
SPOT-4 23rd Ave NE & 4th St NE Crosswalks Add crosswalks on all sides of intersection. $2,800
Crosswalks, traffic calming, and increased speed limit enforcement will benefit high
SPOT-5 2nd Ave N & 7th St N Crosswalks pedestrian traffic (especially during school year) that is produced by Whittier and the $1,300
Community Rec Center.
Crosswalks, traffic calming, and increased speed limit enforcement will benefit high
SPOT-6 | 2nd Ave N & 8th St N Crosswalks pedestrian traffic (especially during school year) that is produced by Whittier and the $1,300
Community Rec Center.
SPOT-7 3rd Ave S & 46th St S C_rosswalks and Provide crosswalks on noﬂhern and eastern legs of intersection; provide sidewalk along $6.100
Sidewalks 46th Street South to curb line.
SPOT-8 10th Ave S & 18th St S New.Ped Signal or | There are no pedest.rian .crossihgs between 15th and 20th Streets (5 pedestrian crashes $103,400
Hybrid Beacon have been reported in this section).
SPOT-9 10th Ave S & 29th St S New Ped Signal or | There are no pedestrian crossings between 26th and 32nd Streets (5 pedestrian crashes $103,000

Hybrid Beacon have been reported in this section).
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Estimated
ID Improvement Type Notes Cost
SPOT-10 | 4th Ave S & 9th St S Crosswalks Near recorded pedestrian crashes on 9th St; mark crossings with yield signs and lines. $4,100
SPOT-11 | 5th Ave S & 9th St S Crosswalks Near recorded pedestrian crashes on 9th St; mark crossings with yield signs and lines. $4,100
SPOT-12 | 8th Ave S & 9th St S Crosswalks Near recorded pedestrian crashes on 9th St; mark crossings with yield signs and lines. $4,100
SPOT-13 | 25th Ave NE & 8th St NE 4-Way Stop Convert two-way (east-west) stop to a full, four-way stop. Near school, lower speeds. $800
3rd St NW & River’s Ed
SPOT-14 T:a“ IVer's BA9€ vl Connection | Connect NW Bypass & 3rd St NW to West Bank Park and the River's Edge Trail $55,800
Intersection Accessing Gibson Park difficult from downtown. Improve crossing by prioritizing

SPOT-15 1st Ave N & Park Dr pedestrian traffic on porkchops, and by improving signal timing (leading pedestrian $6,100

Improvement .
P interval).

2nd Ave S / Park Drive 2nd Sidewalk is Iac.klng in this area, th.ough there is plen.ty of paved surface. Car§ are parking
SPOT-16 Ave S to 1st Ave S Streetscape where pedestrians would be walking. Suggest creating a new streetscape with pullouts for $11,500
parking and a defined sidewalk that has curb separation.

SPOT-17 Smelter Ave NE 8th St NE Streetscape Sidewalk needs to be defined - ideally some access management could occur along here $25.300
to 10th St NE as well.

Bicycle Spot Improvements

i If road is ever rebuilt, provide at least four feet of rideable shoulder. If rumble strips
Upper River Rd

SPOT-18 40th Ave S to Overlook Dr Shoulder Widening | are considered, widen shoulder design to allow for four feet of rideable width. This is a $1,713,600
modification of the Bike-17 recommendation from the 2009 LRTP Update.
Lower River Rd If road is ever rebuilt, provide at least four feet of rideable shoulder. If rumble strips
SPOT-19 @ 40th Ave S to Overlook Shoulder Widening | are considered, widen shoulder design to allow for four feet of rideable width. This is a $859,700
Drive modification of the Bike-20 recommendation from the 2009 LRTP Update.
| i iable neighborh i 25th St N River’'s E Trail.
SPOT-20 | 25th St N & River Dr Trail Connection nvestigate vutabe neighbor ooq connectlon§ bet.ween ?t St N and .|ver.s dgel rai Unknown
Incorporate bicycle and pedestrian needs with River Dr improvements in this location.
SPOT-21 | 14th St SW & 20th Ave SW | Railroad Tunnel Connects River’s Edge Trail to the Marketplace. $394,000
. Intersection . . ; .
SPOT-22 | 15th St N & River Dr Facilitate connections from 15th Street North to new trail connection. $12,900
Improvement
T I L
SPOT-23 | Central Ave W & I-15 Rr;;/jcti;:e Remove travel lane on north side for bike lane/shoulder. $20,000
Central Ave W & RR R Raised
SPOT-24 en ra} ve em.ove aise Remove raised median and provide bike lane. $50,000
Crossing Median
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ID

SPOT-25

SPOT-26

SPOT-27

SPOT-28

SPOT-29

Improvement

Fox Farm Rd & 33rd Ave S

4th Ave S & 19th St S

4th Ave S & 18th St S

Fox Farm Rd & 18th Ave S

19th St N Intersection

Type

General Roadway
Improvement

Improve Existing
Full Roadway
Closure

Improve Existing
Full Roadway
Closure

Intersection
Signalization
Improvement
Intersection
Improvement

Estimated
Notes Cost

Improve south of development, in addition to providing bike lanes where most people
live. The undeveloped section of this road is where most open house and survey sugges- Unknown
tions were identified (of those within this neighborhood) and it is also where a fatal crash
occurred.
Make this an obvious part of a bicycle route rather than just bollards sticking out of the
concrete. Ensure adequate bicycle passage clearance and include pavement markings $2,900
and wayfinding signage.
Make this an obvious part of a bicycle route rather than just bollards sticking out of the
concrete. Ensure adequate bicycle passage clearance and include pavement markings $2,900
and wayfinding signage.
Possible RRFB. $25,500
Evaluate and install enhanced non-motorized crossing treatments to River’s Edge Trail. $40,000
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4.10. TRANSIT IMPROVEMENTS

Public transportation services in the Great Falls area take the form of
fixed-route passenger bus service operating on a scheduled service,
and “demand-responsive” bus/van service providing door-to-door ser-
vice for the elderly and those unable to use the fixed-route service. Pub-
lic transit has been characterized in the Great Falls Area as a service for
transit dependents. With one hour gaps between buses, loop routes that
add time and inconvenience to bus travel, and lack of support facilities
such as connecting sidewalks, bus pads, and stop amenities, service is
minimal.

The LRTP envisions an integrated multimodal transportation system that
meets sustainable growth expectations, supports economic vitality, and
improves quality of life. To achieve this vision, transit must play a much
greater role in providing travel choice within the Great Falls Area. This
includes increased service frequency, longer service hours, and expand-
ed coverage.

4.10.1. Planned Committed Improvements

Due to extensive funding limitations, there are few “committed” projects
on the horizon concerning transit. Transit District personnel have reiter-
ated that due to limited funds, they are essentially in a survival mode. Al-
though their recent TDP identified a number of short-term and long-term
improvements, none have been implemented due to funding constraints.

Transit service requires a bus fleet and spares. If transit service is to be
expanded over time to increase frequency and add coverage area, this
fleet needs to expand. In order to be competitive, the buses need to be
replaced when approximately 12 years old. With an aged fleet, there are
several drawbacks that impact customer satisfaction. Vehicle reliability
is not as good as a more modern fleet, leading to an increased number
of road failures and service disruptions. Customers are not given the
advantage of new technology, such as improvements in seating, ac-
cessibility, and comfort when older equipment is kept in service beyond
its useful life. Another drawback associated with a larger fleet is the
requirement for servicing these buses and the need for an improved/
expanded fleet facility.

As of the 2014 LRTP, there are 21 fixed-route vehicles and 9 paratransit
vehicles in the existing transit fleet. Although the TDP identified a hand-
ful of recommendations, inadequate funding for vehicles and additional

drivers dictate that these items be placed on hold. These improvements
are described in greater detail in the following section.

Fleet replacement on a designated four-year cycle is the most pressing
transit need to continue successful operations. As the older vehicles are
cycled out of the fleet, and a consistent replacement cycle is realized,
GFT will turn attention to other recommendations in the TDP such as
installation of bus stops, shelters and route service changes.

The TDP prepared as a part of past planning efforts also identified
several service design needs and fixed stop considerations that were
recommended for implementation. The Great Falls Transit District plans
to eventually implement the recommendations below upon realization
of improved funding mechanisms. A brief description of the recommen-
dations is provided here, the recommendations are discussed in greater
depth in Appendix F.

¢ Short Term (1-3 Years): A “preferred service plan” could be
implemented. The plan would include splitting Route 1 into two
segments, east and west, which would provide greater access
and shorter travel times. To implement the preferred service
plan, an additional vehicle will be required and higher operation-
al costs with an estimated amount of $250,000 may be realized.

* Long Term (4-5 Years): A more long-term goal for Great Falls
Transit is to provide evening service for passengers. The option
that was examined in the TDP report extends fixed-route service
30 minutes (until 7:00 PM) and provides demand-responsive
service thereafter until 10:00 PM. To provide evening service,
four vehicles will need to be allocated to the time extension, with
an overall estimated operational cost of $164,000.

* Service Schedules: The overall service concept of the system
remains the same. Headways are generally at one hour during
off-peak periods (with the exception of Route 7 that will be 30
minutes all day) and 30 minutes during peak periods. New

IMPROVING THE SYSTEM
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schedules are identified for Route 5, Route 7, Route 1, and
Route 8. Routes that are maintaining their current alignment
also have a minor schedule change by changing the 15-minute
break in the middle of the day to occur at the downtown transfer
center. Minor changes may be required to ensure that students
are able to use transit for travel to and from school.

Fixed Stops: Great Falls Transit currently uses a flag stop
system for their fixed-route service. The creation of fixed stops
will still allow users to board at convenient locations, if they are
placed properly. In addition to including fixed bus stops, shelters
should be placed at the locations with the highest amount of
activity. The potential costs to realize fixed stops and shelters
at high activity locations range from a potential year one cost of
approximately $50,000 (assumes adding five shelters in year
one) to $20,000 for years two through five (assumes two new
shelters per year).

Development Review: As Great Falls continues to grow at the
fringe, newly developed areas should be evaluated for transit
need. Great Falls Transit should have a presence in the devel-
opment review process for the city. This will allow future projects
to be considered by Great Falls Transit and for their transit need
to be determined.
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The Great Falls Transit District plans to modify the bus schedule so mid-day breaks occur at
the Downtown Transfer Center to give riders easy access to Downtown amenities while they
wait.



CHAPTER 5:

POLICY AND PLANNING
FRAMEWORK

5.1. OVERVIEW

This chapter of the LRTP addresses several topics that link the
transportation system to broader quality of life considerations
within the community. Federal regulations for MPOs require long
range transportation plans “include both long-range and short-
range program strategies/actions that lead to the development of
an integrated intermodal transportation system that facilitates the
efficient movement of people and goods.” While this is a key con-
sideration, it must be recognized that the design, modal mix, and
location of transportation infrastructure and facilities can directly
affect urban form, functions, and community character.

Current directions in transportation planning place importance on
developing transportation systems that help reduce unnecessary

travel delays and manage travel demands in ways that create
balanced multimodal networks that offer multiple transportation
choices. Transportation systems also need to provide facilities and
services to help achieve reliable and timely access to jobs, com-
munity services, affordable housing, and schools while helping
create safe streets and improving economic competitiveness, and
enhancing uniqgue community characteristics.
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5.2. CORRIDOR PRESERVATION
Corridor preservation is the application of measures to prevent or minimize development within the right-of-way of a planned transportation facility
or improvement within a defined corridor. That includes corridors, both existing and future, in which a wide array of transportation improvements
may be constructed including roadways, bikeways, multi-use trails, high occupancy vehicle lanes, or fixed route transportation infrastructure.

The objective of corridor preservation is to enable local governments to better plan for future growth. Corridor preservation helps to assure that a
transportation system will effectively and efficiently serve existing and future development within a community, region or state, and prevent costly
and difficult acquisitions after the fact. Preserving right-of-way for planned transportation facilities promotes orderly and predictable development.
As communities expand, land must be set aside for the transportation infrastructure needed to support development and to maintain a desired level
of transportation service. The decisions made about the location and design of the transportation network will have a lasting impact on growth pat-
terns, community design, and modal alternatives.

Corridor preservation policies, programs and practices provide numerous benefits to communities, taxpayers and the public at large. These include,
but are not limited to, the following:

Reducing transportation costs by preservation of future
corridors in an undeveloped state. Right-of-way costs often
represent the single largest expenditure for a transportation
improvement, particularly in growing urbanized areas where
transportation improvement needs are the greatest. By acquiring
or setting aside right-of-way well in advance of construction, the
high cost to remove or relocate private homes or businesses is
eliminated or reduced.

Enhancing economic development by minimizing traffic
congestion and improving traffic flow, saving time and
money. Low cost, efficient transportation helps businesses con-
tain final costs to customers and makes them more competitive
in the marketplace. Freight costs, for instance, accounts for ten
percent of the value of agricultural products, the highest for any
industry.

Increasing information sharing so landowners, developers,
engineers, utility providers, and planners understand the
future needs for developing corridors. An effective corridor
preservation program ensures that all involved parties under-
stand the future needs within a corridor and that state, local

and private plans are coordinated. Clarifying public intentions
about the location, timing, and desired level of access control for
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roadway improvements reduces the risk associated with the tim-
ing and phasing of development projects for the private sector.
Advanced notice of such intentions also enables developers to
plan projects and site-related improvements in a manner that is
more compatible with the planned transportation functions of the
corridor.

Preserving arterial capacity and right-of-way in growing
corridors. Corridor preservation includes the use of access
management techniques to preserve the existing capacity of
corridors. When it is necessary, arterial capacity can be added
before it becomes cost prohibited by preserving right-of-way
along growing transportation corridors.

Minimizing disruption of private utilities and public works.
Corridor preservation planning allows utilities and public works
providers to know future plans for their transportation corridor
and make their decisions accordingly.

Promoting urban and rural development compatible with
local plans and regulations. The state and local agencies
must work closely together to coordinate their efforts. Effective
corridor preservation will result in development along a transpor-
tation corridor that is consistent with local policies.
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o Reducing adverse social, economic, and environmental im-
pacts on people and communities. The social and economic
costs of relocation can be high for some communities, particular-
ly low-income, ethnic, or elderly populations and small business-
es that serve such populations. In addition, where viable trans-
portation corridors are foreclosed by development, roadways
may need to be relocated into more environmentally sensitive
areas, thereby increasing adverse impacts on the environment.

A variety of techniques have been applied by communities to help pre-
serve right-of-way for future transportation corridors, ranging from set-
back ordinances to mandatory dedication. Although many jurisdictions
have some method of right-of-way preservation in place, no single meth-
od works for all situations. Communities that have been most successful
at corridor preservation are those that have assembled a variety of tools
that they can mix and match to the circumstances at hand. The following
are viewed as important elements of successful corridor preservation
programs:

The I-15 exit at 10th Ave S was part of the 2015 I-15 Corridor Planning Study which helped plan
for current and future needs of the corridor.

e Develop a long-range transportation plan with broad community
support;

e Set clear priorities for transportation improvement projects and
complete them in a timely manner;

o Identify a funding source for advance acquisition of necessary or
desired rights-of-way; and

e Provide a range of mitigation measures to address potential
hardship on property owners and to preserve property rights.

National experience in corridor preservation practices has also shown it
is helpful to determine desired design objectives and cross-sections for
transportation improvements in the community to establish a basis for
future right-of-way needs. This helps to facilitate administration of and
public support for the program by identifying in advance the amount of
right-of-way that will be needed and why.

POLICY AND PLANNING FRAMEWORK 75
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5.3. ACCESS MANAGEMENT

Access Management is the proactive management of vehicular access
points to land parcels adjacent to all manner of roadways. Good ac-
cess management promotes safe and efficient use of the transportation
network. Access management techniques are increasingly fundamental
to preserving the safety and efficiency of a transportation facility. Access
control can extend the carrying capacity of a roadway, reducing potential
conflicts.

There are six basic principles of access management that are used to
achieve the desired outcome of safer and efficient roadways. These
principles are:

Limit the number of conflict points.

Separate the different conflict points.

Separate turning volumes from through movements.
Locate traffic signals to facilitate traffic movement.
Maintain a hierarchy of roadways by function.

Limit direct access on higher speed roads.

ook wh =

Access management encompasses a set of techniques that local gov-
ernments can use to control access to highways, major arterials, and
other roadways. Access management includes several techniques that
are designed to increase the capacity of these roads, manage conges-
tion, and reduce crashes. These techniques include:

o Signal Spacing: Increasing the distance between traffic signals
improves the flow of traffic on major arterials, reduces conges-
tion, and improves air quality for heavily traveled corridors.

e Access and Driveway Spacing: Fewer driveways spaced fur-
ther apart allows for more orderly merging of traffic and presents
fewer challenges to drivers.

o Safe Turning Lanes: Dedicated left- and right-turn, indirect left-
turns and U-turns, and roundabouts keep through-traffic flowing.
Roundabouts represent an opportunity to reduce an intersec-
tion with many conflict points or a severe crash history (T-bone
crashes) to one that operates with fewer conflict points and less
severe crashes (sideswipes) if they occur.
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e Median Treatments: Two-way left-turn lanes and non-travers-
able, raised medians are examples of some of the most effective
means to regulate access and reduce crashes.

o Service and Frontage Roads: Helps alleviate congestion on
major limited access thoroughfares by providing parallel routes
which can separate local traffic from through traffic.

o Right-of-Way Management: As it pertains to R/W reservation
for future widenings, good sight distance, access location, and
other access-related issues.

State, regional, and local governments across the United States use ac-
cess management policies to preserve the functionality of their roadway
systems. This is often done by designating an appropriate level of ac-
cess control for each of a variety of facilities. Local residential roads are
allowed full access, while major highways and freeways allow very little.
In between are a series of road types that require standards to help
ensure the free flow of traffic and minimize crashes, while still allowing
access to major businesses and other land uses along a road.

It is recommended that City and County governments adopt a set of
Access Management Regulations through which the need for access
management principles can be evaluated on a case-by-case basis.

For roadways on the State system and under the jurisdiction of the MDT,
access control guidelines are available which define minimum access
point spacing, access geometrics, etc., for different roadway facilities.

For other roadways (non-State), the adoption of an access classification
system based upon the functional classification of the roadway (principal
arterial, minor arterial or major collector) is desirable. These local reg-
ulations should serve to govern minimum spacing of drive approaches/
connections and median openings along a given roadway in an effort to
fit the given roadway into the context of the adjacent land uses and the
roadway purpose. The preparation and adoption of a local Access Man-
agement Ordinance should be pursued that can adequately document
the local government’s desire for standard approach spacing, widths,
slopes and type for a given roadway classification.
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5.4. TRANSPORTATION DEMAND MANAGEMENT

Transportation Demand Management (TDM) measures came into being
during the 1970s and 1980s in response to a desire to save energy,
improve air quality, and reduce peak-period congestion. TDM strategies
focused on identifying alternates to single occupant vehicle use during
commuting hours. Therefore, such things as carpooling, vanpooling,
transit use, walking and bicycling for work purposes are most often
associated with TDM. Many of these methods were not well received by
the commuting public and therefore, provided limited improvement to
the peak-period congestion problem. Due to the experiences with these
traditional TDM measures over the past few decades, it became clear
that the whole TDM concept needed to be changed. TDM measures
that have been well received by the commuting public include flextime,
a compressed workweek and telecommuting. In addition to addressing
commute trip issues, managing demand on the transportation system
includes addressing traffic congestion associated with special events,
such as the fireworks display on the 4th of July, Great Falls White Sox
baseball games, and other large cultural or sporting events. A definition
of TDM follows:

TDM programs are designed to maximize the people-moving
capability of the transportation system by increasing the number
of persons in a vehicle, or by influencing the time of, or need to,
travel. (FHWA, 1994)

Since 1994, TDM has been expanded to also include route choice. A
parallel arterial with excess capacity near a congested arterial can be
used to manage the transportation system to decrease congestion for
all transportation users. In Montana, an excellent model for TDM strat-
egies can be found by examining the Missoula Ravalli Transportation
Management Association (MRTMA). MRTMA offers vanpool, carpool,
and guaranteed ride home programs and works with employers to tailor
specific commute programs for their staff.

The Great Falls area is projected to grow. The accompanying expansion
of transportation infrastructure is expensive and usually lags behind
growth. Proper management of demand now will maximize the existing
infrastructure and delay the need to build more expensive additional

infrastructure. TDM is an important and useful tool to extend the useful
life of a Transportation System.

Many TDM options are available for use in Great Falls. Existing infra-
structure is in place to use alternative modes of transportation including
transit, walking and bicycling. There are several major employers in
Great Falls including the medical providers, refinery, City government,
County government, Montana Air National Guard and Malmstrom Air
Force Base who could be approached to implement work week adjust-
ments (flex time, alternate work hours, compressed work week) that
could make a noticeable difference to congestion. Designating a couple
of prime parking spots for carpooling could increase its use among em-
ployees and provide positive recognition for those who carpool.

Developing strategies to manage the demand on the system generated
by specific repeatable events such as baseball games or the 4th of July
fireworks display would involve a one-time use of Great Falls staff time.
Adjustments to these strategies could be made after seeing how they
work. Coordination with the Police Department or other departments
that would help implement these plans would then be needed on an
intermittent basis. Implementing these strategies in Great Falls could
be done quickly and would be obvious to the traveling public. As such,
it would be easy to demonstrate a successful TDM program and build
approval for implementing additional TDM strategies.

" : ,,‘- ‘ ’r‘il -
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Large commumty events, such the 4th of July parade, are opportunities to implement travel
demand management strategies.
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Great Falls is poised to implement a successful TDM program with the
recommended strategies listed below. These strategies could be imple-
mented in any order.

78

Encourage employers to provide alternate work schedules to
their employees.

Implement a guaranteed ride home program for transit users.

Provide bike racks in the downtown area for bicycling
commuters.

Increase bicyclist access to River’s Edge Trail for commuting
purposes.

Encourage walking as a commute choice.
Encourage biking as a commute choice.
Look at ways to increase transit ridership.

Review access to the Great Falls Voyagers ballpark and develop
a plan to manage traffic into and out of the ballpark.

Consider factors such as land use/zoning issues when
approving non-rural projects in the outlying areas.

Use Intelligent Transportation Systems methods, where
appropriate, to alert motorists of disruptions to the transportation
system can be highly beneficial to transportation users and
effective tools for managing transportation demands.

Travel demand management strategies that are likely to be effective in
the Great Falls Area are discussed in greater depth in Appendix G.

JULY 5, 2018

It is recommended that Great Falls review access to the Voyagers ballpark
and develop a plan to manage traffic into and out of the ballpark.
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5.5.

TRANSIT CONSIDERATIONS

Building upon the conclusions of the TDP, this section of the transit sum-
mary and considerations presents planning level guidance on bus stop
placement and other elements.

Bus stop placement is an important factor to achieving the best per-
forming transit system possible. Below is a list of factors that should be
taken into consideration when deciding on where to locate bus stops.

Spacing along the route

Location of passenger traffic generators
Operational effectiveness

Safety

Access to the stop including pathways leading to and from the
stop

Right-of-way
Curb clearance

It is expected that each bus stop should incorporate a number of ele-
ments. A list of the minimum elements that each bus stop should have
is listed below.

Landing Area — The landing area must allow for lifts or ramps
to be deployed on a suitable surface to permit a wheelchair to
maneuver safely on and off the bus.

Pedestrian Connections — A landing area of 5-feet wide by
8-feet long must be connected to a sidewalk of at least 4-feet
wide.

Curb Ramps — These shall be designed to conform to state and
federal ADA standards.

Signage — Appropriate signage must be used to mark the lo-
cation of the bus stop. Route and schedule information should
also be supplied at each bus stop.

Safety and Security — Bus stops should not have hazardous
conditions that could be potentially unsafe to users. The area
should be well lit and free of obstacles.
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NARROW SIDEWALK IN
SEVERELY CONSTRAINED
LOCATION
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(10'%207) ] | {10'X20") T T
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Guidance for bus stop placement and bus stop shelters are provided in Appendix G
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5.6. TRAFFIC CALMING

Traffic calming is intended to reduce the negative effects of motor vehi-
cle use, alter driver behavior, and improve conditions for non-motorized
street users. It is used on local streets to discourage non-local traffic.
Non-local traffic is not invested in the neighborhood, and therefore has
less respect for speed limits, and the non- vehicular elements of the
street environment. Certain, limited traffic calming measures are appro-
priate for slowing traffic on collectors or minor arterials as well.

Because traffic calming includes an educational or enforcement cam-
paign, or an engineering study, it can result in the physical construction
of traffic elements designed to reinforce the perceived need for caution
by the users of the transportation system. The need for physical traffic
calming devices indicates the transportation user’s consistent failure to
appropriately interact with the surroundings. Regardless of any traffic
calming measures installed, the primary responsibility for safe use of the
streets lies with the individual driver, cyclist, or pedestrian.

The success of traffic calming measures on a local street depends
upon strong support by residents in the immediate area. Additionally,
the traffic calming measures need to address situations that a number
of residents agree should be addressed. Situations that many people
agree exist and that could respond to traffic calming techniques will
have more support from the neighborhood, and will better enhance
the neighborhood environment. Traffic calming projects which involve
installing “hard” improvements should meet several criteria before being
considered for implementation, because they can be disruptive to the
residents in the surrounding area, difficult to fund and maintain, and
difficult to remove once installed.

Traffic calming elements can be incorporated into the initial design of
subdivision, or can be retrofitted into existing subdivisions. The City of
Great Falls has many streets which already contain traffic calming mea-
sures. These include street trees, on-street parking, and sidewalks sep-
arated from the street by a planting strip. Other techniques can include
landscaped medians, pedestrian bulb-outs at corners, traffic circles or
other intersection design techniques as well as other mid-block design
techniques.
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There are however, several circumstances where traffic calming be-
comes necessary. One of the most common circumstances is when the
arterial system is congested or has turn restrictions. This set of circum-
stances may lead to arterial traffic detouring into an adjacent neighbor-
hood. Local streets near a heavily used arterial can experience arterial
traffic. In Great Falls, 9" Avenue South appears to experience this
phenomenon due to its proximity to 10" Avenue South. To address this
situation, stop signs have been installed at some locations. Installation
of stop signs is one of a number of traffic calming measures, and has
been used extensively by the City. Stop and yield signs are prevalent on
the east/west legs of the intersections of 9" Avenue South with the vari-
ous north/south streets. These serve to discourage through traffic, while
still allowing local traffic and necessary circulation back to 10" Avenue
South.

During street construction traffic calming issues may be raised. Detours
are necessary but frustrating for residents. However, when motorists
use alternate routes instead of the designated detours, concerns with
congestion, speed, pollution and enforcement become real. But these
issues are temporary, and temporary measures are appropriate to
address them. Some examples of temporary traffic calming measures
include:

¢ Removable median curbs to constrict, or choke, a roadway;

¢ Removable median curbs placed to form a traffic circle within an
intersection;

¢ Removable median curb placed to form forced turn diverters;
e Temporary bollards to close off traffic to a roadway; and
e Temporary speed bumps.
Very few traffic calming techniques are appropriate for use on arteri-

als, because they interfere with an arterial’s ability to move people and
vehicles efficiently from one place to another.

There are two forms of traffic calming, active and passive. Active mea-
sures are usually applied after a street has been constructed to correct
a perceived problem with driver behavior. Passive measures are more
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likely to be included during the initial design of a roadway. Generally,
active measures are not appropriate for the arterial network as they in-
terfere with the purpose of arterials to move larger volumes of vehicles.
However, appropriate use of passive measures may accomplish the pur-
pose of encouraging safer driver, cyclist, or pedestrian behavior without
restricting traffic flow. Arterials should be considered in any active traffic
calming plan since speeding and cut-through traffic on local streets

can be an indicator that the arterial network is not functioning properly.
Therefore, improvements to the arterial network may be a more effective
solution than active traffic calming on smaller streets.

Traffic calming measures generally fit into one of the following major

categories: Raised Speed Bumps

e Passive measures;

e Education and enforcement;

e Signing and pavement marking;

o Deflection (either vertical deflection or horizontal deflection); and
o Diversions or restrictions.

Traffic calming strategies that are implementable in the Great Falls Area

are discussed in greater depth in Appendix G. Pavement Markings

Half Road Closures

Roundabouts
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5.7. CONTEXT SENSITIVE SOLUTIONS

Context Sensitive Solutions (CSS) are an interdisciplinary approach that
seeks effective, multi-modal transportation solutions by working with
stakeholders to develop, build and maintain cost-effective transportation
facilities which fit into and reflect the project’s surroundings — its “con-
text.” With respect to transportation projects, context can be defined as
“all elements related to the people and place where a project is located.”
This includes both visible elements such as environmental or historic
resources and invisible elements such as community values, traditions,
and expectations.

CSS is both process and product, characterized by a number of at-
tributes. It involves all stakeholders, including community members,
elected officials, interest groups, and affected local, state, and federal
agencies. It puts project needs and both agency and community values
on a level playing field and considers all trade-offs in decision making.
Through early, frequent, and meaningful communication with stakehold-
ers, and a flexible and creative approach to design, the resulting proj-
ects should improve safety and mobility for the traveling public, while
seeking to preserve and enhance the scenic, economic, historic, and
natural qualities of the settings through which they pass.

CSS is guided by four core principles:

1. Strive towards a shared stakeholder vision to provide a basis for
decisions.

Demonstrate a comprehensive understanding of contexts.

Foster continuing communication and collaboration to achieve
consensus.

4. Exercise flexibility and creativity to shape effective transporta-
tion solutions, while preserving and enhancing community and
natural environments.

Context sensitive designs incorporate a multidisciplinary design team.
Residents, business owners, local institutions, city officials, and de-
signers all have a part in the design and implementation of CSS. The
conventional approach to design would be to approach the stakeholders
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at the tail end of the design phase in order to gain approval; involving
these people at the beginning of the project ensures that the needs of
all the stakeholders and the public are addressed from start to finish.
Addressing these needs in the early stages can save valuable time and
money in the development process.

Conventional designs place importance strictly on level of service and
moving traffic. CSS balances safety, mobility, community, and environ-
mental goals. The idea is to achieve a design that creates a unity for all
of the users and for the area. CSS focuses not only on moving traffic,
but also on pedestrians, bicycles, and aesthetic issues. Roads are built
around the needs of pedestrians and bicyclists instead of just being built
to handle the highest amount of traffic at the highest speeds possible.

A properly constructed road will be safe for all users, regardless of their
mode of travel. A CSS allows flexibility for its users when choosing their
travel type.

CSS should encourage “smart growth” within the area. This refers to

a type of city center growth that discourages urban sprawl by creating
an area where pedestrians, bikes, transit, and vehicles can function in
harmony within the network. Mixed-use development is also used in

the area to allow for a variety of activities to take place. CSS creates a
sense of community and unity to the area, while increasing safety levels
and aesthetic value to the area.

Another purpose of CSS is to give users flexibility in the design pro-
cess of transportation elements. All projects are different and should be
treated as such. It is appropriate for some areas to incorporate 12-foot-
wide travel lanes, for example, while others may benefit more from
smaller 10-foot-wide lanes. The FHWA's Flexibility in Highway Design?*
is a guide written for highway engineers and project managers that
describes the flexibility available when designing roads and illustrates
successful approaches used in other highway projects.
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The “Qualities that Characterize Excellence in Transportation Design”,
elaborated at the Thinking Beyond the Pavement in 1998, illustrate the
desired end products of the CSS process:

o The project satisfies the purpose and needs as agreed to by
a full range of stakeholders. This agreement is forged in the
earliest phase of the project and amended as warranted as the
project develops.

e The project is a safe facility for both the user and the community.

e The project is in harmony with the community, and it preserves
environmental, scenic, aesthetic, historic, and natural resource
values of the area, i.e., exhibits context sensitive design.

e The project exceeds the expectations of both designers and
stakeholders and achieves a level of excellence in people’s
minds.

o The project involves efficient and effective use of the resources
(time, budget, community) of all involved parties.

o The project is designed and built with minimal disruption to the
community.

e The project is seen as having added lasting value to the
community.

i

The Great Falls’ ‘Rainofallo” on the River’s Edge Trail is
one of many buffalo statues around the city.

5.8. INTELLIGENT TRANSPORTATION SYSTEMS

Intelligent Transportation Systems (ITS) technologies have been used
widely used throughout the country to improve safety and efficiency for
the transport of people and goods. ITS advances transportation safety
and mobility and enhance productivity by integrating advanced commu-
nications technologies into transportation infrastructure and into vehi-
cles.

ITS encompasses a broad range of wireless and traditional communica-
tions-based information and electronic technologies. Some of the most
common ITS technologies deployed across the country include electron-
ic toll collection, ramp meters, red light cameras, traffic signal coordi-
nation, transit signal priority, and traveler information systems. These
applications are briefly described below:

¢ Electronic Toll Collection — Electronic toll collection systems
support the collection of payment at toll plazas using auto-
mated systems that increase the operational efficiency and
convenience of toll collection. Systems typically consist of
vehicle-mounted transponders identified by electronic readers
located in dedicated or mixed-use lanes at toll plazas.

* Ramp Meters - Traffic signals on freeway ramp meters alternate
between red and green signals to control the flow of vehicles
entering the freeway. Metering rates can be altered based on
freeway traffic conditions.

* Red Light Cameras — Red light cameras detect a motor vehicle
that passes over sensors in the pavement after a traffic signal
has turned red. The sensors connect to computers in high-speed
cameras, which take two photographs of the violation. Typically,
the first photo is taken of the front of the vehicle when it enters
the intersection, and the second photo is taken of the rear of the
vehicle when the vehicle is in the intersection. Law enforcement
officials review the photograph, and a citation is mailed to the
registered owner of the vehicle.
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* Traffic Signal Coordination — This technology provides the
ability to synchronize multiple intersections to enhance the oper-
ation of one or more directional movements in a system. Some
examples include arterial streets, downtown networks, and
closely spaced intersections such as diamond interchanges.

¢ Transit Signal Priority — These systems give special treatment
to transit vehicles at signalized intersections. TSP systems use
sensors to detect approaching transit vehicles and alter signal
timings to improve transit performance. For example, some
systems extend the duration of green signals for public transpor-
tation vehicles when necessary.

* Traveler Information Systems — Traveler information sys-
tems are multimodal and support many categories of drivers
and travelers. Traveler information applications use a variety
of technologies, including dynamic message signs, Internet
websites, telephone hotlines, and television and radio, to allow
users to make informed decisions regarding trip departures,
routes, and mode of travel.

MDT has been proactive in the use of ITS to promote improve the flow
and efficiency of the existing transportation network in the state, most
notably through upgrades to traffic signal systems and implementing
traveler information systems. The use of ITS technology on traffic sig-
nal systems can have multiple benefits, including reducing congestion,
reducing vehicle emissions and fuel use, improving safety at intersec-
tions, and delaying or eliminating the need to construct additional road
capacity.

MDT has developed a statewide traffic signal system plan, which
includes recommendations for ITS improvements to be implemented in
signal systems across the state over the next decade, with a focus on
Montana’s urban centers. Within the Great Falls urban area, projects to
upgrade controllers and communications capabilities to enhance traf-
fic signal operations at 18 intersections long 10th Avenue South and 6
intersections along the 3rd Street NW — NW Bypass have been com-
pleted.
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MDT has implemented the 511 system, using a simple 3-digit telephone
number, that provides current information to travelers about road condi-
tions, allowing for better choices of travel time, transportation mode, and
route. Dynamic message signs are also employed at key locations on
the road network to advise motorists of changing travel conditions.

MDT routinely considers the applicability of incorporating ITS features
as part of its project development activities for improvements to the
state highway system. As improvements to the state-maintained high-
way system are proposed within the Great Falls urban area, opportuni-
ties to implement effective ITS technologies will be considered.

MDT has upgraded controllers and communications capabilities to enhance traffic signal
operations along 10th Ave S in Great Falls.
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5.9. LIVABILITY

Livability is a national movement with local implications that are support-
ed within the Great Falls community. Providing transportation options to
improve access to housing, jobs, businesses, services and social activi-
ties are fundamental desires of most transportation system user groups.
Active transportation results in a physically fit population, minimizes auto
emissions, extends the life of transportation infrastructure, and delays
the needs for infrastructure improvements.

Fostering livability in transportation projects and programs will result in
improved quality of life; will create a more efficient and accessible trans-
portation network; and will serve the mobility needs of communities,
families, and businesses.

The concept of livability, which has evolved over the years, is often used
to describe a range of initiatives aimed at improving community quality
of life while supporting broader sustainability goals. Livability encom-
passes multi-dimensional issues relative to community design, land use,
environmental protection and enhancement, mobility and accessibili-

ty, public health, and economic well-being. Incorporating livability into
transportation planning, programs, and projects is not a new concept.
Communities, developers, advocacy groups, businesses, and neighbor-
hood residents have been working for generations to make places more
livable through transportation initiatives, with varying degrees of sup-
port from local, regional, State, and Federal agencies. These initiatives
have used a range of terms to describe an overlapping set of objectives
and strategies-livability, sustainability, community impact assessment,
scenario planning, land use and transportation, smart growth, walkable
communities, new urbanism, healthy neighborhoods, active living, tran-
sit-oriented development, complete streets, context-sensitive solutions,
and many others. The key concept behind livability in transportation:
transportation planning is a process that must consider broader commu-
nity goals.

Livability in transportation is about integrating the quality, location, and
type of transportation facilities and services available with other more
comprehensive community plans and programs to help achieve broad-
er community goals such as access to a variety of jobs, community

services, affordable housing, quality schools, and safe streets. This
includes:

e Addressing road safety and capacity issues through better
planning, design, and construction.

e Integrating health and community design considerations into the
transportation planning process to create more livable places
where residents and workers have a full range of transportation
choices.

e Using TDM approaches and system management and
operation strategies to maximize the efficiency of transportation
investments.

¢ Maximizing and expanding new technologies such as ITS, green
infrastructure, and quiet pavements.

e Developing fast, frequent, dependable public transportation to
foster economic development and accessibility to a wide range
of housing choices.

e Strategically connecting the modal pieces - bikeways,
pedestrian facilities, transit services, and roadways - into a truly
intermodal, interconnected system.

e Enhancing the natural environment through improved storm
water mitigation, enhanced air quality, and decreased
greenhouse gases.

Livability provides economic benefits to communities, businesses, and
consumers. In practice, livable transportation systems accommodate a
range of modes (walking, bicycling, transit, and automobiles) by creating
mobility choice within more balanced multimodal transportation net-
works. This in turn helps support more sustainable patterns of develop-
ment, whether in an urban, suburban, or rural context. Livable transpor-
tation systems can provide better access to jobs, community services,
affordable housing, and schools, while helping to create safe streets,
reduce energy use and emissions, reduce impacts on and enhance

the natural and built environment, and support more efficient land use
patterns.
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The LRTP should reflect the future transportation needs of the Great
Falls area and include recommended actions, programs and projects to
improve, enhance and better manage and operate the public transit and
highway systems, promote alternative modes, accommodate bicyclists
and pedestrians, consider all non-motorized modes of transportation,
provide freight mobility and mitigate environmental impacts. In gener-
al, recommendations in the LRTP should also adhere to the livability
principles established by the US DOT, HUD and EPA which are aimed
at improving access to affordable housing, providing more transportation
options, and lower transportation costs. By keeping these consider-
ations in mind, transportation improvement programs and projects will
not only accommodate existing travel, make the current transportation
system more efficient, meet growing travel requirements and improve
mobility, but also be a catalyst for enhancing the overall livability of the
Great Falls community.

Livability is about linking the quality and location of transportation facil-
ities to broader opportunities such as access to good jobs, affordable
housing, quality schools, and safe streets. This includes addressing
safety and capacity issues on all roads through better planning and
design, making judicious decisions about improvement projects, and
expanding the use of new technologies.

The LRTP continues local efforts to make the transportation network
operate as efficiently and effectively as possible and promote a bal-
anced transportation system with alternatives to the private vehicle. The
analyses conducted for the update of the LRTP show that some com-
ponents of the system operate poorly and congestion occurs daily and
reaches severe conditions at some locations. However, it is important
to preserve and maintain essential infrastructure and services, while
making the system operate as efficiently as possible. It is also equally
critical to enhance the mobility of people and goods by increasing mode
choice, access and convenience, and strategically expanding transpor-
tation capacity. Although the highway system dominates movement,
non-highway components are equally important and provide alternatives
for other system users.
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The LRTP also attempts to reinforce future local land use development
objectives and economic revitalization goals. Transportation and land
use planning have a similar goal: efficient use of a limited resource
(land) that allows for the efficient movement of people and goods. To-
gether, transportation and land use planning will lead to the creation of
strong communities and better define quality of life and livability in Great
Falls.

The City’s recent Growth Policy Update (Imagine Great Falls 2025) rec-
ommends a concept referred to as “Healthy by Design.” This is a holistic
concept that promotes health, safety and neighborhood oriented consid-
erations in land use review. Many of the goals of Healthy by Design are
occurring naturally in Great Falls. This includes an emphasis on trails,
safe and comfortable sidewalks, community gardens and small scale
commercial and mixed use projects.

A new pedlet in Great Falls diverts pedestrian traffic and allows outdoor dining
downtown.
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5.10. ENVIRONMENTAL MITIGATION

Moving Ahead for Progress in the 21st Century (MAP-21) requires met-
ropolitan LRTPs to discuss environmental mitigation opportunities and
required certain elements and activities to be included in the develop-
ment of long-range transportation plans, including:

e Consultations with resource agencies, such as those responsi-
ble for land-use management, natural resources, environmental
protection, conservation and historic preservation.

e Consultations to compare transportation plans to conservation
plans, maps, and inventories of natural or historic resources.

e Adiscussion of potential environmental mitigation activities.

e A participation plan that identifies a process for stakeholder
involvement.

These provisions originated from a desire to realize benefits for over-
all transportation project development by considering environmental
resources early on in the transportation planning process. The early
consideration of environmental resources can assist in program pre-
dictability, project decision-making, project deliverability, and mitigation
decisions while responding to the desire to improve both transportation
infrastructure and the environment.

5.10.1. Environmental Mitigation Overview

Environmental mitigation is the process of addressing damage to the
human and/or natural environment caused by transportation or other
public works and infrastructure projects. The human and natural envi-
ronment includes such resources as neighborhoods and communities;
homes and businesses; cultural resources (archaeological or historical
sites); parks and recreation areas; streams and wetlands; important
farmlands; wildlife and their habitats; and air and water quality.

Environmental mitigation activities, in reference to transportation plan-
ning, refers to the strategies, policies, programs, actions, and activities
that, over time, will serve to avoid, minimize, or compensate for the
negative effects of a transportation project on the human and/or natural
environment. Actions taken to avoid or minimize environmental damage
are considered the most preferable method of mitigation.

5.10.2. Consultation and Coordination

MAP-21 reiterates the need for continued consultations with agencies
responsible for land use management, natural resources, environmental
protection, conservation, and historic preservation in the development of
LRTPs. Consistent with this requirement, Federal, State, and Tribal land
management wildlife, and regulatory agencies were contacted in Octo-
ber 2013 for input regarding mitigation activities that may help alleviate
the adverse effects of implementing transportation projects in the Great
Falls area.

5.10.3. Impacts of Transportation Projects

The implementation of transportation projects may result in both positive
and negative impacts on the human and natural environments and im-
pacts may include direct, indirect, and cumulative effects. Direct effects
are those impacts that are caused by the action and occur at the same
time and place. Indirect impacts (also referred to as secondary impacts)
are effects caused by the project, but occur at a different location or lat-
er time than the action that triggers the effect. Cumulative effects are the
collective impacts on the environment that may occur when the project
is considered along with other past, present, and reasonably foresee-
able future actions.

The following paragraphs discuss the types of environmental impacts
that may result from the implementation of transportation projects in the
Great Falls area. It should be noted that these environmental impact
categories are not all inclusive and each transportation project must typ-
ically undergo Federal and State environmental compliance reviews to
identify project-specific impacts, evaluate the need for mitigation activi-
ties, and determine permitting requirements.

Air Quality

National ambient air quality standards (NAAQS) have been established
for several major pollutants referred to as “criteria” pollutants. The six
criteria pollutants are: Carbon monoxide (CO); Particulate Matter; Ni-
trogen dioxide (NO2); Sulfur dioxide; Ozone; and Lead. Transportation
contributes to four of the six criteria pollutants: ozone, CO, particulate
matter, and NO2.
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Vehicle exhaust is a primary source of project-related air pollution.
Increasing vehicle emissions is a potential outcome of projects that en-
courage additional miles of travel. Projects that are designed to reduce
congestion and increase traffic flow can also encourage drivers to use
such roadways more often and therefore increase CO emissions and
other vehicle generated air pollutants. However, such projects often
result in decreased travel times and idling times, which translates into
reduced emissions. The net result is often an improvement in air quality.

Noise

Noise is most often defined as unwanted sound. Although sound can
be easily measured, the perceptibility is subjective and the physical
response to sound complicates the analysis of its impact on people.
The environmental impact of noise is a function of the sensitivity of the
land use where noise is heard. In general, land use sensitivity to noise
is a function of human annoyance and community reaction rather than
health and safety considerations. Noise can also interfere with nonresi-
dential uses such as schools, libraries, churches, and hospitals.

The noise generated from new or expanded transportation facilities may
have a negative impact on adjoining land uses. Traffic noise impacts
must typically be investigated in areas adjacent to federally-aided high-
ways for proposed construction of a highway on a new location or the
reconstruction of an existing highway to either significantly change the
horizontal or vertical alignment or increase the number of through-traffic
lanes. If impacts are identified, then abatement measures must be con-
sidered and feasible and reasonable noise abatement must be incorpo-
rated into the project design.

Hazardous Materials

Transportation projects have the potential for encountering contaminat-
ed soils or groundwater, leaking underground storage tanks and piping,
or other sources of hazardous materials in the planned work areas.
These sites may occur throughout the community and sites are often
found along major transportation corridors and established commercial/
industrial areas.
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Important Farmlands

Transportation projects have the potential to require new or expanded
rights-of-way and it is possible that some projects outside the urban
area may convert areas of important farmland to non-agricultural use.

Wildlife and Habitat

The construction of new or improved transportation facilities could result
in the disturbance, displacement, and/or minor loss of habitat for wildlife
species. Transportation projects can also disrupt habitat connectivity
and result in habitat fragmentation. Habitat fragmentation is mainly the
result of different forms of land use change. The construction and use of
transport infrastructure is one of the major agents causing this change
as well as creating barriers between habitat fragments.

The construction of new or improved transportation facilities could result
in the disturbance and/or minor loss of wildlife habitat. Species can also
be displaced (through loss of habitat, increased noise, and increased
human activity). Loss of habitat connectivity or habitat fragmentation can
be indirect effects of transportation projects.

Parks and Recreation Lands

Transportation projects typically affect parks and recreation lands
through the direct acquisition of land for new or expanded rights-of-way,
temporary occupancy that adversely affects the property, or by indirect
effects such as noise, vibration, diminished access, or visual intrusions.

Cultural Resources

Cultural resources are any prehistoric or historic remains of past hu-
man activities including artifacts, sites, structures, landscapes or dis-
tricts, and objects of importance to a culture or community for scientific,
traditional, religious, or other reasons. Like parks and recreation lands,
transportation projects have the potential to adversely affect cultural re-
source sites directly through the acquisition of land for new or expanded
rights-of-way or indirectly by changing the site’s surroundings or dimin-
ishing the qualities of the resource itself.

Environmental Justice
For transportation projects, this means that no particular minority or
low-income person may be disproportionately isolated, displaced, or
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otherwise subjected to adverse effects. Potential impacts are assessed
in terms of property acquisitions or relocations, changes in access to
employment areas, and other changes in low-income and minority com-
munities/neighborhoods.

Community Impacts

Transportation projects have the potential to result in effects on a com-
munity and its quality of life. Topics that fall under the Community Impact
heading include: access, mobility, social isolation/splitting of neighbor-
hoods, history of the community, new development impacts, changes

in the quality of life, changes in neighborhood identification, changes in
property values, separation of the neighborhood from community facil-
ities, displacements, impacts on community centers of activity whether
formal or informal, noise, urban renewal, removal of urban blight, joint
land use, and disruption of the natural and human environment.

To establish potential impacts, it is necessary to determine the charac-
teristics of the affected area, such as neighborhood boundaries, loca-
tions of residences and businesses, demographic information, economic
data, the social history of communities, and identify what community
based land use plans say about the area. Impacts are best analyzed in
conjunction with public involvement activities for the affected neighbor-
hood or community.

Floodplains

Transportation projects occasionally require crossing or working within
delineated floodplains. Floodplain involvement (encroachment) typical-
ly requires measures to: 1) Avoid significant floodplain encroachment
where practicable; 2) Minimize the impact of highway actions that
adversely affect the base floodplain; or 3) be compatible with FEMA’s
National Flood Insurance Program.

Streams, Wetlands, and Aquatic Resources

Transportation projects occasionally require crossing or working within

perennial or intermittent streams, wetlands, and other aquatic resourc-

es. Unavoidable impacts to streams or wetlands may require a variety

of permits or authorizations. Transportation projects involving construc-
tion activities that will disturb one or more total acres including clearing,

grading, and excavating also require Montana Pollutant Discharge
Elimination System “General Permit” from the Montana Department of
Environmental Quality.

Appendix G lists possible mitigating measures to help avoid, minimize,
or compensate for negative project-related impacts.

Transportation projects along or across the Missouri River could potentially affect water
quality, riparian areas, fish and wildlife habitat, wetlands, and other environmentally sensitive
areas.
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5.10.4. Areas to Consider for Mitigation Activities

Areas where mitigation efforts can be focused in the Great Falls area are
discussed below.

Mitigation Areas for Impacts to Streams, Wetlands and Aquatic
Habitat

Transportation projects along or across the Missouri and Sun Rivers
could potentially affect water quality, riparian areas, fish and wildlife
habitat, wetlands, and other environmentally sensitive areas. Addition-
ally, such projects may affect public or neighborhood access to river
front areas. Consequently, lands adjoining these river corridors are ideal
locations for mitigating such impacts. These lands offer opportunities to:
create or enhance wetlands and riparian areas; improve water quality
by filtering runoff; reduce erosion of stream banks; protect development
from potential flooding; and improve access to and the quality of river-
front lands. Some of the same opportunities exist in the Sand Coulee
Creek, Watson Coulee, and Gibson Flats areas.

Mitigation for Impacts to Archaeological and Historical Resources
Area museums such as the History Museum, the Lewis & Clark National
Historic Trail Interpretive Center, the Charles M. Russell Museum, or the
First Peoples Buffalo Jump Interpretive Center are all potential reposito-
ries for excavated artifacts or historical items.

Relocation of historic structures are most appropriate if they occur
near their original locations. MDT’s Adopt-A-Bridge Program provides
a mechanism for the preservation and reuse of historic bridges in other
locations in the community. Several historic bridges in the Great Falls
area have been adopted and used in furthering the development of
non-motorized transportation corridors.

Mitigation for Impacts to Parklands

If new lands are purchased, they should be in proximity to the impacted
parklands and/or serve a similar function as provided by the impacted
parkland. Other mitigation measures should be implemented in the im-
mediate vicinity of the affected parkland and transportation project.

JULY 5, 2018

Mitigation for Neighborhood Impacts

Transportation improvement projects, especially capacity expansion
projects, can separate neighborhoods, inhibit pedestrian and bicycle
travel, and have negative physical impacts on adjoining properties or
land uses. Considerations for pedestrian and bicyclist safety at inter-
sections and effective arterial crossings at other key locations can help
reduce adverse effects to non-motorized facility users. Incorporating
landscaping, streetscape amenities and traffic calming measures into
transportation projects may also help alleviate negative impacts on
neighborhoods.

is subject to cultural resources mitigation.
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5.11. TRANSPORTATION INFRASTRUCTURE
RESILIENCY AND RELIABILITY

Transportation infrastructure is confronted with notable vulnerabilities: an
aging transportation system; increasing interdependencies between phys-
ical and electronic systems controlling the infrastructure; incidents related
to the nearby production or transport of potentially hazardous materials;
and flooding or wildfire threats caused by extreme weather events. Consid-
ered together, these vulnerabilities pose significant challenges for critical
transportation infrastructure at the local, statewide, and national levels.

For these reasons, transportation systems must be developed with the
concept of resiliency in mind. The concept of “resiliency” as it relates to
transportation systems means providing a system that can better with-
stand and recover rapidly from disruptions like natural disasters, structural
failures, or human-caused incidents. A resilient transportation system
possesses three main attributes—a design capable of withstanding severe
disruptions, adaptiveness so that adequate responses can be made to
threats or disruptions, and appropriate response and recovery operations
to mitigate the consequences of the disruptions. Resiliency helps ensure
transportation infrastructure is reliable, adaptable, and survivable during
and after disruptions.

The Great Falls area is not immune from the potential for significant
disruptions to its transportation systems. The LRTP should include recom-
mended actions, programs and projects that reflect the concept of resilien-
cy by:
« Strengthening existing transportation facilities by identifying
existing vulnerable transportation facilities and systems;
*  Prioritizing future investment in critical facilities, corridors, systems,

or routes that must remain functional during a crisis or be most
rapidly restored;

« Considering infrastructure designs that are sustainable and
capable of being operated within changing environmental and
operational conditions;

» Strategically expanding the transportation system to create
redundancies and make the system more flexible and adaptive;

* Using effective stormwater management systems and techniques

to help alleviate vulnerabilities to transportation infrastructure; and

* Merging transportation and land use planning to better plan for
development in vulnerable areas of the community.

With these considerations in mind, transportation improvement programs
and projects will not only accommodate existing and projected travel within
the community, but ensure the transportation system is adaptable enough
to function reliably during disruptions due to natural disasters, structural
failures, or human-caused incidents.

5.12. ENHANCEMENT OF TRAVEL AND TOURISM
Travel and tourism, which includes travel for both business purposes and
for leisure, represents a significant share of Montana’s economy. The
interdependence of transportation and tourism and travel is apparent since
those visiting and recreating in Montana arrive via various forms of trans-
portation and rely primarily on the road system to travel to and from cultur-
al, historical, and recreational sites within the state. This interdependence
has become more critical with the expansive growth of tourism/recreation
across Montana and its associated increasing economic impact in many
communities, including Great Falls.

The LRTP recognizes the benefits to the Great Falls area generated
through the travel and tourism industry and supports efforts to provide an
integrated transportation system. The LRTP supports actions, programs
and projects that:

«  Contribute to economic development in the community;

« Improve the condition, safety, and efficiency of the transportation
system;

*  Enhance mobility within the community and intermodal
connections;

* Increase wayfinding and traveler information services for area
visitors; and

« Facilitate and support the interstate and interregional transportation
of passengers for tourism, commercial, and recreational activities.

These measures will help create and sustain an integrated transportation
network and contribute to the overall economic vitality of Great Falls.

POLICY AND PLANNING FRAMEWORK
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CHAPTER 6:

IMPLEMENTATION
AND CONFORMITY
DETERMINATION

6.1. OVERVIEW

This part of the LRTP details the long-term vision for the
Great Falls Area transportation system as well as strate-
gies for achieving the vision. In addition to establishing the
visionary transportation network, this section provides fed-
erally required performance measures and targets which
help ensure the transportation system is accomplishing the
goals and objectives set forth in this LRTP. Implementation
of the envisioned transportation system which meets all
performance targets requires extensive coordination with

. various agencies, many years of execution, and a substan-
e—— tial amount of funds. This section also discusses financial
strategies for funding the implementation of the visionary
transportation network.
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6.2. VISIONARY TRANSPORTATION NETWORK

The visionary transportation network for Great Falls includes motorized and non-motorized facilities and services. For motorized, the visionary ma-
jor street network consists of all interstate principal arterial, non-interstate principal arterial, minor arterial, and collector routes. Local streets are not
included on the visionary major street network. This network is shown in Figure 22. For the visionary non-motorized transportation network, facili-
ties include sidewalks, trails, bicycle lanes, shared roadways, and shared use paths. This network is shown in Figure 23.

Establishing a visionary transportation network is essential to ensure coordinated land development and overall community planning is realized. It
is important that planners, landowners, developers, and City officials know where the future transportation network needs to be located. An ap-
proved visionary major street and active transportation network will assist local decision makers in anticipating right-of-way needs, and developing
new facilities and transportation improvements that serve and compliment new development.

The study area was examined to determine the most appropriate long-term vision for the transportation network. For the motorized network, the
principal arterials were set in place generally with two-mile spacing. The minor arterials were then generally inserted on a one-mile spacing to fill in
between the principals. Some collector routes were also established. It is assumed that other collector routes would be established when the de-
velopment patterns in an area are defined. For the non-motorized transportation network, facility attributes were defined on the basis of continuity,
connecting destinations, topography, and geometric features of adjacent lands and roadways.

All future alignments shown in Figure 22 and Figure 23 are conceptual in nature and may vary based on factors such as topography, wetlands,
land ownership, and other unforeseen factors. The purpose of these figures is to illustrate the visionary transportation network at full build-out. It is
likely that many of the corridors shown will not be developed into roads or paths for many decades to come. On the other hand, if development is
proposed in a particular area, the visionary transportation network will ensure that the various facilities will be established in a fashion that produces
an efficient and logical future transportation system. Presenting the visionary transportation network herein is an effort to help plan for the future
development of the transportation system in the community.
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6.3. PERFORMANCE MEASURES AND TARGETS

Performance measures are essential elements of a performance-based
planning process. Performance measures are derived from adopted goals
and objectives, and provide metrics that can be used to assess progress
toward meeting the identified goals and objectives. How performance is
defined and measured can significantly affect the types of projects and
strategies that are advanced through the planning process by decision
makers.

Performance measures serve a variety of important purposes within per-
formance-based planning and programming processes including:

o Defining metrics for achievement of goals for the transportation
system;

e Providing metrics to track the performance and overall effective-
ness of transportation projects or strategies over time;

o Helping define performance targets; and

¢ Providing a consistent basis for comparing alternative investments
or policies to make better decisions.

While a performance measure itself provides a metric for comparison,

a performance-based planning approach requires the identification of a
desired trend (direction of results) or target (specific level of performance
to be achieved within a certain timeframe) for each measure to track the
performance of projects and strategies and analyze their effectiveness.
Performance targets may be directional (e.g., reduce, increase, maintain),
aspirational (reflecting a broad objective), or specific numerical targets
(e.g., annual reduction in the number of fatalities or incapacitating inju-
ries). Targets must be realistic and achievable.

6.3.1. Policy Overview

The FAST Act includes requirements for performance management to
help ensure the most efficient investment of Federal transportation funds.
The FAST Act requires that State Departments of Transportation (DOTSs),
MPOs, and operators of public transportation to link investment priorities
to the achievement of performance targets for key areas, including safe-
ty, infrastructure condition, congestion, system reliability, emissions, and
freight movement.

As part of this required performance-based approach, statewide and
metropolitan transportation planning processes must provide for the use
of a performance-based approach to decision-making in support of the
national goal areas found in 23 United States Code (U.S.C.) 150(b) and
the general purposes described in 49 U.S.C. 5301:

o Safety - To achieve a significant reduction in traffic fatalities and
serious injuries on all public roads.

¢ Infrastructure Condition - To maintain the highway infrastructure
asset system in a state of good repair.

e Congestion Reduction - To achieve a significant reduction in
congestion on the NHS.

o System Reliability - To improve the efficiency of the surface
transportation system.

o Freight Movement and Economic Vitality - To improve the
national highway freight network, strengthen the ability of rural
communities to access national and international trade markets,
and support regional economic development.

o Environmental Sustainability - To enhance the performance
of the transportation system while protecting and enhancing the
natural environment.

o Reduced Project Delivery Delays - To reduce project costs,
promote jobs and the economy, and expedite the movement of
people and goods by accelerating project completion through elim-
inating delays in the project development and delivery process,
including reducing regulatory burdens and improving agencies’
work practices.

The FAST Act establishes a strong linkage between performance mea-
sures and performance target levels. These measures and targets are
connected through transportation plans and programs developed at the
statewide level and locally for metropolitan areas. State DOTs and MPOs
are responsible for setting performance targets for established national
performance measures. In accordance with Federal law, the USDOT is
responsible for identifying performance measures related to national high-
way and transit performance goals that States and MPOs consider when
establishing performance targets. With these national goals as a baseline,
State DOTs and MPOs may identify additional performance measures and
targets that address state or local community visions and goals.

IMPLEMENTATION AND CONFORMITY DETERMINATION
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6.3.2. Established Performance Measures and Targets

Federal transportation planning requirements dictate that MPOs describe
the performance measures and targets that will be used in their metropol-
itan area transportation planning processes. Consistent with this require-
ment, the Great Falls MPO has incorporated the performance measures
identified by MDT with respect to pavement and bridge condition, safety
performance, system performance and freight movement, congestion mit-
igation and air quality (CMAQ), and transit asset management into the
LRTP.

The recently enacted Final Rules mandate MDT measure and report
performance in the following areas: safety performance, pavement and
bridge, system performance/congestion, freight movement, congestion
mitigation and air quality (CMAQ), and transit asset management.

Consistent with federal rules, MDT has established all required per-
formance targets for the national performance measures applicable in
Montana.

MPOs must set targets, consistent with the Performance Measures in 23
U.S.C.150 and target setting framework in 23 U.S.C. 490 within 180 days
of the date when the State DOT/Transit Agency sets their targets. MPOs
have the option to either: 1) set their own targets for each performance
measure; or 2) adopt the state targets and agree to plan and program
projects so that they contribute to the accomplishment of the relevant
state target.

The Great Falls MPO has elected to adopt the state-established perfor-
mance targets for safety performance, pavement and bridge condition,

system performance and freight movement, and CMAQ on-road emis-

sions sources presented in Table 16. The MPO will modify the LRTP to
include other performance targets for the metropolitan area as they are
subsequently established and adopted by MDT.
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The Great Falls Transit District has not yet set performance targets for
its transit system assets within the metropolitan area. The FAST Act
requires MPO Transit Agencies to have transit asset management plans
with transit performance targets in place by October 1, 2018. The Great
Falls MPO will have 180 days from the time the Transit District sets their
targets to adopt transit asset management performance targets.

The City of Great Falls, the State of Montana, and the Great Falls Tran-
sit District will all work cooperatively towards meeting or exceeding the
adopted targets.

The Great Falls MPO will incorporate adopted performance targets

into the TIP and discuss how the targets will be advanced and linked

to investment priorities. The Great Falls MPO will coordinate with MDT
to obtain routinely collected data from the agency about the condition

of roadway pavement and bridges, safety performance, and the overall
operation of the transportation system within the Great Falls metropolitan
area. The information will help the MPO identify and advance projects in
the TIP which support adopted performance targets at the statewide and
local level.

The MPO will develop system performance reports at required reporting
intervals to help assess progress made towards meeting specified sys-
tem performance targets within the metropolitan area.
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Table 16: Great Falls MPO Adopted Performance Measures and Targets

Performance Measure Performance Target
54%
Percentage of pavements on the Interstate System in Good condition. >
(4-year Target)
: i 3%
Percentage of pavements on the Interstate System in Poor condition.
(4-year Target)
Percentage of pavements on the NHS (excluding the Interstate System) in Good 44%
condition. (2 & 4-year Targets)
Percentage of pavements on the NHS (excluding the Interstate System) in Poor 6%
condition. (2 & 4-year Targets)
. . : " 12%
Percentage of NHS bridges classified as in Good condition.
(2 & 4-year Targets)
. : ; " 9%
Percentage of NHS bridges classified as in Poor condition.
(2 & 4-year Targets)
W Number of fatalities 187.4*
> Z Rate of fatalities per vehicle miles traveled (VMT). 1.462*
s
E (njc Number of serious injuries. 892.8*
v E Rate of serious injuries per VMT. 6.968*
o Number of combined non-motorized fatalities and non-motorized serious injuries. 73.2*
98%
T Percent of reliable person-miles traveled on the Interstate. °
%) = (2 & 4-year Targets)
=S Ird 80%
= 2 (u_a 2 | Percent of reliable person-miles traveled on the non-Interstate NHS.
Y o H 5 (2 & 4-year Targets)
n wo,
é = Percentage of Interstate system mileage providing for reliable truck travel time 1.30
(Truck Travel Time Reliability Index). (2 & 4-year Targets)
>0kg/d
CO Emissions geay
(2 & 4-year Targets)
>0kg/da
PM,, Emissions Lt/
(2 & 4-year Targets)
>0kg/day

PM, . Emissions

(2 & 4-year Targets)

* Safety performance targets are statewide totals or rates for 2019. Targets are based on a rolling 5-year average and determined annually.
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6.4. FUNDING MECHANISMS

Transportation improvements can be implemented using Federal, State, local and private funding sources. Historically, Federal and State funding
programs have been used almost exclusively to construct and upgrade the major roads in the Great Falls area. Considering the current funding
limits of these traditional programs, and the extensive list of recommended road projects, it is apparent that more funding will be required from local
and private sources if all of the transportation network needs are to be met.

Much of the following information in Table 17 concerning the Federal and State funding programs was assembled with the assistance of the MDT
Statewide and Urban Planning Section. The intent was to identify traditional Federal, State and local sources of funds for transportation related
projects and programs in the Great Falls area.

Table 17: Potential Funding Sources

Funding Program Subprograms Description
FEDERAL FUNDING SOURCES
National Highway Performance e Interstate Maintenance (IM) Provides funding for the National Highway System (NHS), including the Interstate
Program ¢ National Highway (NH) System and NHS roads and bridges.

e NHPP Bridge (NHPB)
Surface Transportation Block Grant e Secondary Highway System (STPS) | Funds available for projects on state-designated Primary, Secondary, and

Program (STP) e Urban Highway System (STPU) Urban Highway Systems. Bridge Program funds are primarily used for bridge
e Bridge Program (STP) rehabilitation or reconstruction activities on primary, secondary, urban, or off-
e Urban Pavement Preservation system routes.

Program (UPP)
e Transportation Alternatives

National Highway Freight Program N/A This program was created by the FAST Act to invest in freight projects on the
(NHFP) National Highway Freight Network. This program provides funding for construction,
operational improvements, freight planning, and performance measures.
Highway Safety Improvement N/A Funds are apportioned for safety improvement projects included in the State
Program (HSIP) Strategic Highway Safety Plan. Projects must correct or improve a hazardous road
location or feature, or address a highway safety problem.
Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality ¢ CMAQ (formula) Federal funds available under this program are used to finance transportation proj-
Improvement Program (CMAQ) e Montana Air & Congestion Initiative | ects and programs to help improve air quality and meet the requirements of the
(MACI)- Guaranteed Program Clean Air Act. Montana’s air pollution problems are attributed to carbon monoxide
e Montana Air & Congestion Initiative | (CO) and particulate matter (PM10). At the project level, the use of CMAQ funds is
(MACI)- Discretionary Program not constrained to a particular system (i.e. Primary, Urban, and NHS).
Federal Lands Access Program N/A This program funds improvements to transportation facilities that provide access
(FLAP) to, are adjacent to, or are located within Federal lands.
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Funding Program ‘ Subprograms ‘ Description
Congressionally Directed Funds e Nationally Significant Freight and Congressionally directed funds may be received through either highway program
Highway Projects authorization or annual appropriations processes. This is a discretionary freight-fo-

cused grant program that allows parties to apply for funding to complete projects
that improve safety and improve critical freight movements.

Transit Capital and Operating e Bus and Bus Facilities (Section The MDT Transit Section provides federal and state funding to eligible recipients
Assistance Funding 5339) through Federal and state programs. All funded projects must be derived from a
e Enhanced Mobility of Seniors and locally developed, coordinated public transit-human services transportation plan (a
Individuals with Disabilities (Section | “coordinated plan”).
5310)

e Urbanized Area Formula Grants
(Section 5307)

STATE FUNDING SOURCES

Rail/Loan Funds ¢ Montana Rail Freight Loan Program | Revolving loan fund administered by MDT to encourage projects for construction,
(MRFL) reconstruction, or rehabilitation of railroads and related facilities in the State.
TransADE N/A The TransADE grant program offers operating assistance to eligible organizations
providing transportation to the elderly and persons with disabilities.
State Funds for Transit Subsidies N/A Provides funds to offset expenditures of a municipality or urban transportation

district for public transportation. The allocation to operators of transit systems is
based on the ratio of its local support for public transportation to the total financial
support for all general-purpose transportation systems in the State.

State Fuel Tax e Bridge and Road Safety and The State of Montana assesses a tax on each gallon of gasoline and clear diesel

Accountability Act (BaRSAA) fuel sold in the state and used for transportation purposes. State law also estab-

lishes that each city and county be allocated a percentage of the total tax fund.
Funds may be used for National, Primary, Secondary or Urban Highway Systems
as well as local roads.

LOCAL FUNDING SOURCES

Special Improvement District (SID) N/A A SID fund provides financing to satisfy bond payments for SIDs in need of addi-

Revolving Fund tional funds.

Gas Tax Apportionment N/A Revenues are generated through State gasoline taxes apportioned from the State
of Montana.

Street Maintenance Assessment N/A Street maintenance includes, but is not limited to, the following: sprinkling, grav-

eling, oiling, chip sealing, seal coating, overlaying, treating, general cleaning,
sweeping, flushing, snow and ice removal, and leaf and debris removal.

Great Falls Parking Program N/A Monthly lease rental payments and meter collections fund this program. Reve-
nues are used to fund parking improvements in the downtown area.
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Funding Program Subprograms Description
Tax Increment Financing (TIF) N/A The funds generated from the TIF could be used to finance projects including
street and parking improvements; tree planting; installation of new bike racks;
trash containers and benches; and other streetscape beautification projects.

Community Development Block Grant | N/A The funds are provided based on the area’s poverty, population, overcrowded
Program (CDBG) housing, growth lag, and age of housing stock factors.
Construction of public facilities, including transportation improvements, are eligible
activities.
Road Fund N/A Provides for the construction, maintenance, and repair of all county roads outside

the corporate limits of cities and towns in Cascade County. Monies are primarily
used for maintenance with little allocated for new road construction.

Bridge Fund N/A Provides financing for engineering services, capital outlays, and necessary main-
tenance for bridges on all off system and Secondary routes within the county.

Motor Vehicle License Fee N/A The fees collected by counties from the licensing of motor vehicles are available
for construction, maintenance, and repair of highways and streets within the trans-
portation study area.

Urban Transportation District N/A Initiated by a petition. Districts are governed by an elected board, which is respon-
sible for all operations of the district.

County Elderly Activities Tax N/A Counties are allowed to levy up to one mill to promote, establish, and maintain rec-
reational, educational, and other activities of the elderly. Funds from this source
could be used to match the FTA Section 5310 funds for providing transportation
services to the elderly and disabled.

Special Revenue Funds N/A Special revenue funds may be used by the county to budget and distribute reve-
nues legally restricted to a specific purpose. Several such funds that benefit the
transportation system are discussed briefly in the following paragraphs.

Capital Improvements Fund N/A This fund is used to finance major capital improvements to county infrastructure.
Revenues are generated by loans from other county funds, and must be repaid
within ten years. Major road construction projects are eligible for this type of

financing.
Rural Special Improvement District N/A This fund is used to administer and distribute monies for specified RSID projects.
(RSID) Revolving Fund Revenue for this fund is generated primarily through a mill levy and through motor

vehicle taxes and fees. A mill levy is assessed only when delinquent bond pay-
ments dictate such an action.
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Funding Program Subprograms Description

Special Bond Funds N/A A fund of this type may be established by the county on an as-needed basis for a
particularly expensive project. The voters must approve authorization for a special
bond fund. The county is not currently using this mechanism.

Specialized Transportation Fund N/A This type of fund may be established to supplement the cost of transit service to
disabled or low-income county residents. The county is not currently using this
mechanism.

Private Funding Sources e Cost Sharing Private financing of roadway improvements, in the form of right-of-way donations

e Transportation Corporations and cash contributions, has been successful for many years. In recent years, the
e Road Districts private sector has recognized that better access and improved facilities can be

e  Private Donations profitable due to increase in land values and commercial development possibili-
e Private Ownership ties.

e  Privatization

e Tax Increment Financing (TIF)

e General Obligation Funds

e  Multi-Jurisdictional Service District
e Local Improvement District

Future Potential Funding Sources = Local Sales Tax Various other sources of funding may be available in the future, pending legislation
=  Wheel Tax and other political decisions made by governing entities.

=  Local Options Motor Fuel Tax
= Excise Taxes

=  Development Impact Fees

»=  Value Capture Taxes
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6.5. FISCAL CONSTRAINT

Current financial information was obtained from the MDT Statewide and
Urban Planning Section to get a picture of the projected revenue avail-
able for funding transportation projects in the Great Falls area over the
next 20 years. This information is summarized in the following sections
and in Appendix H.

FAST Act requires that the cost of all projects in the LRTP must be
estimated using inflated YOE dollars in order to provide a consistent and
equivalent comparison of project costs to available revenue. Converting
all costs to YOE dollars theoretically presents a more accurate picture
of costs when compared to revenues, and identifies potential deficits
associated with the LRTP. To provide for such a comparison, the total
costs of committed projects, and the total costs of committed + recom-
mended projects, were correlated to anticipated total revenue available
through the year 2038. The portrayal of estimated costs against poten-
tial revenue throughout the life of the LRTP is a requirement of fiscal
constraint. Initial project cost estimates were calculated in 2018 dollars
and subsequently inflated to YOE dollars using a three percent annual
inflation factor.

Due to funding requirements and jurisdictional boundaries, transpor-
tation financing is somewhat compartmentalized. Because of this, it is
necessary to evaluate each project, and identify the most likely funding
programs to finance each project.

For a “planning level” document such as this LRTP, it is not reasonable
to assign priorities to the actual projects being recommended in the
Plan. Project prioritization is a function of the transportation planning
process, however, and the Transportation Advisory Committee and
Policy Coordinating Committee act in that capacity through advancing
projects forward into the TIP. The information from the draft 2018-2022
TIP is reflected in the LRTP.

JULY 5, 2018

6.5.1. Funding of Facility Recommendations

The recommended improvements are listed in the Chapter 4. The
projects typically allow maximum flexibility by the local government

in implementing the various improvements. Assigning priority for the
recommended projects is complicated by the fact that the State, city,
and county all maintain jurisdiction over various portions of the street
network where projects are proposed. Therefore, each of these enti-
ties may have separate priorities for implementing projects under their
respective jurisdictions.

Considerations for setting priorities for the recommended projects would
include safety, cost of the project, availability of alternate funding, avail-
ability of right-of-way, ease of implementation, and community interest.
Implementation of the projects, beginning with the projects that have the
greatest need and available financing, will continue until all projects are
completed.

Recommended projects within the MDT-nominated preservation and
HSIP categories do not rise to regional significance and would be ex-
empt from air quality conformity. Individual projects implemented in the
TIP selection process will draw from these categories. Funding for these
projects have not been allocated to specific projects so the estimates
are based upon historical averages.

No aspect of addressing facility improvements will demand more cre-
ativity and flexibility than that of project financing. Local governments
will be required to be aware of changes in funding sources and of new
sources. Local governments should, at all times, be mindful of the fol-
lowing considerations regarding the financing:

e Numerous conventional methods of financing improvements are
available to local government (bonds and Special Improvement
Districts, for example). Such obvious methods should not be
overlooked.

e Financing for special types of projects sometimes are available.
Currently, funding is available for certain kinds of safety projects,
and projects for bicycle facilities and walking trails.
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e Local government should attempt to link private beneficiaries
of SR improvements with private sources of financing. Further,
in the event that private individuals come forward with funding,
local government should be prepared to accept it.

6.5.2. Funding of Non-motorized Projects

There is one specific non-motorized project that is committed, the

Park Dr & 4™ Ave N pedestrian crossing. Because the LRTP presents

a visionary network for the non-motorized transportation system, it is
likely that improvements will coincide with roadway projects as they are
developed. Accordingly, the network will be built over time. Non-motor-
ized projects are not “recommended projects” in the conventional sense,
however should be developed as time and funding allows. Non-motor-
ized network recommendations in this LRTP should be consulted any
time a road or intersection project is being programmed. Most, if not all,
of the funding sources previously mentioned can be used to contribute
to non-motorized improvements, either as part of an overall project or as
a stand-alone project.

Historically, by examining the information contained in the TIP it can

be seen that approximately $7 Million has been expended on non-mo-
torized projects between 2013 and 2019 — a period of 6 years. This
amounts to an annual expenditure of roughly $1.16 Million per year. This
expenditure can be thought of as an annual program necessary and
dedicated to non-motorized infrastructure.

6.5.3. Funding of Transit Projects

As seen in the recommendations, there are no specific committed im-
provement projects for the transit system, there are only annual funding
allocations that contribute to the acquisition of new vehicles and related
equipment over the years. Historically, Great Falls Transit has attempted
to replace four older busses on a 4-year cycle. It is envisioned that this
would continue over the course of the LRTP planning horizon as funds
are available.

6.5.4. Funding Summary

A comparison of the estimated costs for the various transportation cate-
gories, and the potential revenue from sources most likely to be used to
fund the various projects, confirms that the LRTP is fiscally constrained
over the 20-year life of the Plan (see Table 19). The revenue available
is more than the anticipated costs.

lllustrative projects do not have definite funding sources within the
timeframe of the Plan. Therefore, these projects are not included in
the summary for the purposes of fiscal constraint. As agencies review
needs, identify new funding sources and plan projects, the long-range
project list should be used as a guide for new projects.

By viewing the financial summary above and the projects recommen-
dations, it is clear that it will be important to clearly identify the projects
that are considered to have the highest priority through the already
established TIP and Capital Improvement Program (CIP) processes.
The mechanism for doing this is already in place through the TAC and
the PCC.

This LRTP is fiscally responsible in that traditional funding programs,
targeted to be utilized for the majority of the projects within the Great
Falls area, are identified, available and likely to be funded at current or
slightly smaller levels than in past years.

IMPLEMENTATION AND CONFORMITY DETERMINATION
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Table 18: Comparison of LRTP Estimated Costs and Available Revenue (Planning Year 2038)

2018-2022 2023-2038
B S A::':;?:;id Expenditures | Difference Il:l:?:iitgeg Expenditures | Difference
FEDERAL
National Highway Performance Program $16,384,756 $16,384,756 $0 $38,835,795 $37,117,000 $1,718,795
Interstate Maintenance (IM) and National Highway (NH) $15,342,011 $15,342,011 $o $35,625,000 $35,617,000 $8,000
National Highway Performance Bridge (NHPB) $1,042,745 $1,042,745 $0 $3,210,795 $1,500,000 $1,710,795
Surface Transportation Program $15,936,338 $10,137,679 $5,798,659 $42,534,105 $24,600,000 $23,732,764
Surface Transportation Program Urban Highways (STPU) $10,523,208 $4,724,549 $5,798,659 $21,456,135 $10,723,000 $16,531,794
Urban Pavement Preservation Program (UPP) $4,147,829 $4,147,829 $o $18,077,970 $10,877,000 $7,200,970
Set-aside Program - Transportation Alternatives (TA)*** $1,265,301 $1,265,301 $0 $3,000,000 $3,000,000 $0
Highway Safety Improvement Program (HSIP) $3,086,310 $3,086,310 $0 $7,500,000 $7,500,000 $0
:;o;ieqs)tlon Mitigation and Air Quality Improvement Program $17,030,538 $4,347.300 $12,683,238 $41,403,870 $13,287,000 $29.991,093
Montana Air and Congestion Initiative (MACI) - Guaranteed Program $14,172,238 $1,489,000 $12,683,238 $23,095,755 $5,787,000 $29,991,993
Montana Air and Congestion Initiative (MACI) - Discretionary Program**** $2,858,300 $2,858,300 $0 $18,308,115 $7,500,000 $0
Federal Transit Authority (FTA) Funds $14,364,000 $14,364,000 $0 $42,975,000 $42,975,000 $0
STATE AND LOCAL
TransADE $198,000 $198,000 $0 $594,000 $594,000 $0
Operations and Maintenance $10,895,000 $10,895,000 $0 $32,685,000 $30,000,000 $2,685,000
State $8,260,000 $8,260,000 $0 $24,780,000 $22,500,000 $2,280,000
County $2,635,000 $2,635,000 $0 $7,905,000 $7,500,000 $405,000
State Fuel Tax**** $5,832,205 $0 $5,832,205 $17,496,615 $5,343,000 $17,985,820
City $4,842,940 $0 $4,842,940 $14,528,820 $4,865,000 $14,506,760
County $989,265 $0 $989,265 $2,967,795 $478,000 $3,479,060
HB473 Gas Tax Funds (BaRSSA)**** $2,165,835 $0 $2,165,835 $6,497,505 $0 $8,663,340
City $1,802,055 $0 $1,802,055 $5,406,165 $0 $7,208,220
County $363,780 $0 $363,780 $1,091,340 $0 $1,455,120

Total  $85,892,982
*2018-2022 Expected Funding is per the Great Falls Transportation Improvement Program FY 2018-2022.

$59,413,045

$26,479,937  $219,713,775  $161,416,000  $84,777,712
**2023-2038 Projected Funding is estimated based on past funding levels and is the best information available at this time. There is no guarantee that funding will be available in the future.
***TA funds are allocated through a competitive process. Funding is not guaranteed and is dependent on availability.

****Great Falls does not receive an annual allocation of MACI Discretionary funding. Funding is allocated based on need and is not guaranteed.
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6.5.5. Evaluation of Projects and Programs

Actively pursuing the advance acquisition of rights-of-ways needed for
future extensions of already existing roadways is essential to the com-
munity as development occurs to the outlying areas. The majority of the
recommended improvements developed through this LRTP Update will
be able to work within the already established right-of-way corridors. If
the property necessary for a low priority improvement, however, does
become available prior to the time local government has scheduled the
improvement, consideration should be given to changing the project’s
priority and acquiring the right-of-way at today’s lower costs.

Obviously, another major difficulty in completing most of the major
improvement projects will be that of securing financing. Project funding
from the traditional public sources will likely be unavailable for many
recommended improvements. However, in analyzing each improve-
ment, it may be determined that a private party would benefit signifi-
cantly from the project. In such a case, private dollars should be used
as a match to secure public funds, or to fund the entire project. There-
fore, in considering the prioritization of improvements, it is essential for
local government to remain flexible and take advantage of financing
opportunities as they arise.

Finally, in undertaking major network improvements, local governments
should be aware of opportunities for constructing projects in separate
phases. Often, funding is simply not available to address an improve-
ment in its entirety. In such cases, a great deal can be accomplished by
tackling separate components of individual improvements over the long
term, such division of effort should not include separating bicycle and
pedestrian facilities from initial street construction.

6.6. CONFORMITY DETERMINATION

On November 15, 1990, the Clean Air Act Amendments (CAAA) of 1990
were signed into law. The CAAA is a detailed and complex law that has
had a major impact on the programs of the FHWA and the FTA. The Act
requires substantial vehicle emissions reductions from the transportation
sector.

The purpose of the conformity provision of the CAAA is to ensure consis-
tency between the Federal transportation planning process and Federal
air quality planning process. The regulations require that for an urban
area designated as nonattainment of National Ambient Air Quality Stan-
dards (NAAQS) for transportation-related criteria pollutants, or which has
a maintenance plan for such pollutants, a conformity determination must
be conducted to demonstrate that its LRTP, TIP, or any revisions to either
will not adversely affect air quality.

On September 9, 1980, the United States EPA designated Great Falls
as non-attainment for carbon monoxide (CO). The designation followed
sixteen violations of the NAAQS 8-hour CO standard at an air quality
monitor on 10th Avenue South. EPA and local officials established the
10th Avenue South corridor as the nonattainment boundary in lieu of the
city limits. Motor vehicle emissions, wood smoke, and industrial process-
es were identified as the primary contributors to the CO violations. Since
then many steps have been taken to lessen pollutants in the Great Falls
area, an entire history of the steps taken can be found in Appendix J.

The following conformity determination was made in accordance with
Federal regulations. The determination is for CO and applies to the Great
Falls Area LRTP - 2018 Update and the Carbon Monoxide State Im-
plementation Plan (SIP) for the State of Montana. As of the date of this
conformity determination, the Great Falls urban area is not designated as
a nonattainment or maintenance area for any other air pollutant.
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Interagency Consultation
This conformity determination follows the general consultation guidance

contained in the State of Montana Air Quality Rules on Conformity (ARM
Chapter 17.8 Subchapter 13 Conformity). These rules incorporate by ref-
erence Federal regulations contained in 40 CFR Part 93, Subpart A. This
consultation generally involved a cooperative and coordinated process
including MDT, the Montana Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ)
and the Great Falls City-County Planning Board.

The Montana DEQ and MDT coordinate regarding air quality and trans-
portation conformity on behalf of metropolitan planning organizations
(MPO) such as the Great Falls City-County Planning Board. Coordination
is conducted in accordance with applicable Federal code (40 CFR 93)
and state administrative rules (ARM Title 17, Chapter 8, Subchapter 13).
Coordination typically takes the form of consultation through letter corre-
spondence between the state agencies.

Air quality planning is an integral part of the Great Falls transportation
planning process. As such, air quality has received specific attention
during development of the numerous plans, programs and projects of
the process. Unified Planning Work Programs have included specific
annual work activities dealing with addressing the initial CO problem
on 10th Avenue South and the preparation of revisions to the SIP. Any
additional activities required to address past CO problems on 10" Ave-
nue South will be completed under Work Element 100: Transportation

Program Administration & Participation®. Additionally, Work Element 302:

Transportation Plans, Analyses, Assessments & Consistency Determina-
tions presents procedures to assure consistency/conformity between air
quality and transportation planning plans and programs, as well as other
environmental issues such as noise, water quality, air, and aesthetics.
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Public Involvement

The Great Falls MPO conducts an ongoing public and stakeholder
engagement process for all transportation planning activities, including
development and approval of the transportation plan, TIP, and conformity
determination. This process is conducted in accordance with the Great
Falls Planning Public Participation Plan, which was last updated in De-
cember 2011. The Public Participation Plan is subject to periodic FHWA
and FTA review and concurrence for consistency with Federal planning
regulations. Such concurrence was most recently provided through TIP
approval on September 1, 2017 by the TAC and PCC and September
12, 2017 by MDT. The Great Falls Area LRTP — 2018 Update provides a
discussion on the outreach process conducted during plan development.

Latest Planning Assumptions and Emissions Model
The October 6, 1995 EPA policy memorandum for limited maintenance

plans in non-classifiable CO nonattainment areas included a discussion
of the applicability of the conformity rule requirements in these areas.
The following section addresses the applicable requirements. According
to this policy, a limited maintenance plan attainment area is not required
to project emissions over the maintenance period because the air qual-
ity design value for the area is low enough that the stationary source
permitting program, existing SIP controls, and Federal control measures
provide adequate assurance of maintenance of the CO standard over the
initial 10-year maintenance period.

In the October 6, 1995 policy memorandum, the EPA states: “The main-
tenance demonstration requirement is considered to be satisfied for non-
classifiable areas if the monitoring data show that the area is meeting the
air quality criteria for limited maintenance areas (7.65 ppm or 85% of the
CO NAAQS).” According to EPA’s July 8, 2002 Direct Final Rule, the CO
design value for the Great Falls area was 4.5 ppm, which was below the
limited maintenance requirement of 7.65 ppm. More recent data show
lower levels of CO. The 2011 Carbon Monoxide Limited Maintenance
Plan (LMP) Submittal states: “The current CO monitoring site in Great
Falls, Overlook Park (#30-013-0001), has operated in the city park at the
corner of 10th Avenue South and 2™ Street since mid-2001. Based on
the data from 2008 and 2009, the latest design value is 1.6 ppm, which
is well below the 8-hour NAAQS of 9 ppm and the CO LMP eligibility
threshold of 7.65 ppm.”
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EPA considers the maintenance demonstration requirement to be sat-
isfied for areas that qualify for and use the LMP option. Based on its eval-
uation of the 2011 LMP Submittal and its subsequent approval in May 1,
2015, EPA concluded that because CO design values in the Great Falls
area are consistently well below the LMP threshold, the State has ade-
quately demonstrated the Great Falls area will maintain the NAAQS for
CO into the future. By approving the alternative CO monitoring strategy
for the Great Falls CO maintenance area, EPA recognizes the strategy is
adequate to verify continued attainment of the NAAQS for CO in Great
Falls.

Given this information, the Great Falls area adequately demonstrates
maintenance.

Regional Emissions Analysis
As previously noted, the alternative CO monitoring method includes an

annual review of traffic volumes using data from MDT permanent traffic
counters in Great Falls by the Montana DEQ to demonstrate ongoing
compliance with the NAAQS for CO. Thresholds are defined based on
the percent increase in consecutive, rolling 3-year AADT volumes and
correlated to presumed changes in ambient CO concentrations.

40 CFR 93.109(e) indicates an area is not required to satisfy the regional
emissions analysis for Sections 93.118 or 93.119 for a given pollutant
and NAAQS, if the area has an adequate or approved LMP for such
pollutant and NAAQS. The LMP must demonstrate that it would be un-
reasonable to expect that such an area would experience enough motor
vehicle emissions growth for a NAAQS violation to occur. Consistent with
the EPA’s October 6, 1995 policy memorandum for LMPs and 40 CFR
93.109(e), the EPA’'s May 1, 2015 approval of the revised Great Falls
Maintenance Plan affirms that no regional emissions analyses for future
transportation CO conformity determinations are required for the CO
LMP period.

For these reasons, no regional emissions analysis under Sections 93.118
or 93.119 of the conformity rule is required for plan conformity.

Timely Implementation of SIP Transportation Control
Measures

Transportation Control Measures (TCM) are actions that are sometime
included in a SIP to help reduce on-road mobile source emissions. TCMs
are designed to reduce emissions from motor vehicles by reducing ve-
hicle use, changing traffic flow, or changing congestion conditions. The
currently-approved SIP for the Great Falls CO LMP area does not include
any TCMs. Therefore, the TCM timely implementation requirement is not
applicable to this conformity determination.

Fiscal Constraint

Metropolitan transportation plans are required to meet Federal fiscal con-
straint requirements as detailed in 23 CFR 450.324(f)(11). For nonattain-
ment and maintenance areas such as Great Falls, this fiscal constraint
requirement must be met before a conformity determination is approved.
The Great Falls Area LRTP — 2018 Update documents that planned
expenditures are consistent with existing and proposed funding sources
that can reasonably be expected to be available for transportation uses.
As such, the transportation plan meets the fiscal constraint requirement.

Project Level Conformity
Finally, transportation projects in Great Falls LMP area are still required

to be evaluated under the applicable criteria for carbon monoxide (CO)
hot-spot analyses to satisfy the “project level” conformity determina-
tion provisions of 40 CFR 93.116 and 40 CFR 93.123; such analyses
must also be based on the latest planning assumptions and models
available (40 CFR 93.110 and 40 CFR 93.111, respectively). The EPA
provides guidance regarding such CO hot-spot evaluations at: https://
www.epa.gov/state-and-local-transportation/project-level-conformi-
ty-and-hot-spot-analyses#coguidance.

Conclusion

It is the conclusion of this determination that in addition to the satisfaction
of the aforementioned conditions and requirements, the Great Falls Area
Long Range Transportation Plan — 2018 Update is found to be in confor-
mance with the applicable provisions of section 176(c) of the Clean Air
Act, 40 CFR 93 Subpart A, and the revised Great Falls CO Maintenance
Plan element of the SIP for the State of Montana.
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