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I.  Transportation and People

Transportation is a part of everyone’s life.  Whether you are commuting to work or 
school, going to the store or movie theater, expecting a delivery to your home or office, 
or taking the dog for a walk - transportation is a daily necessity.  Activate Missoula 
2045 is a plan for Missoula’s transportation future.  It provides a blueprint for creating 
an accessible and connected transportation system over the next 30 years.  

The Missoula Metropolitan Planning 
Organization
The Missoula Metropolitan Planning Organization 
(MPO) is a regional transportation planning body 
that was established in Missoula in the early 1980s.  
Federal law requires the formation of an MPO when 
an area reaches a population of 50,000.  There 
are over 400 MPOs across the country, all working 
within their regions to help local agencies plan for 
and provide coordinated and connected transporta-
tion systems.  

At its heart, transportation is about moving people – 
in whatever way they choose to travel.  As Missoula’s 
multi-modal Long Range Transportation Plan (LRTP), 
Activate Missoula 2045, addresses all modes of 
travel, including vehicular, bicycle, transit, and 
pedestrian, because a strong and balanced trans-
portation system provides access for all people, of 
all ages and abilities.  Activate Missoula 2045 also 
seeks to support and play a role in the implemen-
tation of Missoula’s policies related to growth and 
development, environmental protection, economic 
development, neighborhood preservation, climate 
change, and community health.  

II.  Plan for Missoula’s Future

Activate Missoula 2045 is not only a transportation 
plan, but also an investment strategy to support 
regional goals.  It is meant to coordinate the multi-
tude of transportation projects and programs carried 
out by various transportation partners across the 
region to ensure that our system is comprehensive, 
seamless, and coordinated.  Coordination is essen-
tial, not only because transportation investments 
are typically costly and require a lot of up-front plan-
ning, but also because needs and priorities change 
over time.  To ensure that we provide the most effec-
tive and efficient system possible, we must carefully 
choose how we prioritize our investments and we 
must continuously evaluate and try to respond to 
the needs of the community.  

Who makes transportation 
decisions?
The Transportation Policy Coordinating 
Committee (TPCC) is the MPO’s 
governing body and is comprised of 7  
voting representatives from multiple 
agencies:

■■ City of Missoula Mayor

■■ 1 City of Missoula Council member

■■ 2 Missoula County Commissioners

■■ Missoula District Administrator 
of Montana Department of 
Transportation

■■ 1 Missoula Planning Board member

■■ 1 Mountain Line Board member
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Figure 1. Missoula Metropolitan Planning Area boundary
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MPOs work to bring agencies together to coopera-
tively identify regional transportation issues and 
needs and then prioritize the projects and programs 
meant to help address them. Missoula’s MPO is 
small in comparison to the many others across the 
country, which may encompass multiple counties, 
numerous cities, or even cross state lines. Despite 
our small size, our transportation issues are not 
much different than those of larger metropolitan 
areas.  

The MPO works with multiple agencies, including 
the City of Missoula, Missoula County, the Montana 
Department of Transportation, Mountain Line, the 
University of Montana, and others to decide how 
best to spend limited transportation funds and which 

projects and programs are implemented within our 
region.  Figure 1 shows the MPO’s planning area and 
the study area for the Activate Missoula 2045 plan.

Missoula Long Range Transportation 
Plan
Federal transportation law requires the Missoula 
MPO to update and adopt an LRTP for the region 
every four years.  The LRTP is required to address 
all modes of transportation and plan for, and priori-
tize, projects for the next 20 years (at a minimum).  
LRTPs are also required to be “fiscally constrained,” 
which means that the projects and programs recom-
mended for funding must not exceed the amount 
of funding that is anticipated to be received in that 
time frame.  

ACTIVATE MISSOULA 2045 GOALS
■■ Maintain our existing transportation system

■■ Improve the efficiency, performance, and connectivity of a balanced 
transportation system

■■ Maximize the cost-effectiveness of transportation

■■ Promote consistency between land use and transportation plans to 
enhance mobility and accessibility

■■ Provide safe and secure transportation

■■ Support economic vitality

■■ Protect the environment

■■ Promote community health and social equity through the transporta-
tion system
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Figure 2. Project timeline

The previous LRTP (Connections 2040) was 
completed in 2012 (adopted in January 2013).  This 
update seeks to carry forward many of the same 
goals and objectives of the previous plan, and plans 
completed even earlier, particularly as it relates to 
the creation of a transportation system that is safe, 
connected, accessible, preserves the environment, 
and supports Missoula’s economy and growth poli-
cies.  Activate Missoula 2045’s goals and objectives 
provide a framework for the future of Missoula’s 
transportation system, looking ahead 30 years.  

Plan Process
The Activate Missoula 2045 planning process kicked 
off in earnest in the fall of 2015 and has taken more 
than a year to complete.  Figure 2 illustrates the 
general process, including the technical tasks that 
were involved, and the points in which public input 
was sought from the community.
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III.  Structure of the Plan

The following chapters lay out the Activate Missoula 
2045’s development process, the ideas and issues 
studied, the public input involved, existing and future 
needs, and recommendations for the future.  This 
multimodal plan integrates all modes and outlines 
policy and infrastructure investments at a regional 
scale: 

Multimodal Vision Plan
■■ Chapter 1 – Introduction.  
■■ Chapter 2 – Existing & Future Conditions – 
describes the state of Missoula’s infrastructure 
today and discusses anticipated growth and 
development that the transportation system will 
be required to support.

■■ Chapter 3 – Community Outreach – provides an 
overview of the public input process and commu-
nity’s involvement in development of the plan.

■■ Chapter 4 – Performance Measures & Project 
Ranking – summarizes the measures and tools 
used to evaluate project performance and priori-
tize investments.

■■ Chapter 5 – Exploring the Future – outlines the 
development of alternative approaches to the 
future transportation system and discusses 
opportunities for shifting travel behavior. 

■■ Chapter 6 – Our Transportation Future – details 
the recommended plan, including funding and 
project recommendations.

■■ Chapter 7 – Implementation – outlines the 
actions and tools to accomplish the vision 
expressed in the recommended plan. 

Appendices
Bound separately, the appendices provide addi-
tional information and data on what is presented in 
the main document. 

■■ A.  Community Outreach Documentation

■■ B.  Full project list
■■ C.  Project scoring and ranking
■■ D.  Revenue projections
■■ E.  Air quality conformity
■■ F.  Travel demand model documentation

Missoula’s Plans
Activate Missoula 2045, Missoula’s 
LRTP, is intended to support, inform, 
and build upon other plans and poli-
cies in the region, including the 
following:

■■ Bicycle Facilities Master Plan 
(2016) – completed simultane-
ously with Activate Missoula 
2045

■■ City of Missoula Growth Policy 
(2015)

■■ Missoula County Growth Policy 
(2015)

■■ Community Transportation Safety 
Plan (2013)

■■ Active Transportation Plan (2011)
■■ Mountain Line Long Range Transit 
Plan (2012)

■■ Missoula County Parks and Trails 
Plan (2011) and Master Parks and 
Recreation Plan for the Greater 
Missoula Area (2004)

■■ Master Sidewalk Plan (Draft 
2006)

■■ City of Missoula Complete Streets 
Resolution (2016)

■■ City of Missoula Conservation & 
Climate Action Plan (2013) and 
Missoula Community Climate 
Smart Action Plan (2015)



Existing & Future Conditions
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The development of the Activate Missoula 2045 
Plan began with a systematic evaluation of the 
performance of the existing transportation system, 
followed by an estimate of the region’s 2045 trans-
portation needs based on anticipated growth.  While 
there is a long list of needs for all modes of transpor-
tation, there is a limited amount of funding. 
 
The transportation system in the Missoula MPO 
region is multimodal. Streets and highways, transit 

I.  Existing Transportation System 

In many ways, the form of the transportation system in the Missoula area today is the 
same as it was when it was first laid out decades ago.  The decisions contemplated in 
this plan, Activate Missoula 2045, and in every Long Range Transportation Plan have 
the opportunity to influence the region for generations.

CHAPTER CONTENTS
I.	 Existing Transportation System
II.	 Household, Population and Employment     

Growth
III.	 Previous Committed Transportation 

Projects
IV.	 Forecast 2045 Transportation Conditions
V.	 Projects and Costs to Address Future Need
VI.	 Anticipated Funding
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and paratransit services, bicycle and pedestrian 
facilities, airports and rail facilities - all provide for 
the movement of people and goods in the region. 
How these systems connect to each other and 
interact influences the efficiency of the system.  
Providing a balanced and connected system that 
includes multiple options to move in and around 
Missoula is key to supporting residents, businesses, 
and freight through the area. 
 
Streets and Highways
A well-connected and designed roadway network 
is essential for safe and efficient travel. Such a 
network can reduce travel times, reduce crashes on 
certain facilities, assist in emergency operations, 
and help make the most of limited transportation 
funding. 

The Federal Highway Administration groups road-
ways into classes according to the character of 
service they provide. For the purpose of allocating 
state and federal highway funds, Montana’s public 
highways and streets are placed on systems based 
in part on the functional classification system.

There are three basic highway classifications: 
Arterial, Collector and Local. All streets and highways 
are grouped into one of these classes depending on 
the character of the traffic and the degree of land 
access that they allow (Table 1). Figure 3 illustrates 
the street and highway system for the study region.

Congestion
Traffic congestion results when traffic demand 
approaches or exceeds the available capacity of the 
system. One way to gauge the level of congestion is 
grading a facility on its level of service.

Level of Service (LOS) is a letter designation that 
rates the congestion conditions on a particular type 
of facility. The Highway Capacity Manual defines LOS 
as “qualitative measures that characterize opera-
tional conditions within a traffic stream and their 
perception by motorists and passengers.” Just like 
in school, an A is better than a B and an F is failing. 
Figure 4 shows the range of LOS and what it gener-
ally translates to in terms of congestion.

Functional
System

Services Provided

Arterial

Provides the highest level of 
service at the greatest speed for 
the longest uninterrupted distance, 
with some degree of access control. 
Categories under the Arterial 
system include Interstate Highway 
and Freeway/Expressway, Principal 
Arterial, and Minor Arterial.

Collector

Provides a less highly developed 
level of service at a lower speed 
for shorter distances by collecting 
traffic from local roads and 
connecting them with arterials. 
The Collector system in Missoula 
includes federal aid and local 
Collector designations.

Local

Consists of all roads not defined 
as arterials or collectors; primarily 
provides access to land with little or 
no through movement.

Table 1. General Federal Functional 
Classification
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Figure 3. Street and highway system
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Overall, the LOS in the Missoula metropolitan area 
is pretty good (Figure 5 and Figure 6). While there 
are some roadways that experience peak-hour 
congestion, most facilities function at a LOS of A to 
C (excellent to average). There are several locations 
that continue to experience congested travel at LOS 
E or F. Examples include Reserve, Russell, Brooks 
and Broadway. Congestion exists in Missoula, but 
not to the point that the overall street system will 
fail routinely.

Between 2010 and 2015, overall system function 
appears to have improved, with reductions in overall 

average daily vehicle miles traveled (VMT), average 
travel time, and delay. This doesn’t mean there 
are fewer cars on the road (Table 2). Reduction in 
VMT can be a result of transportation projects that 
shorten a driver’s travel distance. A number of signif-
icant projects were completed between 2010 and 
2015, including  3rd Street reconstruction, 5th/6th/
Arthur reconfiguration and traffic signal timing 
adjustment. All of these projects may contribute to 
VMT reduction by providing a more direct path to a 
destination. However, VMT may also be influenced 
by other factors such as transition to transit or non-
motorized transportation and gas prices.
 

Figure 4. Level of Service (LOS) designation system

Daily Average 2010 2015

Vehicle Miles of Travel (VMT) 1,826,506 1,642,953

% Lane Mile Congested 1.41% 0.59%

Average Travel Time per trip (mins) 11.66 8.80

Average Delay per trip (mins) 2 1

Delay as a % of trip time 15% 9%

Table 2. 2010 and 2015 Congestion 
comparison

Source: MPO Travel Demand Model
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Figure 5. 2010 Congestion (Source: MPO Travel Demand Model)
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Figure 6. 2015 Congestion (Source: MPO Travel Demand Model)
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Pavement Condition
Most roadways within the Missoula metropolitan 
area are paved.  Pavement condition data is typi-
cally gathered every several years to help prioritize 
roadway maintenance activities.  Collecting regular 
condition data is extremely important.  In some 
cases, if a roadway does not receive required surface 
maintenance, it becomes necessary to completely 
reconstruct it, which is significantly more costly.  

MDT maintains all major roadways, sometimes 
under an agreement with the City of Missoula, and 
the City maintains local streets.  Unfortunately, 
sufficient pavement condition data for local City of 
Missoula roadways is currently not available or not 
recent enough for accurate analysis.  Transportation 
partners should work together to ensure that this 
data is collected regularly and accurately.

Deteriorating sidewalks on the Russell Street Bridge Incomplete sidewalks, poor roadway and bridge condi-
tion along Russell Street

Bridges
There are many bridges located throughout the MPO 
Planning area, all of which are inspected by MDT 
regularly.  All bridges within the region are currently 
rated between fair to excellent condition except for 
four bridges: Russell, Madison, Higgins and Maclay, 
which are rated poor.  All four of these bridges are 
scheduled for either replacement or major rehabili-
tation within the next 5 years.
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Transit
Missoula-area transit service includes fixed-route 
transit, intercity transit, paratransit, senior transit, 
rural transit, and private transit services. 

The Missoula Urban Transportation District (MUTD) 
provides the region with fixed route transit (Mountain 
Line buses), paratransit, and senior van services. 
Demand response service (paratransit) is any non-
fixed-route system of transporting individuals that 
requires advanced scheduling by the customer 
including services provided by public entities, non-
profits, and private providers.  

Figure 7. Mountain Line transit service routes (2015)

Fixed-route services include any transit service in 
which vehicles run along an established path at 
preset times. Mountain Line had 12 fixed-route 
transit lines in 2010 and continues to provide 12 
routes in 2015 as presented in Figure 7.

The transit coverage area within the City is extremely 
good with most of the region’s population within 
1/4 mile of a transit stop.  Increased coverage area, 
higher transit frequency (Bolt! service), and Zero 
Fare for all has increased transit ridership from 
2010 to 2015 by 56% as illustrated in Figure 8. 
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Bicycle
Decades of development has resulted in a robust 
network of bike lanes, routes, and shared-use 
paths. Some intersections have incorporated bicycle 
specific improvements, and there is a genuine 
interest by all levels of County, City, and MPO staff 
to continue to make improvements.

Missoula’s existing on-street system is generally 
limited to collector and arterial streets, though bicy-
clists frequently use local residential streets, even 
though they are not technically designated facilities.  

Each type of facility has certain characteristics 
that are appropriate depending on the context and 
provide different levels of safety and comfort for 
riders. Table 3 outlines the different types of facili-
ties in Missoula. 

Many of the arterial roadways in Missoula have bike 
lanes (68 percent). Missoula has also been experi-
menting with lower stress facilities like the Higgins 
Avenue cycle track and the two-way cycle track 
along Maurice Avenue. 

A protected cycle track along Maurice Avenue near the 
University of Montana
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Figure 8. Mountain Line annual transit ridership, 2005-2016 (Source: Mountain Line rider count program)
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Type of 
Facility

Description

Cycle 
Tracks

Also known as Protected or Separated Bike Lanes, cycle tracks combine the user experience of a separate 
path with the on-street infrastructure of conventional bike lanes through various forms of physical separation 
from adjacent traffic. Cycle tracks are distinct from the sidewalk and can have many forms. In situations where 
on-street parking is allowed, cycle tracks are located to the curb-side of the parking (in contrast to bike lanes). 
Cycle tracks can be at street level, at sidewalk level, or at an intermediate level. By providing greater separation 
from motor vehicle traffic, cycle tracks offer a higher level of security than bike lanes and are attractive to a 
wider spectrum of the public. Missoula currently has two such facilities, a one-way raised cycle track on Higgins 
Avenue and a two-way street level cycle track on Maurice Avenue.

Bike 
Lanes

A bike lane uses signage, striping, and stenciling to designate a portion of the roadway for the preferential or 
exclusive use of bicyclists. Bike lanes allow bicyclists to ride at their preferred speed without interference from 
prevailing traffic conditions. Bike lanes can vary considerably with the amount of comfort they provide to users. 
A bike lane on a two lane collector with a 25 to 30 mph limit will feel much more comfortable than one on a 
higher speed arterial with multiple travel lanes. Similarly, the presence of on-street parking makes a bike lane 
less comfortable to users.

Buffered 
Bike 
Lanes

Buffered bike lanes are enhancements of conventional bike lanes by including a designated painted buffer 
space separating the bike lane further from the adjacent vehicle travel and/or parking lane. Missoula currently 
has buffered bike lanes on East Spruce Street and Arthur Avenue. Buffered bike lanes can be considered on any 
street where sufficient width exists.

Bike 
Routes

Bike Routes include paved shoulders and shared roadways where bicyclists and cars operate within the same 
travel lane, either side by side or in single file depending on roadway configuration. The most basic type of 
bikeway is a signed shared roadway. This facility is used to connect other bikeways (usually bike lanes), or 
designate preferred routes through high-demand corridors. Bike routes are typically signed with bike route or 
wayfinding signage and can have shared lane pavement markings. In contrast to most other communities, 
Missoula only designates bike routes on collector or arterial roadways. This results in situations where vehicle 
volumes and speeds are higher and can make sharing a lane uncomfortable to most bicyclists.

Shared 
Use 
Paths

Shared-use paths are paved off-street bikeways that are open to most forms of non-motorized use including 
skateboarders and roller bladers. Shared-use paths are physically separated from roadways either in their own 
right of way or paralleling a roadway. Shared-use paths that parallel roadways are called side paths. Shared-use 
paths can serve as transportation and/or recreation facilities. Missoula’s most notable shared-use paths are the 
riverfront trail system, the Milwaukee Trail, and the Bitterroot Trail.

Unpaved 
Trails

Natural surface trails are present in many parts of Missoula. These facilities link neighborhoods, and provide 
access to recreational areas. Natural surface trails can be narrow and steep such as those on Mount Jumbo, or 
similar in configuration to a shared-use path like the Milwaukee Trail.

Table 3. Types of bicycle facilities
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Figure 9. Existing bicycle facilities (2015)
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The shared use pathway system along the Bitterroot 
Trail and Milwaukee Trail are vital components of 
the bikeway network. The new Missoula to Lolo Trail 
is a significant improvement to regional transpor-
tation. As such, bicycle activity between 2010 and 
2014 has increased by 18 percent according to the 
MPO’s count program.

While 68 percent of arterial roadways have bike 
lanes, several major collectors and arterial road-
ways still do not have bike lanes and bicyclists are 
expected to share the lane with vehicles on higher 
speed and volume roadways. While some people 
are comfortable with this, there are many riders (or 
would-be riders) who are not.  Providing designated 
facilities on lower-stress local streets may help to 
further increase bicycling, making it a more viable 
option for transportation.

Pedestrian
Pedestrian mobility is provided through a network 
of sidewalks and shared use paths, tunnels, bridges, 
and street crossings.  A map of the region’s side-
walks and gaps is presented in Figure 10 for year 
2015.  According to the MPO’s count program, 
pedestrian activity has increased by 25 percent 
between 2010 and 2014.

A sidewalk in the University neighborhood

There are still many missing sidewalks throughout 
Missoula.  Currently, sidewalk gaps are filled as 
new development occurs, with the City requiring 
developers to install sidewalks and other transpor-
tation infrastructure as necessary.  Additionally, the 
Missoula Redevelopment Agency has constructed 
many sidewalks within Missoula Urban Renewal 
Districts (URDs) over the years.

Moreover, in 2010, the City started a sidewalk 
subsidy program to attempt to increase the rate of 
sidewalk installation.  The program, which allocates 
up to $600,000 annually of road district funds, is 
intended to assist property owners with the cost 
of sidewalk installation at an approximate ratio of 
2:1.  Prior to the program, the City would require the 
property owner to fund 100 percent of the cost.  It 
is undetermined thus far if the program has helped 
increase the rate of sidewalk completion, or if it has 
just lessened the cost-burden for property owners.

People walking and on bikes use the Van Buren 
Pedestrian Bridge
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Figure 10. Sidewalk network, 2015 (Source: MPO sidewalk inventory
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Safety and Security
The MPO tracks annual vehicle, pedestrian, and 
bicycle crashes utilizing data from MDT that is 
submitted by local law enforcement agencies.  
The MPO’s Community Transportation Safety 
Plan (2013) establishes goals and actions for 
local agencies to help reduce crash totals and 
crash severity, through a combination of educa-
tion, enforcement, engineering, and emergency 
medical services (EMS).  

Figure 11 presents fatal and incapacitating crash 
averages for motor vehicles, bicycles, and pedes-
trians. Figure 12 through Figure 14 illustrate the 
locations of the vehicle, bicycle and pedestrian 
crashes that have occurred between 2007 and 
2014.  Most crashes occur along high volume 
corridors and busy intersections.

Understanding where crashes occur, their 
frequency, severity and causes, helps to identify 
possible improvements to reduce crashes and 
improve safety across the region. Crash rates 
provide a simple consistent measure that can 
be used to assess intersection safety. The rates 
are used in the project ranking process to help 
identify and prioritize those intersections where 
improvements should be evaluated. The rate indi-
cates the number of crashes, based on historical 
data, that could be expected for every million 
vehicles entering an intersection (Table 4).

On a positive note, the number of fatalities and 
incapacitating injuries has decreased over the 
past ten years for vehicles and stayed similar for 
bicycles and pedestrians. 

In addition, emergency services continue to have 
good response times, with most of Missoula 
within 5 minutes of an EMS or fire station. Figure 
15 illustrates the location of emergency services 
and general response times from each location.

Figure 11. Five-year average fatal and incapacitating injury 
crash rates
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Figure 12. Motor vehicle crash locations, 2007- 2014
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Figure 13. Bicycle-involved crash locations, 2007- 2014
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Figure 14. Pedestrian-involved crash locations, 2007- 2014
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Intersection Total 
Crashes

5-yr 
Average Total Cost* Crash Rate†

Broadway & Reserve Ramp 134 27 $5,686,200 1.75

Stephens Ave. & Sussex Ave. 24 5 $1,334,100 1.47

Broadway & Van Buren St. 45 9 $1,616,100 1.10

Brooks & Bancroft St. 32 6 $ 1,520,100 1.09

Brooks & Russell St. 75 15 $3,226,200 0.97

Reserve & Mount Ave. 67 13 $3,958,800 0.85

Broadway & Madison St. 40 8 $1,237,500 0.81

39th St. & 23rd Ave. 25 5 $1,039,200 0.80

Higgins Ave. & S. 5th St. W 33 7 $1,240,800 0.79

Orange St. & I-90 25 5 $1,135,500 0.72

Broadway & Birch St. 44 9 $2,028,900 0.67

Reserve & American Way 47 9 $2,301,900 0.65

Orange St. & S. 6th St. W 27 5 $2,818,500 0.65

Reserve St. & 39th St. 24 5 $1,182,000 0.61

Stephens Ave. & Mount Ave. 24 5 $1,200,600 0.60

Brooks St. & Stephens Ave. 35 7 $1,538,700 0.58

Brooks St. & Oxford St. 36 7 $2,339,400 0.58

Orange St. & Spruce St. 26 5 $1,542,000 0.57

Reserve & I-90 34 7 $1,107,300 0.48

Reserve & Dearborn Ave. 32 6 $3,010,800 0.46

Brooks St. & Catlin St. 24 5 $1,002,000 0.45

Reserve & Clark Fork Dr. 35 7 $1,790,100 0.44

Reserve  & Central Ave. 29 6 $2,308,500 0.41

Reserve & England Blvd 29 6 $1,777,800 0.40

Reserve & S. 5th St. W 24 5 $1,110,600 0.35

Table 4. High crash rate intersections (2010 - 2014)

*Crash cost calculation taken from FHWA publication, Intersection Safety: A Manual for Local Rural Road Owners
†Crash rate is per million vehicles entering the intersection
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Figure 15. Response times for police, fire and emergency medical services.
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Intelligent Transportation Systems
Intelligent Transportation Systems (ITS) are appli-
cations of smart transportation technologies to 
improve the flow and efficiency of the existing trans-
portation network.  The use of ITS technology on 
traffic signal systems can have multiple benefits, 
including reducing congestion, reducing greenhouse 
gas emissions and fuel use, improving safety at 
intersections, and reducing overall costs associated 
with costly intersection and roadway expansion proj-
ects.  Figure 16 depicts the location of traffic signals 
in the Missoula urban area, which are largely owned 
and operated by MDT.  

Over the past few years, MDT has updated all the 
signal controllers to be ITS compatible. Nine of 
these controllers contain transit signal preemp-
tion modules for future use.  MDT is also currently 
working to develop a statewide traffic signal system 
plan, which will include 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.  

In the meantime, local efforts continue to imple-
ment ITS improvements when possible.  For 
example, Mountain Line transit has implemented 
smart phone transit arrival technology allowing 
transit users to see where buses are in real-time. 

Transportation Options
Transportation Options refers to a number of 
programs operating in the Missoula region that are 
designed to maximize the people-moving capacity of 
the transportation system by increasing the number 
of persons in a vehicle, or by encouraging citizens 
to utilize other modes of transportation, other than 
a single-occupancy vehicle.  Encouraging the use of 
other transportation modes is an important strategy 
for a number of reasons.  Most importantly, it helps 
lessen the stress on an already constrained roadway 

network by reducing congestion and helping to 
eliminate or postpone roadway improvements. 
Additionally, utilizing other options helps reduce 
pollution, greenhouse gases, and contributes to 
individual health.  The organizations leading these 
initiatives in Missoula include the following: 

■■ Missoula in Motion (MIM) – offers individual 
and employer-based education and outreach 
programs to encourage the use of sustainable 
transportation. 

■■ ASUM Transportation – operates the 
University’s transit system (which is available 
to all Missoulians) and on-campus bike-share 
program. 

■■ Missoula Parking Commission – manages 
on and off-street parking in downtown and the 
University district.

■■ Missoula Ravalli Transportation 
Management Association (MRTMA) – 
operates the regional iRide Vanpool program.

■■ Mountain Line – provides fixed route transit, 
paratransit, and senior van service. 

■■ City of Missoula Bicycle Pedestrian 
Office – provides safety and encouragement 
education to the community and works with 
partners to plan bicycle infrastructure.

MRTMA operates a regional vanpool services called 
iRide, promoting ridesharing for those commuting longer 
distances
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Figure 16. Missoula’s traffic signal system, 2015
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Intermodal – Aviation, Rail, Freight
Freight destinations are primarily along West 
Broadway near the airport and have good highway, 
rail, and air access. Figure 17 and Figure 18 illus-
trate commercial truck travel into and out of the 
state by ton and the average annual daily truck trips 
on western Montana highways in 2016, respectively. 
Figure 19 illustrates the freight routes and genera-
tors in the Missoula region.
 
Based on statistics available from MDT, the Missoula 
International Airport had 695,529 passenger arrivals 
and departures in 2015. Airport activity is expected 
to grow as additional flights continue to be added.

Figure 17. Projected major truck flows in 2040    Figure 18. Annual average daily truck traffic, 2015
(source: MDT) (source: MDT)
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Figure 19. Freight routes and generators (manufacturing and industrial centers)
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Rail Activity in the Missoula Region
Missoula has multiple rail lines that serve the region 
operated by Montana Rail Link (MRL).  In 2015, there 
was an average of 17.0 loaded and empty trains 
that traveled through Missoula.  This average was 
slightly less than the 2014 average of 17.8 empty 
and loaded trains.  MRL attributes the decrease to 
varying economic conditions, including the strength 
of the US dollar, weak commodity prices and the 
slowing of the international and domestic economy, 
and they anticipate this to continue (as of 2015).  

There are numerous at-grade and separated-grade 
railroad crossings in Missoula, many with safety 
features such as cantilevered gates and flashing 
lights, such as on W. Greenough Dr. where the 
Hiawatha rail line intersects, and on Broadway, 
where the Bitterroot rail line intersects.  Other cross-
ings may include less formal safety infrastructure 
in areas where traffic volumes, vehicle speeds, and 
train activity are less. Some of these features include 
warning signs, such as a “crossbuck.” MRL dispatch 
currently contacts Missoula County 911 dispatch to 
notify them when crossings will be blocked by train 
activity, which under normal operations lasts less 
than 15 minutes1. 

The heaviest rail activity in Missoula occurs on the 
Hiawatha rail line, which generally parallels the I-90 
and Broadway corridors.  The main switching yard is 
located near the north end of downtown and there-
fore this area sees the highest level of rail activity, 
raising noise, pollution, and emergency response 
concerns.  For the last several years, the Bitterroot 
rail line has experienced very little activity, and is 
currently being used for rail car storage south of 
Missoula in the Bitterroot valley.

1 Email from Jim Lewis, Chief Sales/Marketing & 
Information Officer, MRL, Inc., December 8, 2015

Passenger Rail
The Amtrak North Coast Hiawatha passenger rail 
service through Missoula was discontinued in 1979 
as a result of national route rationalization required 
by the U.S. Congress in 1978. Discussion of poten-
tial return of passenger rail service on the old North 
Coast Hiawatha route has been ongoing since 1978. 
In 2010 an Amtrak study found substantial subsidy 
would be required for capital and operating costs 
to reinstate the service. Despite this, Objective 5 
of the Economic Health section of the 2015 City of 
Missoula Growth Policy calls for the exploration of 
developing passenger rail service in the Missoula 
region to support regional and national connectivity, 
and community conversations about this possibility 
continue.  In the meantime, the City Growth Policy 
suggests preserving the right-of-way along rail lines 
in order to potentially convert them to trails and/or 
transit routes. 

Top: cantilevered gates and flashing lights at W. 
Greenough crossing. Bottom: Bitterroot line railroad 
crossing at Broadway.
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Environmental Issues 
The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) 
requires full disclosure of environmental impacts of 
federally funded transportation projects. Projects 
must seek to avoid impacts to resources or must 
include measures to either minimize or provide 
compensation or mitigation for those impacts. In 
addition, all state-funded projects are subject to envi-
ronmental review under the Montana Environmental 
Policy Act (MEPA).  

The environmental areas discussed below are those 
that could have an effect on the citing of specific 
transportation projects.  In some cases, sensi-
tive resources offer important constraints that can 
preclude the construction of a project in that loca-
tion, or require a project to be altered.  In other 
cases, the presence of a resource may not preclude 
development of a project but may be an important 
consideration. Figure 20 provides a detailed map of 
known environmentally sensitive areas.

Additionally, environmental sensitivity involves 
the consideration of potential negative impacts of 
transportation projects on minority and low-income 
populations (some minority groups are identified 

Jurisdiction % below poverty level

Missoula County 15.8%

Montana 14.4%

United States 14.7%

Table 5. Percentage household income 
below poverty level

Jurisdiction Hispanic
Black or 
African 

American

American 
Indian or 

Alaska 
Native

Asian

Native 
Hawaiian or 
other Pacific 

Islander

City of Missoula 3.5% 1.4% 4.3% 2.6% 0.2%

Missoula County 3.0% 1.0% 4.2% 2.2% 0.2%

Montana 3.3% 0.9% 8.1% 1.2% 0.2%

United States 17.1% 13.8% 1.7% 6.1% 0.4%

Table 6. Percentage of minority populations

in Table 5 and Table 6). This includes ensuring that 
these populations do not receive disproportionately 
high and adverse human health and environmental 
effects.

Figure 21 depicts the geographic distribution of 
potentially vulnerable or underrepresented popula-
tions in Missoula, by census block group (census 
tract for disability). The data sets do not encompass 
all potentially underrepresented groups, but illus-
trate areas of Missoula that may be under served 
by the current transportation system or at risk of 
greater impacts from planned projects. 

Source: U.S. Census, American Community Survey 2011-2015 5-yr Estimate

Source: U.S. Census, American Community Survey 2011-
2015 5-yr Estimate
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Figure 20. Natural resource and environmentally sensitive areas
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Figure 21. Vulnerable and underrepresented populations (Source: U.S. Census, 2010-2014 ACS 5-year average)
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Mode Share
An important mobility measurement for the Missoula 
region has been mode share, or the percentage of 
people using the various travel modes.  Mode share 
is tracked through the Census American Community 
Survey (ACS) on an annual basis and is a reliable 
and accurate data source.  However, the ACS data 
only captures how citizens travel for their commute 
to and from work, not all types of trips.  Despite this 
limitation, understanding mode share for commute 

trips, which are trips that typically occur regularly 
and at peak times, still helps us to understand 
overall travel choices.

The Missoula urbanized area and the City have 
5-6% less drive alone commuters than the state 
average. For bicycle and pedestrian commuters, the 
state average is 6.4% compared to 14.7% within 
Missoula’s urbanized area (Figure 22).
 

Figure 23. Historic mode share for the urbanized area
74%

76%

78%

TILPS 

0

5

10

2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014

CARPOOLSOV TRANSIT WALK BIKE OTHER

70

Figure 22. Means of transportation to work in the Missoula Urbanized Area. Source: 2010-2014 ACS 5-year averages
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Although Missoula commuters drive alone less 
than the state average, the percentage of drive 
alone commuters has remained roughly the same 
since 2007 (Figure 23).  Drive-alone commute trips 
account for about 67,000 of the total trips per day 
on Missoula area roads.  As Missoula continues 
to grow, one way to accommodate future trips is 
to facilitate travel for transit, walking, biking, and 
carpool/vanpool.

Technology and Mobility
In the context of transportation, mobility means the 
ability and level of ease of moving people, goods 
and services. Recent advances in technology are 
already having an impact on transportation and 
mobility throughout the world, both on a large and 
small scale.  

Recent Gains in Mobility-related 
Technology
Driverless vehicle technology has been one of the 
most exciting and most talked about transportation 
technology advances over the last several years.  
Many companies are now working to develop fully 
autonomous personal vehicles, as well as fleet 

vehicles, buses, and trucks.  In fact, many industry 
followers expect driverless buses and trucks to 
be widely adopted first, prior to full deployment 
and adoption of personal driverless vehicles.  It 
is expected that by 2030, the use of fully autono-
mous vehicles will be widespread, with deployment 
occurring first in larger urban areas by private firms 
operating multi-vehicle fleets.  

Apart from driverless vehicles, there have been 
many other technology-related transportation 
advancements, including those related to mobile 
technology, such as ride sharing services (e.g. Uber 
and Lyft), congestion monitoring apps (e.g. Waze), 
transit arrival apps, and “smart” parking technology 
improvements.  Missoula currently takes advan-
tage of many of these technologies and attempts 
to be proactive in planning for and utilizing new 
technology.  

Impacts of Future Improvements in 
Technology
By 2030, even before personal driverless vehicle 
use becomes widespread, there may be other 
disruptive impacts that result from these techno-
logical advancements.  For example, driverless 
technology will permit a single truck driver to lead a 
caravan of driverless trucks linked to his or her lead 
truck; this capability poses a potential disruption to 
2-3.5 million professional truck-driving jobs and the 
cottage industries that support those drivers such 
as truck plazas, diners, and convenience stores.  

Currently planners are discussing what the impacts 
of driverless vehicle technology could be on growth 
and development in cities and suburbs.  Will 
car ownership decline or increase?  Will people 
choose to live farther away from employment and 
services because autonomous vehicles will make 
their commutes easier?  How will parking demand 
change?  Will people have their cars drop them off 
and go back home, only to return to pick them up?  

Autonomous trucks can have safety and fuel efficiency 
benefits, but may lead to loss of jobs associated with the 
freight trucking industry.
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These are just a few of the questions that remain to 
be answered as the technology evolves and society 
adjusts to it.  

Incorporating Assumptions about New 
Technology in Future LRTPs
Because there is currently still a high-level of uncer-
tainty regarding the types of technology that will 
ultimately be implemented, when and how they 
will be implemented, and what the impacts will 
be, the Activate Missoula 2045 LRTP makes no 
specific attempt to incorporate assumptions related 
to new technology.  However, the MPO is mindful 
of the growing importance of the role played by 
mobility-related technology in shaping Missoula’s 

Right: Driverless cars are already on our roadways under-
going testing in urban tech centers like San Francisco, 
CA. Bottom: communication between vehicles and road 
signs or warnings can increase the safety and efficiency 
of streets and highways.

transportation system and its future growth. To that 
end, the MPO continues to monitor developments 
in mobility-related technology and coordinates with 
local partners as necessary to ensure that appro-
priate advancements are evaluated and addressed 
in planning projects.  Given the current rate of tech-
nological advancement, there will be greater clarity 
on this subject for the next LRTP update in 2020.  



38 | Activate Missoula 2045

II.  Future Population, Household 
and Employment Growth 
Projections
 
The Activate Missoula 2045 LRTP is based not just 
on the current population and employment of the 
region, travel patterns and transportation systems 
of today, but also attempts to address future trans-
portation needs to accommodate anticipated 
population and employment growth.  

Population, housing, and employment growth projec-
tions are based on data and information provided by 
the City and County of Missoula’s individual Growth 
Policies, each of which were updated in 2015.  

The City of Missoula Growth Policy is based on a 
“Focus Inward” approach to growth and develop-
ment, which is meant to encourage growth within 
the already developed portions of the urban area. 
The Missoula County Growth Policy includes goals 
and objectives that promote development within 
and around existing communities in a way that effi-
ciently utilizes existing infrastructure and minimizes 
impacts to our natural resources and rural character.  
These goals are intended to facilitate the wise use 
of limited resources to fund infrastructure, including 
transportation.  

Table 7 shows the projected household and 
employment growth in the next thirty years for the 
MPO planning area. The number of households is 
expected to increase by 62 percent and employ-
ment by 58 percent between 2015 and 2045 based 
on the estimates provided in the City and County 
Growth Policies.  

The MPO uses its travel demand model to evaluate 
potential impacts to the transportation system 
resulting from increased population and the asso-
ciated new trips.  Based on the expected growth 
in employment and households, the number of 
“person trips” is expected to increase by 54 percent.

It is important to note however, that it is not just 
the number of trips, but where and through which 
modes they occur.  As such, the MPO incorporates 
the locations of expected new households and 
employment centers into the travel demand model 
as well.  Figure 24 depicts the existing and projected 
new housing units between 2015 and 2045, and 
Figure 25 depicts the existing and new employment 
locations between 2015 and 2045.

MPO 2015 2045 Percent Growth

Population 90,097 133,329 48%

Households 40,381 60,604 50%

Employment 69,210 109,639 58%

Person trip ends 452,860 691,705 54%

Table 7. Household employment and person trip growth, 2015 - 2045
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Figure 24. Existing and projected new dwelling units within the MPO area
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Figure 25. Existing and projected new employment growth within the MPO area
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III.  Committed Projects
 
In order to forecast and evaluate future transpor-
tation projects to determine what may be needed 
between now and 2045, it is necessary to incorpo-
rate planned projects that are currently scheduled 
for completion and funded through the current  
2016-2020 Transportation Improvement Program 
(TIP), Capital Improvement Program (CIP) or other 
funding source.  These are major committed capital 
projects that require years of planning and funding 
to complete, such as the Russell Street project.

IV.  Forecast 2045 Congestion
 
The starting point for determining what additional 
future transportation projects might be needed 

Figure 26. Current (2015) congestion on existing 
roadways

Figure 27. Projected 2045 congestion on existing road-
ways + committed projects

is to compare the existing roadway network with 
current congestion, with the 2045 household and 
employment growth with the committed proj-
ects.  A comparison between these two scenarios 
is presented in Figure 26 and Figure 27.  Table 8 
presents a traffic comparison between 2015 with 
existing roadways and 2045 with the existing and 
committed roadways. Committed and completed 
projects included in the congestion modeling for 
2045 are shown in Figure 28.

The number and extent of roadways that are 
expected to become congested with forecast 
growth will significantly increase by 2045. Average 
trip travel time will increase by 20 percent and the 
amount of delay occurring per trip will nearly double 
without additional improvements.
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Figure 28. Completed and committed projects
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V.  Forecast 2045 Project Needs 
and Costs
 
As the Missoula region grows, more investment 
in the transportation system will be necessary 
to accommodate future travel. Table 9 provides 
the cost estimate for all identified transportation 
improvement need, broken down by each type, in 
current year dollars. A total of $325.6 million would 
be required to implement all projects over the next 
thirty years, in addition to funding for projects and 
programs already committed (in 2016 dollars). The 
cost will be even greater as inflation and project esti-
mates go up each year.

Daily Average 2015 2045

Vehicle miles of 
travel (VMT)

1,645,953 2,578,496

% lane miles 
congested

0.59% 3.1%

Average travel time 
per trip (min)

8.80 12

Average delay per trip 
(min)

1.02 2.18

Delay as a % of trip 
time

9% 18.1%

Table 8. Traffic comparison, 2015 to 
2045 (with committed projects)

Project Type
Anticipated cost* 

(2016 $)

Non-motorized $132,271,926

Safety $10,052,500

Roadway $158,447,500

ITS Projects $3,000,000

Studies $1,150,000

Transit (Capital) $20,700,000

Total Cost $325,621,926

Table 9. Cost estimates for anticipated 
discretionary-funded transportation 
need through 2045

*Cost totals do not include previously committed proj-
ects, or other non-capital project costs
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To implement new projects, the only available 
funding source is discretionary funds. As shown in 
Figure 29, only $97.75 million will be available as 
discretionary funds over the next thirty years (in 
2016 dollars), yet the anticipated need is $325.6 
million. Therefore, a shortfall of $227.8 million 
is anticipated for implementing all projects. It is 
necessary to evaluate and prioritize these projects 
to identify those improvements with the greatest 
benefit given the limited dollars available.  

VI.  Forecast 2045 Available 
Funding and Shortfall

Section V above presents the cost of all potential 
projects that could be implemented, if funding is 
available.  The available funding for implementation 
of potential projects is broken into several catego-
ries: Non-Discretionary (projects dictated by the 
funding source), Committed (for projects that have 
funding already obligated or otherwise committed) 
and Discretionary (funding available for future 
projects).  

Figure 29. Available funding by source (Federal vs. Local discretionary dollars)

2016 - 2045
Funding Total Discretionary $

MPO Discretionary $

Local Discretionary $



Community Outreach
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The analytic review of existing conditions illus-
trated the infrastructure needs of our transportation 
system. The public engagement detailed in this 
chapter builds on our physical transportation needs 
by identifying community transportation experi-
ences, needs and priorities.

The Activate Missoula planning process created 
a wide range of opportunities for citizens to be 
informed and engaged throughout the development 
of the Plan. In addition to traditional public meet-
ings where staff and the public engaged directly, 
Activate Missoula relied heavily on electronic media 
to promote participation with those not typically 
able to be involved due to time, transportation, or 
accessibility constraints. 

The following is a summary of the community 
engagement process. A detailed account of adver-
tising activities, interagency consultations, and 
public meetings can be found in Appendix A.

Project Website
The project website www.activatemissoula.com 
was created and updated throughout the planning 
process in order to expand access to open house 
materials, input opportunities, and to help promote 
ongoing activities. In addition to the primary website 
information pages, the site utilized several key 
features oriented toward gathering public input with 
greater flexibility than can typically be achieved at a 
conventional public workshop or open house. Tools 
included interactive web maps, online surveys, and 
virtual open houses.

Activate Missoula website

I.  Public Participation Plan

Developing any type of plan requires two key elements: technical work and community 
engagement. Given the significant sociocultural, economic, health, and environmental 
impacts of transportation on all citizens in the region, public involvement was a critical 
element in the development and adoption of Activate Missoula 2045.

CHAPTER CONTENTS
I.	 Public Participation Plan
II.	 Missoula Area Transportation Survey
III.	 Transportation Summit #1 - Project Kick-off
IV.	 Transportation Summit #2 - Funding 

Workshop
V.	 Transportation Summit #3 - Goals & 

Funding Scenarios
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Success of the project website was integral to 
providing expanded public outreach, but was also 
closely tied to other outreach efforts like the use 
of social media, print, television and radio ads, and 
electronic newsletters and community listserve and 
calendar posts. The Activate Missoula public partici-
pation effort relied on these tools to ensure a broad 
spectrum of engagement across the planning area.

Social Media
Building a successful public outreach campaign 
increasingly relies on focused and effective use 
of social media. MPO staff maintain and regu-
larly update a “Transportation Planning” page on 
Facebook, which cultivates a following of commu-
nity members interested in transportation issues.  
During the Activate Missoula process, staff posted 
all events, surveys, and other online tools to the 
Facebook page, reaching over 2,000 people. Posts 
were shared by partner organizations such as 
MIM, the Bike Walk Alliance of Missoula, Missoula 
Institute for Sustainable Transportation, and others; 
the leveraging of social media networks signifi-
cantly expanded the audience beyond the MPO’s 
own contacts.

Print, Radio, and Television Media
Advertisements for all public meetings were placed 
in both print and radio media to help expand aware-
ness of the events. Press releases helped inform 
journalists, leading to several news articles covering 
transportation system issues and the planning 
process. Staff also participated in live radio inter-
views and television interviews to help promote 
public meetings and to provide information about 
the transportation planning process to members of 
the community that are not traditionally involved in 
public workshops or other events. 

Community and Technical Advisory 
Committees
Two standing committees were formed to support 
the LRTP update process. The Community Advisory 
Committee (CAC) included representatives from a 
diverse group of community organizations, such as 
the Bicycle Pedestrian Advisory Board, the Chamber 
of Commerce, Missoula Organization of Realtors, 
the Community Forum (City of Missoula neighbor-
hood representatives), Community Councils (East 

Figure 30. Public outreach via online content
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Missoula, Lolo and Target Range/Orchard Homes), 
the City-County Health Department, affordable 
housing, Summit Independent Living, and Climate 
Smart Missoula. The CAC met four times, providing 
input at critical stages of the planning process. 
Discussion at the CAC meetings provided important 
input on many aspects of the Plan and was used 
to shape recommendations for consideration by the 
Technical Advisory Committee, the TTAC, and the 
TPCC.  

The Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) also met 
four times during Plan development, and represented 
agency staff and technical partners such as the City 
Engineer, MDT, County Planning and Public Works, 
City and County Parks, Missoula Redevelopment 
Agency, Mountain Line, and the City-County Health 
Department. The TAC provided invaluable input on 
project cost estimates and descriptions, project 
prioritization, formulation of mode split goal options, 
and development of funding scenarios. 

Community Meetings and Other 
Community Outlets
The final element of outreach and engagement with 
the community was through direct participation 
in community meetings, such as the Community 
Forum, Downtown Master Plan Implementation 
Committee, Planning Board, the Bicycle Pedestrian 
Advisory Board, and other organizations as 
requested. These in-person updates to community 
groups helped broaden awareness of the LRTP 
update process and to gather input from affected 
groups.

II.  Missoula Area Transportation 
Survey

In addition to the above methods of obtaining public 
input, the MPO conducted a statistically valid survey 
of area residents in order to obtain information from 
a broader array of citizens about their transportation 

priorities, methods of travel, and future preferences.  
In the fall of 2015, the MPO sponsored a survey of 
Missoula area residents within the MPO’s planning 
area to help identify key community needs, priori-
ties and experiences with the region’s transportation 
system. The survey, administered by the University 
of Montana’s Bureau of Business and Economic 
Research, received responses from 643 persons 
of which 475 resided in the city and 168 within the 
unincorporated Missoula County. 

The survey results reflect a cross section of Missoula 
residents’ attitudes and opinions on transportation 
system issues. Information on community priorities 
was instrumental as a reference to ensure planning 
outcomes supported those priorities and addressed 
primary concerns of all Missoula residents. A selec-
tion of summary findings from the report is included 
below in Figure 31 through Figure 37 but the full 
document contains extensive additional analysis of 
the responses and can be found online at www.acti-
vatemissoula.com.

 

Possible Action 

Rank 

1 2 3 4 

a. Improving bicycle and 
pedestrian facilities 

16% 25% 31% 28% 

b. Improving safety for 
drivers, passengers, 
bicyclists, and 
pedestrians 

21% 41% 31% 7% 

c. Reducing traffic 
congestion 

52% 19% 13% 16% 

d. Providing more or 
improved public transit 
(bus) services 

13% 16% 24% 47% 

Figure 31. Rankings of possible strategies to 
improve the transportation system
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Possible Action 
Very High 

Priority 
Somewhat 

High Priority 
Middle 
Priority 

Somewhat 
Low Priority 

Very Low 
Priority 

Don’t 
Know 

a. Adding and improving public 
transit (bus) services  in the 
Missoula area 

13.3% 18.9% 34.9% 13.9% 14.8% 4.1% 

b. Adding and improving bicycle 
facilities, like bicycle lanes, 
trails/paths, and racks 

20.3% 26.1% 26.2% 10.5% 16.5% 0.5% 

c. Adding and improving 
pedestrian facilities, like 
sidewalks, trails/paths, and 
crosswalks 

20.8% 37.9% 25.9% 8.8% 6.4% 0.2% 

d. Adding and improving 
roadways for vehicles 41.5% 29.4% 16.0% 7.4% 5.5% 0.2% 

 

72.8%

15.9%
8.2%

3.1%

95.5%

3.7%
0.0% .7%

0.0%

25.0%

50.0%

75.0%

100.0%

Car, truck, or van Bicycle,
motorcycle, other

Walked Public
transportation

City County

Figure 32. City vs. County mode of travel to work

Figure 33. Rankings of possible actions to improve the transportation system
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Figure 34. City vs. County ratings of area transportation system quality 
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Figure 35. Overall rating of area transportation system by mode of travel to work
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Figure 36. City vs. County priorities for adding and improving roadways for vehicles
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Figure 37. City vs. County priorities for improving pedestrian and bicycle facilities
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Participants in Transportation Summit #2

III. Transportation Summit #1 - 
Project Kick-off

To set the stage for the Plan update, Activate Missoula 
held a public kick-off meeting, Transportation 
Summit #1, on November 4, 2015 at the Holiday 
Inn Parkside.  During the meeting, the project team 
presented existing transportation system condi-
tions via the Mobility Report Card to more than 50 
attendees. 

Existing Conditions & Mobility Report 
Card
The Mobility Report Card distilled the state of 
Missoula’s transportation system down to a series 
of trends, such as pavement condition, levels of 
congestion, bicycling, walking, motor vehicle travel, 
safety, and other categories. Presenting the trends 
in transportation ensured that all participants 
attending understood the existing conditions prior to 
providing comments on future priorities and funding 
questions. Existing conditions formed the founda-
tion of future phases of the planning process by 
identifying the key transportation needs along with 
public priorities for future improvements.   

Priorities
Participants who attended the Summit were asked 
several questions about planning for Missoula’s 
transportation future, building on responses from 
the 2015 Missoula Area Transportation Survey.  
The questions covered transportation priorities 
(improving roadway efficiency, capacity, aesthetics, 
travel choice, environment or spending), the most 
important kinds of projects (street reconstructions, 
maintenance, efficiency improvements, and bicycle, 
trail, transit, or pedestrian projects), and ques-
tions regarding support for potential new funding 
sources like gas taxes, impact fees or property tax 
increases. The survey questions were also posted to 
the Activate Missoula website, receiving over 150 
additional responses. 

Wikimap
At the kick-off Summit, an online Wikimap interac-
tive feature was launched on the project website. 
The map tool allowed participants to provide 
comments about Missoula’s transportation system, 
with categories of comments relating to different 
travel modes such as motorized vehicles, bicycling, 
walking and transit. Over the course of two months, 
more than 750 comments and an additional 1,500 
comment “likes” were submitted through the project 
website’s Wikimap.  

IV. Transportation Summit #2 - 
Funding Workshop

The second public Activate Missoula meeting, 
Summit #2, focused on setting funding priorities for 
the available discretionary funds. About 50 people 
participated in the Summit, held on May 24, 2016 at 
the Missoula Children’s Theater. During this public 
outreach phase, input was also sought for priori-
tizing the Plan’s Goals. 
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Discretionary funding allocation game
At the Summit #2 workshop, participants were 
provided an opportunity to “spend” approximately 
$100 million in discretionary funds through an 
interactive game designed to convey the costs and 
trade-offs of different funding strategies. During 
the exercise, each table of participants was given 
poker chips of differing values that totaled the 
approximately $100 million in discretionary funds 
expected to be available through the 2045 planning 
horizon, then were asked to start funding projects 
from a list of five different project types (Roadway, 
Non-motorized, Safety, Transit and Intelligent 
Transportation Systems (ITS)/Transportation 
Studies). Tables were allowed to pick freely among 
projects from each category, but had to stop funding 
projects when all of the chips were allocated. Figure 
38 shows a sample game board for allocating 
funding.

Results from the workshop indicated varying levels 
of investment in each of the different modes, 
however several trends emerged. First, ITS emerged 
as a consensus for funding among all tables.   
Second, although there was some variation in levels 
of funding for roadway projects, nearly all the tables 
preferred complete streets projects over other types 
of roadway improvements, such as projects that 
widened roads. Finally, the average allocations of 
all tables showed a more balanced approach to 
funding transportation improvements than what 
was seen in past LRTPs, with a slight shift in funding 
to non-motorized projects and generally away from 
roadway projects. 

The average allocation to each funding category 
also generally reflected the priorities from the 
2015 Missoula Area Transportation Survey, with 

more than 50% of the discretionary funding going 
to roadway projects (highest priority in the trans-
portation survey), 25-30% going to non-motorized 
(second highest priority in the survey), 13% to transit 
(lowest modal priority in the transportation survey), 
and the remainder to Safety and ITS projects.

Figure 38. Funding allocation “game” board from 
Transportation Summit #2
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Goal Prioritization
Summit #2 also marked the launch of several 
surveys aimed at obtaining input about the rela-
tive importance of the Plan’s goals.  Surveys were 
provided at Summit #2, on the project website, and 
to the CAC, asking participants to rank each of the 
goals, including a proposed new goal related to 
promotion of health and social equity through the 
transportation system.  

The survey also asked participants to indicate 
whether or not the new goal should be added.  
The survey questions remained on the website 
for 2 months, and between the Summit #2 and 
the website, 79 responses were received from 
the general public.  Additionally, the MPO asked 

members of TTAC to take the survey to see how the 
results of the public ranking would compare to those 
of the represented agencies.  

Figure 39 below shows the results of the goal 
ranking, which show that efficiency and perfor-
mance of the overall transportation system ranks 
highest among the other goals, with maintenance of 
the existing system, and system safety and security 
receiving the next highest rankings respectively.  

The goal ranking were used as a guide in developing 
the criteria used to score and rank the transporta-
tion projects, which is discussed in more detail in 
Chapter 4.
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Figure 39. Goal ranking survey responses through the Activate Missoula website
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Virtual Open House
After the Summit #3 public open house, all mate-
rials and survey questions were posted to the project 
website for an additional 20 day comment period. 
The virtual open house presented images of all 
poster boards from the “stations” in the same order 
presented at the live event. In addition to poster 
boards, a short survey asked online participants 
which mode split goal they preferred, additional 
policies to achieve those goals, and which funding 
scenario they preferred. A total of 27 individuals 
filled out the online survey, with responses split 
between the moderate and ambitious mode split 
goals, and split between funding Scenario #3 and 
Scenario #4.

V.  Transportation Summit  #3 – 
Goals & Funding Scenarios

The third phase of public outreach culminated with 
Activate Missoula Summit #3, an open house held 
on October 20, 2016 in the City Council Chambers.  
Nearly 60 people attended the event and provided 
feedback on some key questions important to devel-
oping the Plan’s final recommendations.  

The open house included a number of informational 
and interactive stations for participants to visit.  
The stations included a summary of the planning 
process and purpose, the Mobility Report Card and 
other existing conditions, public input from prior 
events (Summit #1 and #2) and the 2015 Missoula 
Area Transportation Survey, and information on how 
transportation projects were scored and ranked.  
Additionally, the MPO staff presented information 
about Missoula’s current mode split (the percentage 
of people who travel by each type of mode) and 
asked for feedback on three options for setting a 
mode split goal for the future aimed at reducing 
single-occupancy vehicle commutes.  Participants 
were also asked to choose their favorite of four 
possible scenarios to allocate future discretionary 
transportation funds.  

Nearly all those who commented at the workshop 
preferred the most ambitious mode split goal, and 
generally supported additional policies to achieve 
that mode split goal (growth related, transporta-
tion, land use, funding or budgeting, and education). 
Responses to the funding scenarios were generally 
split between Scenario #3 (heaviest non-motorized 
funding scenario) and Scenario #4 (balanced funding 
approach with additional transit focus). Additional, 
more detailed information about the development 
of the mode split goal options and future funding 
scenarios is provided in Chapter 5. 

Attendees at Transportation Summit #3 explore the infor-
mation presented on the project boards
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MPOs are required to develop performance-based 
transportation plans that were created through a 
transparent, data-driven, evaluation process based 
on community input and objective performance 
measures to prioritize projects and programs region-
ally to achieve desired local, state, and national 
goals. 

The development of a performance-based transpor-
tation plan touches on the key elements shown in 

Figure 40. Performance based planning and programming (source: Federal Highway Administration)

CHAPTER CONTENTS

I.	 Performance-based planning & 
programming

II.	 Project evaluation and ranking

I.  Performance-based Planning and Programming

Federal transportation law, starting with MAP-21 in 2012 (Moving Ahead for Progress 
in the 21st Century) and more recently the FAST Act in 2015 (Fixing America’s Surface 
Transportation), introduced new requirements for the highway program, including 
a requirement to focus on performance and outcomes, particularly when planning 
transportation investments with scarce resources. 
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Figure 40 under “Planning.” It includes the setting 
of a strategic direction (“where do we want to go?”) 
stemming from our goals, objectives, and perfor-
mance measures. This step requires data and 
information from monitoring and evaluation of 
system performance (the feedback loop from imple-
mentation activities, answering the question, “where 
are we now?”). The development of a performance-
based plan includes analysis of how the region will 
move toward achieving identified goals and objec-
tives through investments and policies (“how are we 
going to get there?”). The resulting transportation 
plan identifies achievable targets and investment 
priorities, including capital and operating strategies 
that will be carried forward into programming.

System Performance Goals and 
Planning Factors
National-level Performance Goals and Planning 
Factors established in federal transportation law 
serve as a guide for local-level goals and objectives, 
and the coordination and investment of transporta-
tion funds regionally. 

National Goals and Planning Factors
MAP-21 established seven national Performance 
Goals for federal highway programs, which were 
retained by the FAST Act.  The goals are supported by 
10 Planning Factors (MAP-21 included eight factors 
and the FAST Act added two additional factors).  The 
national Goals and Planning Factors are summa-
rized in Table 10 and Table 11. Additionally, the MPO 
is committed to supporting Statewide performance 
measures established by MDT, which are outlined in 
Appendix H. 

Activate Missoula 2045 Goals and 
Objectives
Using the federal Goals and Planning Factors, the 
MPO developed localized goals and objectives 
for Activate Missoula 2045.  Missoula’s goals and 
objectives address system-level (region, city, neigh-
borhood, etc.) and project-level needs.  Many of 
the goals and objectives in this plan were carried 
forward from the previous LRTP – though one new 
goal related to community health and social equity 
was added based on community input and feed-
back from the CAC, TAC, TTAC and TPCC early in the 
process.
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Goals Objectives

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

Infrastructure 
Condition

To maintain the highway infrastruc-
ture asset system in a state of 
good repair.

Congestion 
Reduction

To achieve a significant reduc-
tion in congestion on the National 
Highway System.

System 
Reliability

To improve the efficiency of the 
surface transportation system.

Freight 
Movement 
and Economic 
Vitality

To improve the national freight 
network, strengthen the ability 
of rural communities to access 
national and international trade 
markets, and support regional 
economic development.

Environmental 
Sustainability

To enhance the performance of 
the transportation system while 
protecting and enhancing the 
natural environment.

Reduced Project 
Delivery Delays

To reduce project costs, promote 
jobs and the economy, and expe-
dite the movement of people and 
goods by accelerating project 
completion through eliminating 
delays in the project development 
and delivery process, including 
reducing regulatory burdens 
and improving agencies’ work 
practices.

Table 10. National Performance Goals

Goals Objectives

Economic Vitality Support the economic vitality 
of the metropolitan area, 
especially by enabling global 
competitiveness, productivity, 
and efficiency.

Safety Increase the safety of the trans-
portation system for motorized 
and non-motorized users.

Security Increase the security of the 
transportation system for motor-
ized and non-motorized users.

Accessibility Increase the accessibility and 
mobility of people and for 
freight.

Environment Protect and enhance the envi-
ronment, promote energy 
conservation, improve the 
quality of life, and promote 
consistency between transpor-
tation improvements and state 
and local planned growth and 
economic development.

Connectivity across 
modes

Enhance the integration and 
connectivity of the transpor-
tation system, across and 
between modes, people, and 
freight.

System management 
and Operation

Promote efficient system 
management and operation.

System Preservation Emphasize the preservation 
of the existing transportation 
system.

Reduced Project 
Delivery Delays

To reduce project costs, 
promote jobs and the economy, 
and expedite the movement 
of people and goods by accel-
erating project completion 
through eliminating delays in 
the project development and 
delivery process, including 
reducing regulatory burdens 
and improving agencies’ work 
practices.

Table 11. National Planning Factors
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Goal 1: Maintain our existing trans-
portation system

■■ Maintain & repair existing roads, bridges, side-
walks and trails to good or better condition.

■■ Promote complete streets and increase access 
to additional modes by replacing and retrofitting 
transportation facilities in the existing system to 
allow for a wide range of transportation options.

Goal 2: Improve the efficiency, 
performance, and connectivity of a 
balanced transportation system

■■ Optimize the efficiency of transportation facili-
ties through improved signal timing, road design, 
elimination of bottlenecks, integration of multiple 
modes, or other methods.

■■ Minimize increases in travel times by methods 
such as providing direct routes between destina-
tions, use of intelligent transportation systems 
and transportation demand management tools, 
and/or providing information to the public to allow 
them to make informed transportation decisions.

Goal 3: Maximize the cost-effective-
ness of transportation

■■ Reduce cost of travel to users by taking opportuni-
ties to include all modes of transportation in new 
and retrofitted projects and reducing travel times 
and distances for activities of daily living.

■■ Plan for a transportation system that is affordable, 
sustainable, and makes the best use of public 
financial resources.

■■ Construct projects with costs that produce a corre-
sponding benefit to users.  

■■ Reduce project costs and expedite movement 
of people and goods by accelerating project 
completion.

Goal 4: Promote consistency between 
land use and transportation plans to 
enhance mobility and accessibility

■■ Provide a transportation network which supports 
City and County Growth Policies with an emphasis 
on focusing growth on Missoula’s urban area 
(“Focus Inward”) and existing communities, and 
providing a range of transportation options for the 
region’s community centers. 

■■ Develop mixed-use activity centers including infill 
and redevelopment areas.

■■ Provide travel choices along multimodal travel 
corridors.

Goal 5: Provide safe and secure 
transportation

■■ Support transportation programs and design 
improvements which reduce crashes and improve 
safety of all modes.

■■ Facilitate the rapid movement of first responders 
and support incident management during times of 
emergency.

Goal 6: Support economic vitality

■■ Support new and existing commercial and indus-
trial development by ensuring access by multiple 
transportation modes.

■■ Provide attractive and convenient transportation 
facilities that attract and retain businesses, young 
professionals, families and older adults.

■■ Facilitate the movement of goods and freight to 
commercial and industrial centers.

Goal 7: Protect the environment

■■ Reduce fossil fuel consumption by minimizing 
travel time and providing access to alternative 
modes and fuels.  

■■ Maintain air quality attainment by minimizing air 
pollution related to vehicle emissions by reducing 
congestion and vehicle miles traveled.

■■ Minimize sediment, nutrients, and litter entering 
surface water via roads and drainage.

■■ Minimize impacts to the natural environment 
by taking opportunities to couple transportation 
projects with protection and enhancement of envi-
ronmental resources.

Goal 8: Promote community health 
and social equity through the trans-
portation system

■■ Improve multi-modal access to parks and trails to 
support active and healthy lifestyles.

■■ Improve multi-modal access to schools, health-
care and social services.

■■ Reduce overall household transportation costs, 
particularly for typically under-served and/or 
vulnerable populations by providing safe and 
affordable transportation options.

■■ Reduce impacts on neighborhoods and cultural 
and historic resources through evaluation of assets 
and involvement of neighbors in the planning 
process with special attention to areas with typi-
cally under-served and/or vulnerable populations.
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Projects could receive up to 210 possible points.  
Each goal was assigned a set number of possible 
points, based on the goal ranking feedback that was 
received (Chapter 3), and a set of scoring criteria 
were established for each goal related to its objec-
tives.  The scoring criteria were designed so that 
they are easy to measure with available data (such 
as the travel demand model, socioeconomic data, 
vulnerable and under served groups, crash data), 
are replicable and trackable, and are objective. The 
following figures illustrate the scoring methodology 
used to evaluate and rank the motorized and non-
motorized projects. Much of the data used in the 
criteria can be found in Chapter 2.

Transportation Improvement Program. Studies are typically 
funded through MPO planning funds or through local alloca-
tions by City Council, Missoula Redevelopment Agency, and 
other agencies.	

II. Project Evaluation and Ranking

Performance-based planning is intended to base 
decision-making on measurable, objective evalu-
ation of projects and programs in order to help 
prioritize limited funding.  Therefore, the MPO 
developed a method to score and rank individual 
transportation projects with the intention of 
measuring the relative benefit of each in relation to 
the goals and objectives described previously.  

The list of projects evaluated was compiled by the 
MPO and includes many projects that were evaluated 
in previous LRTPs, as well as some new projects.  
Staff refined the list of projects based on informa-
tion from agencies and organizations responsible 
for funding and implementing transportation proj-
ects to ensure that projects being analyzed were 
both feasible and consistent with agency plans.  

Project Scoring Methodology
Activate Missoula 2045 scored and ranked projects 
based on a series of measurable criteria outlined 
under each of the eight goals.  All roadway and non-
motorized (bicycle and pedestrian) projects were 
scored with the same scoring criteria and meth-
odology, recognizing that roadway projects have 
the potential to benefit all modes of transporta-
tion through complete street improvements, and 
that non-motorized projects can have an impact on 
overall system efficiency, functionality, and safety.1 
1 Projects in the following categories were not scored using the 
project scoring methodology: Safety, Intelligent Transportation 
Systems, Transportation Options, Transit, and Studies. Some 
safety improvements are included in roadway projects, while 
others are prioritized at the State level using criteria devel-
oped by MDT. The Community Transportation Safety Plan also 
prioritizes specific crash locations based on analysis set out 
in that plan. Transportation Options continue to be funded in 
this plan at the same levels as stipulated in the 2016-2020 

Silver Park, located in the Sawmill District, includes 
trail connections to the California Street bridge and to 
Missoula’s commuter trails system.
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Project Scoring Results
The results of the scoring process were broken out 
by mode (roadway and non-motorized), then ranked 
and used to prioritize funding (described more 
thoroughly in Chapter 5).  Some projects, despite  
scoring highly, may not be identified for funding due 
to their unique circumstances or challenges.  A full 

ID Project Name

198 Bitterroot Branch Trail - Pine to Spruce

175 Complete North Bank Riverfront Trail from Eastgate 
to Easy Street

402 City-wide Bicycle Greenways

184 Convert Orange St from 1st St to Sixth St into a 
complete street

359 Bike Facility Improvements -- W. Spruce from 
Orange to Railroad Tracks

99 Complete Bitterroot Branch Trail between North and 
Livingston

371 Shared-use path connection - Madison Pedestrian 
Bridge to Front St

181 Reserve Street: Develop Buffered Bike Lanes  - US 
93 to S. 3rd Street

360 5th/6th Street improvements for bike/pedestrian 
access and safety

534 Bike/Ped Bridge from Riverfront Triangle to 
McCormick Park

399 Add Bicycle Lanes to N Russell St from Broadway 
north to the train tracks

488 Bike lanes on Toole Ave (Northside Pedestrian 
Bridge to Spruce)

164 Street Improvements: Orange Street Underpass

188 Northbank Riverfront Trails per West Broadway 
Corridor Plan

535 Shared-use path connection through the 
fairgrounds

338 Emma Dickinson Learning Center-Council Grove 
Apartments bike-ped connection

361 Highway 200 Multi-use path - Sha-Ron to Tamarack

365 Bike Lanes - N. 5th St., Worden, Cooley

433 Bicycle Lane: Paxson St from the Southgate Mall to 
39th St

189 Northbank Riverfront Trail - Russell to Reserve

Points by Plan Goal
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Figure 41. Non-motorized project ranking using the goals, objectives and scoring criteria

list of scored and ranked projects can be found in 
Appendix C, however an illustration of the results 
for non-motorized projects is shown in Figure 41. 
All scores are color-coded to match the goals in 
this chapter, and show how projects compare under 
each of the scoring criteria.
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To do this, we began by considered the following: 

■■ �Current mode share and potential future mode 
share.

■■ The amount of funding expected to be available 
through 2045, both discretionary and non-
discretionary (aka “restricted to certain uses”).

■■ Anticipated population growth and demographic 
changes (Chapter 2).

■■ Anticipated housing and employment growth 
and where it is expected (or desired) to occur 
(Chapter 2)

■■ The list of projects, prioritized by the criteria 
outlined in Chapter 4, and their construction 
cost.

The following sections summarize the major 
“building blocks” of the scenarios the MPO devel-
oped, with input from the public, the CAC, the TAC, 
and the MPO’s TTAC and TPCC.

Mode Share
Part of the process included beginning a conversa-
tion about how and if we should attempt to “shift 
mode share” in Missoula.  As discussed in Chapter 2, 
Missoula has a higher than average (both compared 
to the nation and the state) share of commuters 
using non-single occupancy vehicle modes to travel.  
This helps reduce the strain on our overall trans-
portation system, while also having environmental, 
community health, and social equity benefits. 

CHAPTER CONTENTS

I.	 Different approaches to the transportation 
system

II.	 Transportation system scenarios
III.	 Scenario performance

Vehicle emissions 
contribute to air pollution 

in the Missoula Valley

Single-occupancy vehi-
cles need more space 
than other modes

Motor vehicles contribute 
to congestion on our 

streets

More vehicles on the 
road contributes to 

increased crash rates

I. Different Approaches to the Transportation System

There are many approaches that can be taken to planning for future transportation 
needs.  But all require the need to be thoughtful about, and pay attention to, the fact 
that resources are limited, and costs continue to rise.  The MPO worked to develop 
several scenarios for how we, as a community, might allocate our limited funding and 
prioritize projects and programs over the next 30 years.
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Setting a Mode Share Goal
The concept of setting a goal or goals related to 
mode share has been discussed for several years 
by some members of the TTAC and TPCC, as well as 
some members of the bicycle/pedestrian advocacy 
community.  While historically Missoula has worked 
hard to create opportunities for people to travel via a 
number of modes, and has had some success doing 
so (as seen by our current mode share numbers), the 
concept of setting a goal was viewed by some as a 
means of solidifying it as a policy direction and as a 
way to further encourage investment in active trans-
portation modes.

Given this interest, it was determined that the 
Activate Missoula 2045 LRTP update would be a 
logical planning process through which to evaluate 
potential goal options and ultimately, set a mode 
share goal for the community.

The method for setting the goal consisted of the 
following pieces:

■■ Looking at our current and historic mode share.
■■ Reviewing other cities mode shares and whether 
they had set similar goals.

■■ Evaluating possible impacts to the transporta-
tion system if the mode share remains the same 
(i.e. how many additional vehicles will be on the 
road in 2045).

Figure 42. Commute mode share for Missoula urban area (source: ACS 5-year average, 2010-2014)

The 2015 “Our Missoula” City of 
Missoula Growth Policy consid-
ered establishing a community 
Mode Share goal, but instead 
determined that it would be more 
appropriate to explore potential 
options for setting a goal related 
to mode share in the Activate 
Missoula 2045 Plan.   

From the 2015 Growth Policy:
“Implementation Action 1.8: 
Establish a mode-split goal with 
an emphasis on expanding active 
transportation and shifts away 
from single occupancy motor 
vehicle trips.”
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Current Mode Share
Missoula’s current mode share, as discussed in 
Chapter 2 and as illustrated below, indicates that the 
majority of commute trips are via single-occupancy 
vehicle, however a growing portion of commuters 
are also using other modes, carpooling/vanpooling, 
or  working from home. 

The mode share numbers in Figure 42 are aver-
ages for the Missoula urban area between 2010 
and 2014.  Figure 43 breaks down the mode share 
further by census tract, focusing on the percent-
ages of transit, bike, and pedestrian commuters.  
As can be seen, some areas and neighborhoods 
within Missoula, particularly those nearest the 
urban core, have much higher than average shares 
of commuting by transit, foot, and bike, than other 
areas of the region outside the core. 

Figure 43. Commute mode shares for bicycling, walking, and transit by 
census tract

It is likely that the areas with higher single-occupancy 
vehicle use have less non-motorized infrastructure 
and perhaps have existing barriers that make it 
difficult to travel using other modes.  For example, 
the area bounded by Brooks Street, South Russell 
Street, and 39th Street has significantly lower levels 
of bike, walk, or transit use than adjacent areas, 
indicating that the major corridors surrounding this 
tract present a barrier. 

Comparison Cities
MPO staff looked at other cities, including ones with 
similar characteristics to Missoula, to see if they 
had set mode share goals, and if so, how they set 
them. The MPO looked at 15 different cities and 
found that some cities did not set goals specific to 
mode share, but rather set related goals, such as for 
greenhouse gas reduction or vehicle miles traveled 
reduction.  Some cities set goals for mode share, 

(source: ACS 5-year average, 2010-2014)
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Figure 44. Current commute mode share and adopted goals in four comparison cities

but perhaps for only one or two modes, rather than a 
goal for each mode. Figure 44 highlights four of the 
comparison cities that were evaluated and presents 
their current mode shares and the goals they have 
set.

Mode Share Goal Options
In reviewing the information, the MPO developed 
three mode share goal options for consideration.  
The options were based on the comparison city 
research, current mode share trends in Missoula, 
and feedback from the public and committees.  The 
three options included “2045 Business as Usual” 
“2045 Moderate” and “2045 Ambitious” goals, 
which are outlined in Figure 45.  

Generally, the “Business as Usual” goal was based 
on projecting the current mode share trends to 
2045.  The “Moderate Goal” generally doubles the 
percentage mode share for each mode by 2045 and 
the “Ambitious Goal” generally triples the percentage 

2045 Mode Share Goal 
Parameters

■■ Utilize the U.S. Census American 
Community Survey commute to work 
data based on 5-year rolling averages 
as the official primary data source 
for tracking mode share over time.  
(Other supplemental data, such as 
ridership and bike/ped activity will 
be used to confirm trends)

■■ Set the goal for the MPO Urbanized 
Area (not the County or the City, 
recognizing that what happens “in 
the City” has the most influence over 
the mode split in the Urban Area and 
County).

■■ Set an overall goal for reducing 
single-occupancy vehicle use and 
sub-goals for each mode.
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mode split for each mode by 2045, with the excep-
tions of “carpool” and “other” which were increased 
slightly and transit, which was nearly tripled (recog-
nizing that current gains in ridership due to BOLT! 
service and Zero Fare may increase transit’s mode 
share more rapidly).

Additionally, an estimate of the number of drive-
alone commute trips that would occur in 2045 for 
each option was created as a means to compare the 
goals and help produce a vision of what the trans-
portation system may need to accommodate in 
terms of demand.

The three proposed goals were also utilized as a 
starting point to put together options for how future 
funds should be allocated, which is described more 
fully in the next section.  

Figure 45. Three proposed 2045 commute mode share goals for the Missoula urban area

Funding
Satisfying the Missoula MPO region’s transportation 
needs over the next 30 years is a major under-
taking. The infrastructure demands associated with 
building and maintaining roadways, non-motorized 
infrastructure, and transit systems will be chal-
lenged by the region’s projected population growth 
and by the aging of existing infrastructure already 
in use. The limited availability of federal, state, and 
local funds will also have a significant impact on the 
ability to implement proposed projects. Demands 
on the transportation system have grown signifi-
cantly in the past and the increase in this demand 
will accelerate faster than the growth in funding.

This section describes the revenue sources and 
anticipated revenues to maintain, operate, and 
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expand the transportation system in the Missoula 
MPO region from now through 2045. The financial 
analysis presented in this chapter meets the federal 
requirements stated in the FAST Act. It must be 
emphasized that this is a long-range systems level 
plan and many of the cost estimates, as well as the 
revenue estimates, are preliminary and will be revis-
ited several times before the years they represent 
come to pass. The intent is to prepare an approxi-
mate, yet realistic estimate of both the total funds 
available and the total costs.  It goes without saying, 
but not all projects that are needed and/or desired 
will receive funds.

Fiscal Constraint
Federal rules require that LRTPs, such as Activate 
Missoula 2045, be fiscally constrained. That is, 
planned expenditures shall not exceed the revenue 
estimates to support the operations, maintenance, 
and new construction during the 30 years covered 
by the LRTP.  The plan must include the revenues 
and costs to operate and maintain the roads and 
associated systems to allow the MPO to estimate 
future transportation conditions and to promote the 
use of existing infrastructure to the fullest.

The MPO approached the task of estimating future 
project costs and revenues in a conservative manner.  
Revenues for each funding source were estimated 
to increase only 3% every 5 years.  When estimating 
future project costs, the MPO included a 3% per year 
inflation rate.  Additionally, when looking at future 
project costs, the MPO attempted to estimate when 
proposed projects may be completed and then 
estimated a project cost that reflected the “year of 
expenditure.”  

In the first 5 years of the 30-year plan, “year of expen-
diture” was estimated for each year using numbers 
from the current 2016-2020 Transportation 
Improvement Program; then the MPO broke the 
remaining years into two “bands”: one for 2021 
to 2030 (10-year, mid-term band) and one for 

2031-2045 (15-year, long-term band).  If a proposed 
project was estimated to be completed in one of the 
future bands, the “year of expenditure” was esti-
mated to occur in the middle year of the band.  

Funding Sources
In general, there are two major categories of funding 
sources available for transportation in the Missoula 
region: federal/state funds and local funds.  The 
vast majority of funds from federal/state sources 
are considered to be non-discretionary – i.e. they are 
restricted to specific uses or types of projects.  For 
example, Federal Transit Administration funds must 
be used for transit purposes, state bridge funds 
must be used for bridges, and federal interstate 
maintenance funds must be used for maintenance 
projects on I-90. 

Even some local funding is considered non-discre-
tionary, such as the gas tax revenue that the County 
and City of Missoula receive, which is largely used 
for roadway maintenance. Also considered to be 
non-discretionary, are funds that are committed to 
projects that are already in the pipeline.  A primary 
example is the Russell Street project, which is 

■■ Surface Transportation Program Urban
■■ Congestion Mitigation Air Quality
■■ Highway Safety Improvement Program
■■ Bridge
■■ Interstate Maintenance
■■ National Highways
■■ Federal Transit Administration (Sections 
5310, 5311, 5339, etc.)

■■ Transportation Alternatives (grants)

Federal and State Funds (examples)

■■ Gas tax – allocated by the state
■■ Road district
■■ Development impact fees
■■ Missoula Redevelopment Agency funds

Local Funds (examples)
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expected to utilize the majority of the region’s federal 
Surface Transportation Program Urban (STPU) funds 
for the next 15 or more years.  

Unfortunately, after taking non-discretionary and 
committed project funding out of the picture, there 
is not much discretionary funding left that the MPO 
can decide how to spend.  Figure 46 illustrates the 
general breakdown of non-discretionary and discre-
tionary funding estimated to be received over the 
next 30 years.

Currently, MPO staff estimates that approximately 
$760.4 million in revenues will be received within 
the region through 2045, however the majority of 
this (approximately 85 percent) is committed or 
non-discretionary.  MPO staff estimates that there 
will be $97.7 million of discretionary funds through 
2045 (about 15 percent of the total revenue), but it 
is important to note that not all of the discretionary 
funds are under the control of the MPO.  Much of 
the discretionary funding is under local control, 
and therefore while the LRTP may recommend 
projects to be funded with locally-controlled funds, 

these recommendations are only able to be imple-
mented by the local jurisdictions responsible for 
them (namely the City of Missoula and the Missoula 
Redevelopment Agency).

Funds from two federal/state funding sources, 
STPU and Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality 
(CMAQ) are allocated every year to the Missoula 
MPO and the TPCC has the ultimate authority on 
how these funds are spent (currently STPU funds 
are programmed for Russell Street and CMAQ funds 
are programmed to a number of ongoing programs). 
These are considered discretionary, along with addi-
tional locally-controlled local sources.

Local funds can also be used for the completion of 
projects in the LRTP.  In fact, a significant number 
of regional transportation projects are completed 
using only locally-derived funds.  For example, the 
recently completed improvements to 3rd Street, 
Hillview Way, miles of sidewalks in MRA’s urban 
renewal districts, the S. Reserve Street pedes-
trian bridge, and Wyoming Street are all examples 
of locally-funded projects that contribute to the 

2016 - 2045
Funding Total Discretionary $

MPO Discretionary $

Local Discretionary $

Figure 46. Estimated discretionary and non-discretionary revenues through 2045
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regional transportation network.  Transit funds 
raised through local property taxes have also made 
it possible for Mountain Line to operate 15-minute 
Bolt! service on two high-demand routes.

All in all, the LRTP is an important planning docu-
ment that helps to coordinate projects and funding 
across the region, no matter where the funds come 
from or who ultimately constructs them.

Project and Program Categories
Apart from the various funding sources, it is also 
necessary to categorize the types of projects or 
programs, because this too ultimately relates to the 
source of funds and what can and cannot be used for 
particular projects or programs.  For example, some 
funding sources are specific to capital, while others 

Roadway

Non - motorized/Active

Transit Capital

Safety

ITS

Transportation Options

Transit Operations
Roadway Maintenance
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Figure 47. Discretionary and non-discretionary funding 
categories

can only be used for operations.  Figure 47 breaks 
down the project/program categories used in the 
funding allocations described in the next section.

II. Transportation System Scenarios

Ultimately, the MPO developed four overall “transpor-
tation system scenarios” to evaluate for 2045.  Each 
of the scenarios differed in how much of the discre-
tionary funding ($97 million) was allocated to each 
category, then based on the project ranking, proj-
ects were selected for each category.  For example, 
Scenario 1 allocated $70.6 million to “roadway” 
projects, then the top-ranked roadway projects that 
totaled no more than $70.6 million were funded in 
that scenario.  In Scenario 3, only $35.6 million was 
allocated to “roadway” projects, so fewer roadway 
projects are funded in that scenario.

Part of the process also included matching the proj-
ects with eligible funding sources.  For example, 
projects located in the county cannot be funded 
by the City of Missoula or by the MRA.  Likewise, 
transit operating funds from the FTA cannot be used 
to fund roadway safety projects or construction of 
new trails.  The complete list of ranked projects is 
included in Appendix C.  

The process for building each of the transportation 
system scenarios is outlined in Figure 48.  Each 
scenario started with a common discretionary 
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Figure 48. Outline of process for creating transportation system scenarios

funding amount, which was then allocated to the 
funding categories using the three mode split 
goals as a starting point. Once funding scenarios 
were established, projects were scored using the 
methods described in Chapter 4. The final stage of 
each scenario development was to select projects 
for funding based on ranking and eligible funding 
source.

The following graphics summarize each of the 
scenarios that were developed and presented to 
the public and the various committees, including 
the CAC, the TAC, and the TTAC and TPCC for 
consideration. Scenarios 1 through 3 were origi-
nally developed by the MPO and were intended to 
“mirror” the three mode share goals, with Scenario 
1 aligning with the “Business as Usual” mode share, 

Scenario 2 aligning with the “Moderate” mode share, 
and Scenario 3 aligning with the “Ambitious” mode 
share.  The idea behind doing this was to attempt 
to tie infrastructure investment to mode share 
outcomes.  In other words, it could be assumed that 
greater investment in non-motorized/active modes 
would have a commensurate effect on shifting 
mode share.  

Scenario 4 was developed later after receiving input 
from the TPCC, some of whom felt that a scenario 
that allocated more funding to transit was needed 
in order for Mountain Line to be in a better position 
to implement their next phase of transit improve-
ments. Therefore Scenario 4 was created and 
modeled after Scenario 2, but with a larger portion 
of funds directed to transit.
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Roadway - $70.6M

Emphasis on larger roadway projects and 
complete street improvements

Non-Motorized - $11.9M

Continue to fund non-motorized project at 
current levels. Focus on projects within 
the urban core

Transit - $2.2M

Support continued Mountain Line Phase II 
service (BOLT on Rte. 1 & 2); will not fund 
all future planned bus replacements

Other - $13M

Funding for ITS, Transportation Options 
(MIM, Bike/Ped/Missoula-Ravalli TMA) and 
CTSP priority safety improvements

Roadway - $53.6M

Fewer roadway capacity/expansion 
projects; emphasis on complete streets

Non-Motorized - $24.6M

Expand investment in active modes; 
additional connections, intersection 
improvements and regional facilities.

Transit - $6.4M

Funds capital bus purchases to continue 
providing Phase II (BOLT Rte. 1 & 2, 
evening service)

Other - $13M

Funding for ITS, Transportation Options 
(MIM, Bike/Ped/Missoula-Ravalli TMA) and 
CTSP priority safety improvements

SCENARIO #1

SCENARIO #2
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Roadway - $47.6M

Fewer roadway capacity/expansion 
projects; emphasis on complete streets

Non-Motorized - $21.9M

Expand investment in active modes; 
additional connections, intersection 
improvements and regional facilities.

Transit - $15.2M

Additional investment in capital bus 
purchases to support Phase III (add BOLT 
service on Brooks St, SG Mall TC)

Other - $13M

Funding for ITS, Transportation Options 
(MIM, Bike/Ped/Missoula-Ravalli TMA) and 
CTSP priority safety improvements

Roadway - $36.5M

De-emphasize roadway projects; continue 
to fund priority complete streets projects

Non-Motorized - $35.3M

Shifts funding to active modes; expands 
intersection improvements, additional 
connections, and regional facilities

Transit - $12.8M

Support Mountain Line capital bus 
purchases for continuation of Phase II and 
partial funding of Phase III (add BOLT Rte) 

Other - $13M

Funding for ITS, Transportation Options 
(MIM, Bike/Ped/Missoula-Ravalli TMA) and 
CTSP priority safety improvements

SCENARIO #3

SCENARIO #4
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III. Scenario Performance

Each of the scenarios was evaluated using the MPO’s 
travel demand model by modeling the projects 
funded under each scenario using 2045 housing 
and employment projections.  The travel demand 
model, which is a tool for evaluating high-level 
regional effects of transportation projects, provides 
some information to help compare scenarios, but 
it should be noted that it is only meant to provide 
a general summary of possible regional effects on 
certain performance measures.  

Table 12 summarizes the general comparison of the 
performance of each scenario compared to the base 
model for 2045 (which includes only the existing 
transportation system and the committed proj-
ects). The evaluation looked at performace of the 
scenarios using the following measures:  reduced 
daily VMT, daily hours of delay/congestion reduced, 
and the daily change in the number of transit, bike, 
and walk trips taken system-wide. 

Performance measure Scenario 1 Scenario 2 Scenario 3 Scenario 4

VMT saved (MPO area) 9,174 14,205 11,720 15,085
Hours of delay saved (MPO area) -183 -27 196 141
Change in transit trips 578 526 533 541
Change in walk trips 1,427 1,638 1,748 1,191
Change in bicycle trips 811 1,834 1,920 1,791

Table 12. Scenario comparison of travel demand model performance measures vs. 
2045 base model

All figures are changes in daily totals for the entire Missoula area transportation system 

All scenarios are expected to result in reductions to 
daily VMT compared with the base model in 2045, 
with Scenario 4 having the greatest VMT reduction.  
Scenarios 3 and 4 have the largest reduction in daily 
hours of delay, which is a measure of congestion, with 
Scenario 3 having the largest reduction, followed by 
Scenario 4.  All scenarios result in increased transit, 
bike, and walk trips over the base 2045 model, with 
Scenario 3 having the largest collective increase to 
these modes.
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The 3rd and final Transportation Summit public 
meeting was an open house that asked partici-
pants, after reviewing the information collected 
throughout the Activate Missoula 2045 process, to 
choose which of the 4 overall transportation system 
scenarios was the best for Missoula, and which of 
the 3 proposed mode share goals was preferred.

The information was also presented on the activa-
temissoula.com website to gather feedback from 
those who could not attend in person and members 
of the CAC weighed in following the public meeting.

Open house attendees, CAC members, and online 
participants favored Scenario 3 (heaviest non-motor-
ized funding scenario) and Scenario 4 (balanced 
funding approach with additional transit focus), with 
responses nearly evenly split.  

Similarly, the “Moderate” and “Ambitious” mode 
share goals were most heavily favored, with nearly 
all those who commented at the open house prefer-
ring the “Ambitious” goal, while the results from the 
CAC and online were more evenly split.  

All of the collected public input was then presented 
to the TTAC and TPCC, which both recommended 

CHAPTER CONTENTS

I.	 Recommended Plan
II.	 Estimated Revenue
III.	 Funding Allocation
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I.  Recommended Plan

Following more than a year of research, analysis, public outreach, and evaluation of 
the various aspects of the transportation system’s existing and future needs, a future 
transportation system scenario was chosen to move forward, which includes recom-
mended allocations of future funding to the various project categories, as well as 
specific project recommendations.  On the policy side, a mode share goal was chosen 
for the MPO to help guide future decision-making.  The following sections describe the 
process and recommendations.

Transportation Summit #3 attendees discuss the mode 
split and funding scenario options
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Figure 49. Adopted Activate Missoula 2045 plan scenario

Roadway - $47.6M

Fewer roadway capacity/expansion 
projects; emphasis on complete streets

Non-Motorized - $21.9M

Expand investment in active modes; 
additional connections, intersection 
improvements and regional facilities.

Transit - $15.2M

Additional investment in capital bus 
purchases to support Phase III (add BOLT 
service on Brooks St, SG Mall TC)

Other - $13M

Funding for ITS, Transportation Options 
(MIM, Bike/Ped/Missoula-Ravalli TMA) and 
CTSP priority safety improvements

Roadway - $36.5M

De-emphasize roadway projects; continue 
to fund priority complete streets projects

Non-Motorized - $35.3M

Shifts funding to active modes; expands 
intersection improvements, additional 
connections, and regional facilities

Transit - $12.8M

Support Mountain Line capital bus 
purchases for continuation of Phase II and 
partial funding of Phase III (add BOLT Rte) 

Other - $13M

Funding for ITS, Transportation Options 
(MIM, Bike/Ped/Missoula-Ravalli TMA) and 
CTSP priority safety improvements

SCENARIO #3

SCENARIO #4

that Scenario 4 be the Activate Missoula 2045 
preferred plan, and that the “Ambitious” mode 
share goal be adopted (Figure 49 and Figure 50).  
The recommended scenario is arguably the most 
balanced of the scenarios in terms of the allocation 
of the available discretionary funds to each of the 
categories being more evenly split. 

It is expected that implementation of Scenario 4 will 
support the achievement of the “Ambitious” mode 
share goal as we move toward 2045, though it is 
important to recognize that infrastructure is only 
one part of the equation when it comes to shifting 
travel behavior – education, encouragement, and 
land use policy also play a vital role.

Figure 50. Adopted 2045 mode share goal
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II. Estimated Revenue

The following tables summarize the expected reve-
nues and expenditures for each funding source, for 
both federal and state/local funds, over the life of the 
plan.  The expenditures (or committed and recom-
mended projects) are described more fully in the 
following pages and are broken down by category of 
project. A full breakdown of revenue projections by 
year can be found in Appendix D. 

Revenue estimates are grouped into three time 
period “bands” that represent the short-term (cover 
the five years of the current 2016-2020 TIP), mid-
term (2021 through 2030) and long-term (the final 
15 years of the plan, through 2045).

Federal funding
Federal funding sources, broken down in detail in 
Table 13, provide nearly half of all funding over the 
next 30 years. 

The MPO, via the TPCC, exercises primary authority 
over allocating the STPU and CMAQ funding sources, 
while MDT is responsible for administering other 
federal sources such as IM, NH, STPX/STPS/SFCN, 
HSIP, BR, UPP, and TA.

Revenue from FTA sources, such as 5307, 5339, 
5310 and 5311 are allocated by the TPCC through 
the TIP, however, each agency typically is respon-
sible for programming those funds to specific 
projects and operational programs.

Funding Source 2016-2020 2021-2030 2031-2045 Total

Surface Transportation Program - Urban (STPU) $24,522,700 $18,901,100 $30,531,600 $73,955,400

Congestion Mitigation & Air Quality (CMAQ) $7,357,100 $13,805,000 $22,254,100 $43,416,200

Interstate Maintenance (IM)* $44,513,900 $10,693,688 $17,640,491 $72,848,080

National Highways (NH)* $14,630,200 $5,780,124 $9,534,992 $29,945,315

Montana Air & Congestion Initiative (MACI)* $5,999,455 $10,095,880 $16,654,337 $32,749,672
Surface Transportation Program Off-system (STPX), 
Secondary (STPS), and State Funded Construction 
(SFCN)* $3,908,400 $17,035,181 $28,101,528 $49,045,109

Highway Safety Improvement Program (HSIP)* $6,246,382 $8,251,933 $13,612,530 $28,110,845

Transportation Alternatives (TA)* $284,600 $0 $0 $284,600

Urban Pavement Preservation (UPP)* $972,400 $3,905,947 $6,443,317 $11,321,663

Bridge Program (BR)* $33,244,400 $8,832,980 $14,571,035 $56,648,415

Earmarks $2,376,848 $0 $0 $2,376,848

Federal Transit Admin. - 5307† $8,004,491 $16,736,589 $27,035,246 $51,776,325

Federal Transit Admin. - 5339† $549,779 $1,149,533 $1,856,884 $3,556,196

Federal Transit Admin. - 5310† $618,690 $1,293,619 $2,089,632 $4,001,941

Federal Transit Admin. - 5311 $1,102,600 $2,305,376 $3,723,961 $7,131,937
Totals $154,331,945 $118,786,951 $194,049,653 $467,168,548

* There is no annual allocation for these funding sources.  Revenue projections are based on 2013-2015 average yearly obligation.

All revenue received a 3% inflation increase every five years.

Fe
de

ra
l

† Federal allocation only.  Local match reflected in the Mill Levy and Passenger Revenue lines below.  This also applies to CMAQ for any Mountain 
Line projects and local match, but the amount varies and does not substantively change the total. 

Table 13. Federal revenue sources and estimated funding over the next 30 years
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State and local funding
Several state and local funding sources are consid-
ered in this plan. Although not required by federal 
transportation planning rules, inclusion of local 
funding sources provides a better regional picture of 
transportation investments throughout the region. 

The revenues and recommended funding allocations 
in this plan are intended to guide local decision-
makers to better plan for future transportation 
needs and investments, and give a clear picture of 
how federal, state and local transportation invest-
ments can work together to improve the regional 
transportation system.

State revenue sources include general maintenance 
funding for roadways and TRANSADE funds to 
support local transit operations.

Local funding sources include City and County gas 
taxes used for roadway maintenance, road improve-
ment district funding, tax increment financing (TIF) 
from Missoula’s URDs, and MUTD mill levy and other 
income (Zero Fare partners, advertising revenue, 
and  other sources).

Anticipated state and local revenues are detailed in 
Table 14.

Funding Source 2016-2020 2021-2030 2031-2045 Total

City Gas Tax $5,461,795 $11,420,068 $18,447,268 $35,329,131

County Gas Tax $1,650,786 $3,451,628 $5,575,545 $10,677,958

State Maintenance $8,834,900 $18,472,900 $29,839,900 $57,147,700

Local Capital Improvement Funds% $12,056,281 $25,208,478 $40,720,209 $77,984,968

City Road Maintenance District $8,089,518 $16,914,372 $27,322,426 $52,326,316

TRANSADE $142,349 $297,638 $480,785 $920,772

MUTD Mill Levy & other income# $23,796,678 $50,194,888 $82,600,864 $156,592,430
Totals $60,032,307 $125,959,972 $204,986,996 $390,979,274

# MUTD Other revenue includes fares, sponsorships, advertising, etc.

All revenue received a 3% inflation increase every five years.

% Average of FY 2011 to 2015 Road Impact Fees + MRA URD average TIF expended between FY 2011 and 2015 on transportation related 
infrastructure.
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Table 14. Local revenue sources and estimated funding over the next 30 years
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III. Funding Allocation

As described in Chapter 5, all considered projects 
and programs were assigned to one of several 
funding categories: roadway (capital improvements), 
roadway maintenance, non-motorized (bicycle and 
pedestrian projects), safety, ITS, transportation 
options, transit capital investments, and transit 
operations. The financial plan outlined in Scenario 
4 includes a set of recommended projects that are 
realistic given the anticipated revenue estimates 
detailed in the previous section.

The following sections provide a detailed descrip-
tion of the projects funded under each category, 
as well as the sources of funding necessary to 
complete those projects.  All project cost estimates 

% of Total Funding
Roadway 2016-2020 2021-2030 2031-2045 Total Non-motorized 2016-2020 2021-2030 2031-2045 Total
STPU $20,714,500 $15,661,551 $5,410,614 $41,786,665 STPU $0 $0 $7,917,681 $7,917,681
IM* $34,595,100 $8,293,383 $13,680,907 $56,569,390 TA $246,400 $0 $0 $246,400
NH* $8,284,300 $3,427,960 $5,654,822 $17,367,082 Totals $246,400 $0 $7,917,681 $8,164,081
STPX/STPS/SFCN* $2,832,300 $12,389,210 $20,437,454 $35,658,965 Non-motorized 2016-2020 2021-2030 2031-2045 Total
BR* $28,550,800 $7,647,594 $12,615,602 $48,813,996 STPU $0 $0 $1,227,250 $1,227,250
Earmark $2,057,875 $0 $0 $2,057,875 TA $38,200 $0 $0 $38,200

Totals $97,034,875 $47,419,698 $57,799,399 $202,253,973 Local (MRA, Impact Fees) $1,000,000 $6,321,375 $24,558,229 $31,879,604
*Estimates for 2021-2030 and 2031-2045 based on average roadway portion in current TIP Totals $1,038,200 $6,321,375 $25,785,479 $33,145,054
Roadway 2016-2020 2021-2030 2031-2045 Total *State/local match portion of overall source funding
STPU* $3,210,800 $2,427,558 $838,651 $6,477,010 Transportation Options 2016-2020 2021-2030 2031-2045 Total
IM* $3,521,400 $796,252 $1,313,511 $5,631,163 CMAQ $2,014,717 $4,029,433 $6,044,150 $12,088,300
NH* $1,284,100 $329,120 $542,922 $2,156,143 5311 $868,535 $1,816,020 $2,933,486 $5,618,041
STPS* $439,000 $1,920,342 $3,167,829 $5,527,171 Totals $2,883,252 $5,845,453 $8,977,636 $17,706,341
BR* $4,425,400 $1,185,386 $1,955,433 $7,566,219 Transportation Options 2016-2020 2021-2030 2031-2045 Total
Earmark* $318,973 $0 $0 $318,973 CMAQ* $312,283 $624,567 $936,850 $1,873,700
Local (Impact Fees, MRA) $8,105,000 $18,844,905 $13,947,356 $40,897,262 5311* $234,041 $489,356 $790,475 $1,513,872

Totals $21,304,673 $25,503,564 $21,765,703 $68,573,940 Totals $546,324 $1,113,923 $1,727,326 $3,387,573
*State/local match portion of overall source funding 32% *State/local match portion of overall source funding
Maintenance 2016-2020 2021-2030 2031-2045 Total ITS 2016-2020 2021-2030 2031-2045 Total
CMAQ $1,982,682 $2,686,866 $4,030,299 $8,699,847 CMAQ $0 $0 $3,451,887 $3,451,887
IM* $6,019,300 $1,463,538 $2,414,278 $9,897,116 Totals $0 $0 $3,451,887 $3,451,887
NH* $4,382,500 $1,845,825 $3,044,904 $9,273,229
STPX/STPS/SFCN* $496,300 $2,359,850 $3,892,848 $6,748,998 ITS 2016-2020 2021-2030 2031-2045 Total
BR* $232,200 $0 $0 $232,200 CMAQ* $0 $0 $535,046 $535,046
UPP* $841,900 $3,381,769 $5,578,624 $9,802,292 Totals $0 $0 $535,046 $535,046
MACI* $4,104,300 $8,741,013 $14,419,325 $27,264,638 *State/local match portion of overall source funding

Totals $18,059,182 $20,478,860 $33,380,278 $71,918,320 Safety 2016-2020 2021-2030 2031-2045 Total
*Estimates for 2021-2030 and 2031-2045 based on average maintenance portion in current TIP HSIP $5,748,267 $7,426,740 $12,251,277 $25,426,284
Maintenance 2016-2020 2021-2030 2031-2045 Total Totals $5,748,267 $7,426,740 $12,251,277 $25,426,284
CMAQ* $307,318 $416,467 $624,701 $1,348,486
IM* $577,900 $140,515 $231,796 $950,211 Safety 2016-2020 2021-2030 2031-2045 Total
NH* $679,200 $177,219 $292,343 $1,148,761 HSIP* $498,085 $825,193 $1,361,253 $2,684,532
STPX/STPS/SFCN $76,900 $365,779 $603,396 $1,046,075 Local (MRA, Impact Fees) $869,295 $869,295
BR* $36,000 $0 $0 $36,000 28% Totals $498,085 $825,193 $869,295 $3,553,827
UPP* $130,500 $524,178 $864,693 $1,519,371 *State/local match portion of overall source funding
MACI* $636,169 $1,354,867 $2,235,012 $4,226,048
Local (gas tax, road district) $24,036,999 $50,258,968 $81,185,138 $155,481,105

Totals $26,480,986 $53,237,993 $86,037,079 $165,756,058 all funding discretionary $ discretionary %
*State/local match portion of overall source funding Roadway 32% 43701527.08 43%
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Table 15. Total roadway funding allocations, by revenue source

and funding allocations are provided as year of 
expenditure dollars to demonstrate fiscal constraint 
in future years.

Roadway
Table 15 below outlines the funding allocated to 
roadway projects by funding source. Federal funding 
sources are further broken down to show the state 
and local match required to receive federal dollars. 
For example, STPU dollars are matched by the state 
at 13.42 percent of the total project cost.

An estimated $206 million federal and $69.1 
million local dollars are projected to be available for 
roadway capital investments over the 30 year period 
of this plan. All committed and recommended 
roadway projects are listed in Table 23.
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Non-motorized
Funding allocated to non-motorized projects is 
shown in Table 16. Federal funding sources avail-
able for non-motorized projects include STPU and 
TA grants. Prior to the MAP-21 and the FAST Act, 
the MPO received dedicated non-motorized specific 
funding from Surface Transportation Program-
Enhancement (STPE). However, starting with 
MAP-21, those dollars were allocated through the 
state-wide competitive TA grant program. Under this 
new allocation process, Missoula has only received 
$240,000 over the last four years.

In lieu of dedicated federal dollars, and considering 
that STPU funds are committed to Russell Street 

% of Total Funding
Roadway 2016-2020 2021-2030 2031-2045 Total Non-motorized 2016-2020 2021-2030 2031-2045 Total
STPU $20,714,500 $15,661,551 $5,410,614 $41,786,665 STPU $0 $0 $7,917,681 $7,917,681
IM* $34,595,100 $8,293,383 $13,680,907 $56,569,390 TA $246,400 $0 $0 $246,400
NH* $8,284,300 $3,427,960 $5,654,822 $17,367,082 Totals $246,400 $0 $7,917,681 $8,164,081
STPX/STPS/SFCN* $2,832,300 $12,389,210 $20,437,454 $35,658,965 Non-motorized 2016-2020 2021-2030 2031-2045 Total
BR* $28,550,800 $7,647,594 $12,615,602 $48,813,996 STPU $0 $0 $1,227,250 $1,227,250
Earmark $2,057,875 $0 $0 $2,057,875 TA $38,200 $0 $0 $38,200

Totals $97,034,875 $47,419,698 $57,799,399 $202,253,973 Local (MRA, Impact Fees) $1,000,000 $6,321,375 $24,558,229 $31,879,604
*Estimates for 2021-2030 and 2031-2045 based on average roadway portion in current TIP Totals $1,038,200 $6,321,375 $25,785,479 $33,145,054
Roadway 2016-2020 2021-2030 2031-2045 Total *State/local match portion of overall source funding
STPU* $3,210,800 $2,427,558 $838,651 $6,477,010 Transportation Options 2016-2020 2021-2030 2031-2045 Total
IM* $3,521,400 $796,252 $1,313,511 $5,631,163 CMAQ $2,014,717 $4,029,433 $6,044,150 $12,088,300
NH* $1,284,100 $329,120 $542,922 $2,156,143 5311 $868,535 $1,816,020 $2,933,486 $5,618,041
STPS* $439,000 $1,920,342 $3,167,829 $5,527,171 Totals $2,883,252 $5,845,453 $8,977,636 $17,706,341
BR* $4,425,400 $1,185,386 $1,955,433 $7,566,219 Transportation Options 2016-2020 2021-2030 2031-2045 Total
Earmark* $318,973 $0 $0 $318,973 CMAQ* $312,283 $624,567 $936,850 $1,873,700
Local (Impact Fees, MRA) $8,105,000 $18,844,905 $13,947,356 $40,897,262 5311* $234,041 $489,356 $790,475 $1,513,872

Totals $21,304,673 $25,503,564 $21,765,703 $68,573,940 Totals $546,324 $1,113,923 $1,727,326 $3,387,573
*State/local match portion of overall source funding 32% *State/local match portion of overall source funding
Maintenance 2016-2020 2021-2030 2031-2045 Total ITS 2016-2020 2021-2030 2031-2045 Total
CMAQ $1,982,682 $2,686,866 $4,030,299 $8,699,847 CMAQ $0 $0 $3,451,887 $3,451,887
IM* $6,019,300 $1,463,538 $2,414,278 $9,897,116 Totals $0 $0 $3,451,887 $3,451,887
NH* $4,382,500 $1,845,825 $3,044,904 $9,273,229
STPX/STPS/SFCN* $496,300 $2,359,850 $3,892,848 $6,748,998 ITS 2016-2020 2021-2030 2031-2045 Total
BR* $232,200 $0 $0 $232,200 CMAQ* $0 $0 $535,046 $535,046
UPP* $841,900 $3,381,769 $5,578,624 $9,802,292 Totals $0 $0 $535,046 $535,046
MACI* $4,104,300 $8,741,013 $14,419,325 $27,264,638 *State/local match portion of overall source funding

Totals $18,059,182 $20,478,860 $33,380,278 $71,918,320 Safety 2016-2020 2021-2030 2031-2045 Total
*Estimates for 2021-2030 and 2031-2045 based on average maintenance portion in current TIP HSIP $5,748,267 $7,426,740 $12,251,277 $25,426,284
Maintenance 2016-2020 2021-2030 2031-2045 Total Totals $5,748,267 $7,426,740 $12,251,277 $25,426,284
CMAQ* $307,318 $416,467 $624,701 $1,348,486
IM* $577,900 $140,515 $231,796 $950,211 Safety 2016-2020 2021-2030 2031-2045 Total
NH* $679,200 $177,219 $292,343 $1,148,761 HSIP* $498,085 $825,193 $1,361,253 $2,684,532
STPX/STPS/SFCN $76,900 $365,779 $603,396 $1,046,075 Local (MRA, Impact Fees) $869,295 $869,295
BR* $36,000 $0 $0 $36,000 28% Totals $498,085 $825,193 $869,295 $3,553,827
UPP* $130,500 $524,178 $864,693 $1,519,371 *State/local match portion of overall source funding
MACI* $636,169 $1,354,867 $2,235,012 $4,226,048
Local (gas tax, road district) $24,036,999 $50,258,968 $81,185,138 $155,481,105

Totals $26,480,986 $53,237,993 $86,037,079 $165,756,058 all funding discretionary $ discretionary %
*State/local match portion of overall source funding Roadway 32% 43701527.08 43%
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Table 16. Total non-motorized funding allocations, by revenue source

% of Total Funding
Roadway 2016-2020 2021-2030 2031-2045 Total Non-motorized 2016-2020 2021-2030 2031-2045 Total
STPU $20,714,500 $15,661,551 $5,410,614 $41,786,665 STPU $0 $0 $7,917,681 $7,917,681
IM* $34,595,100 $8,293,383 $13,680,907 $56,569,390 TA $246,400 $0 $0 $246,400
NH* $8,284,300 $3,427,960 $5,654,822 $17,367,082 Totals $246,400 $0 $7,917,681 $8,164,081
STPX/STPS/SFCN* $2,832,300 $12,389,210 $20,437,454 $35,658,965 Non-motorized 2016-2020 2021-2030 2031-2045 Total
BR* $28,550,800 $7,647,594 $12,615,602 $48,813,996 STPU $0 $0 $1,227,250 $1,227,250
Earmark $2,057,875 $0 $0 $2,057,875 TA $38,200 $0 $0 $38,200

Totals $97,034,875 $47,419,698 $57,799,399 $202,253,973 Local (MRA, Impact Fees) $1,000,000 $6,321,375 $24,558,229 $31,879,604
*Estimates for 2021-2030 and 2031-2045 based on average roadway portion in current TIP Totals $1,038,200 $6,321,375 $25,785,479 $33,145,054
Roadway 2016-2020 2021-2030 2031-2045 Total *State/local match portion of overall source funding
STPU* $3,210,800 $2,427,558 $838,651 $6,477,010 Transportation Options 2016-2020 2021-2030 2031-2045 Total
IM* $3,521,400 $796,252 $1,313,511 $5,631,163 CMAQ $2,014,717 $4,029,433 $6,044,150 $12,088,300
NH* $1,284,100 $329,120 $542,922 $2,156,143 5311 $868,535 $1,816,020 $2,933,486 $5,618,041
STPS* $439,000 $1,920,342 $3,167,829 $5,527,171 Totals $2,883,252 $5,845,453 $8,977,636 $17,706,341
BR* $4,425,400 $1,185,386 $1,955,433 $7,566,219 Transportation Options 2016-2020 2021-2030 2031-2045 Total
Earmark* $318,973 $0 $0 $318,973 CMAQ* $312,283 $624,567 $936,850 $1,873,700
Local (Impact Fees, MRA) $8,105,000 $18,844,905 $13,947,356 $40,897,262 5311* $234,041 $489,356 $790,475 $1,513,872

Totals $21,304,673 $25,503,564 $21,765,703 $68,573,940 Totals $546,324 $1,113,923 $1,727,326 $3,387,573
*State/local match portion of overall source funding 32% *State/local match portion of overall source funding
Maintenance 2016-2020 2021-2030 2031-2045 Total ITS 2016-2020 2021-2030 2031-2045 Total
CMAQ $1,982,682 $2,686,866 $4,030,299 $8,699,847 CMAQ $0 $0 $3,451,887 $3,451,887
IM* $6,019,300 $1,463,538 $2,414,278 $9,897,116 Totals $0 $0 $3,451,887 $3,451,887
NH* $4,382,500 $1,845,825 $3,044,904 $9,273,229
STPX/STPS/SFCN* $496,300 $2,359,850 $3,892,848 $6,748,998 ITS 2016-2020 2021-2030 2031-2045 Total
BR* $232,200 $0 $0 $232,200 CMAQ* $0 $0 $535,046 $535,046
UPP* $841,900 $3,381,769 $5,578,624 $9,802,292 Totals $0 $0 $535,046 $535,046
MACI* $4,104,300 $8,741,013 $14,419,325 $27,264,638 *State/local match portion of overall source funding

Totals $18,059,182 $20,478,860 $33,380,278 $71,918,320 Safety 2016-2020 2021-2030 2031-2045 Total
*Estimates for 2021-2030 and 2031-2045 based on average maintenance portion in current TIP HSIP $5,748,267 $7,426,740 $12,251,277 $25,426,284
Maintenance 2016-2020 2021-2030 2031-2045 Total Totals $5,748,267 $7,426,740 $12,251,277 $25,426,284
CMAQ* $307,318 $416,467 $624,701 $1,348,486
IM* $577,900 $140,515 $231,796 $950,211 Safety 2016-2020 2021-2030 2031-2045 Total
NH* $679,200 $177,219 $292,343 $1,148,761 HSIP* $498,085 $825,193 $1,361,253 $2,684,532
STPX/STPS/SFCN $76,900 $365,779 $603,396 $1,046,075 Local (MRA, Impact Fees) $869,295 $869,295
BR* $36,000 $0 $0 $36,000 28% Totals $498,085 $825,193 $869,295 $3,553,827
UPP* $130,500 $524,178 $864,693 $1,519,371 *State/local match portion of overall source funding
MACI* $636,169 $1,354,867 $2,235,012 $4,226,048
Local (gas tax, road district) $24,036,999 $50,258,968 $81,185,138 $155,481,105

Totals $26,480,986 $53,237,993 $86,037,079 $165,756,058 all funding discretionary $ discretionary %
*State/local match portion of overall source funding Roadway 32% 43701527.08 43%
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Table 17. Total Transportation Options funding allocations, by revenue source

through 2030, more funding from local sources 
will be necessary to meet the goals of this plan. An 
estimated $8.1 million federal dollars and $33.1 
million local dollars are planned for non-motorized 
projects over the next 30 years. The committed and 
recommended non-motorized projects are listed in 
Table 24.

Transportation Options 
In this plan, funding for Transportation Options 
programs largely continues to support existing and 
on-going programs such as MIM, the City of Missoula 
Bicycle & Pedestrian Program, street sweepers, 
and MRTMA. These programs are the primary proj-
ects drawing on CMAQ funding. Table 17 shows the 
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federal and local funding allocated to Transportation 
Options programs, including CMAQ and FTA 5311 
sources. Local match for CMAQ and 5311 is gener-
ally the same as other federal programs, at 13.42 
percent.

A full list of Transportation Options projects and 
programs funded in this plan are shown in Table 25.

Intelligent Transportation Systems
The Activate Missoula 2045 plan fully funds ITS proj-
ects. These systems were 100 percent funded at all 
tables during the Transportation Summit #2 funding 
game, and are strongly supported by committees. 
Due to lack of available federal funds in earlier 
years, the projects are in the long-term funding band 
(2031-2045). However, the MPO will continue to 

% of Total Funding
Roadway 2016-2020 2021-2030 2031-2045 Total Non-motorized 2016-2020 2021-2030 2031-2045 Total
STPU $20,714,500 $15,661,551 $5,410,614 $41,786,665 STPU $0 $0 $7,917,681 $7,917,681
IM* $34,595,100 $8,293,383 $13,680,907 $56,569,390 TA $246,400 $0 $0 $246,400
NH* $8,284,300 $3,427,960 $5,654,822 $17,367,082 Totals $246,400 $0 $7,917,681 $8,164,081
STPX/STPS/SFCN* $2,832,300 $12,389,210 $20,437,454 $35,658,965 Non-motorized 2016-2020 2021-2030 2031-2045 Total
BR* $28,550,800 $7,647,594 $12,615,602 $48,813,996 STPU $0 $0 $1,227,250 $1,227,250
Earmark $2,057,875 $0 $0 $2,057,875 TA $38,200 $0 $0 $38,200

Totals $97,034,875 $47,419,698 $57,799,399 $202,253,973 Local (MRA, Impact Fees) $1,000,000 $6,321,375 $24,558,229 $31,879,604
*Estimates for 2021-2030 and 2031-2045 based on average roadway portion in current TIP Totals $1,038,200 $6,321,375 $25,785,479 $33,145,054
Roadway 2016-2020 2021-2030 2031-2045 Total *State/local match portion of overall source funding
STPU* $3,210,800 $2,427,558 $838,651 $6,477,010 Transportation Options 2016-2020 2021-2030 2031-2045 Total
IM* $3,521,400 $796,252 $1,313,511 $5,631,163 CMAQ $2,014,717 $4,029,433 $6,044,150 $12,088,300
NH* $1,284,100 $329,120 $542,922 $2,156,143 5311 $868,535 $1,816,020 $2,933,486 $5,618,041
STPS* $439,000 $1,920,342 $3,167,829 $5,527,171 Totals $2,883,252 $5,845,453 $8,977,636 $17,706,341
BR* $4,425,400 $1,185,386 $1,955,433 $7,566,219 Transportation Options 2016-2020 2021-2030 2031-2045 Total
Earmark* $318,973 $0 $0 $318,973 CMAQ* $312,283 $624,567 $936,850 $1,873,700
Local (Impact Fees, MRA) $8,105,000 $18,844,905 $13,947,356 $40,897,262 5311* $234,041 $489,356 $790,475 $1,513,872

Totals $21,304,673 $25,503,564 $21,765,703 $68,573,940 Totals $546,324 $1,113,923 $1,727,326 $3,387,573
*State/local match portion of overall source funding 32% *State/local match portion of overall source funding
Maintenance 2016-2020 2021-2030 2031-2045 Total ITS 2016-2020 2021-2030 2031-2045 Total
CMAQ $1,982,682 $2,686,866 $4,030,299 $8,699,847 CMAQ $0 $0 $3,451,887 $3,451,887
IM* $6,019,300 $1,463,538 $2,414,278 $9,897,116 Totals $0 $0 $3,451,887 $3,451,887
NH* $4,382,500 $1,845,825 $3,044,904 $9,273,229
STPX/STPS/SFCN* $496,300 $2,359,850 $3,892,848 $6,748,998 ITS 2016-2020 2021-2030 2031-2045 Total
BR* $232,200 $0 $0 $232,200 CMAQ* $0 $0 $535,046 $535,046
UPP* $841,900 $3,381,769 $5,578,624 $9,802,292 Totals $0 $0 $535,046 $535,046
MACI* $4,104,300 $8,741,013 $14,419,325 $27,264,638 *State/local match portion of overall source funding

Totals $18,059,182 $20,478,860 $33,380,278 $71,918,320 Safety 2016-2020 2021-2030 2031-2045 Total
*Estimates for 2021-2030 and 2031-2045 based on average maintenance portion in current TIP HSIP $5,748,267 $7,426,740 $12,251,277 $25,426,284
Maintenance 2016-2020 2021-2030 2031-2045 Total Totals $5,748,267 $7,426,740 $12,251,277 $25,426,284
CMAQ* $307,318 $416,467 $624,701 $1,348,486
IM* $577,900 $140,515 $231,796 $950,211 Safety 2016-2020 2021-2030 2031-2045 Total
NH* $679,200 $177,219 $292,343 $1,148,761 HSIP* $498,085 $825,193 $1,361,253 $2,684,532
STPX/STPS/SFCN $76,900 $365,779 $603,396 $1,046,075 Local (MRA, Impact Fees) $869,295 $869,295
BR* $36,000 $0 $0 $36,000 28% Totals $498,085 $825,193 $869,295 $3,553,827
UPP* $130,500 $524,178 $864,693 $1,519,371 *State/local match portion of overall source funding
MACI* $636,169 $1,354,867 $2,235,012 $4,226,048
Local (gas tax, road district) $24,036,999 $50,258,968 $81,185,138 $155,481,105

Totals $26,480,986 $53,237,993 $86,037,079 $165,756,058 all funding discretionary $ discretionary %
*State/local match portion of overall source funding Roadway 32% 43701527.08 43%
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Table 18. Total ITS funding allocations, by revenue source

explore grant opportunities or other funding sources 
to help implement a complete ITS in Missoula at an 
earlier date.

Funding allocations for ITS can be found in Table 18, 
and all recommended ITS projects can be found in 
Table 26.

Safety
The primary source of funding for safety projects, 
aside from safety enhancements included in roadway 
or non-motorized projects, is the state-managed 
Highway Safety Improvement Program (HSIP). An 
estimated $25.4 million federal dollars and $3.5 
million state and local dollars are committed or 
recommended for safety improvements.

% of Total Funding
Roadway 2016-2020 2021-2030 2031-2045 Total Non-motorized 2016-2020 2021-2030 2031-2045 Total
STPU $20,714,500 $15,661,551 $5,410,614 $41,786,665 STPU $0 $0 $7,917,681 $7,917,681
IM* $34,595,100 $8,293,383 $13,680,907 $56,569,390 TA $246,400 $0 $0 $246,400
NH* $8,284,300 $3,427,960 $5,654,822 $17,367,082 Totals $246,400 $0 $7,917,681 $8,164,081
STPX/STPS/SFCN* $2,832,300 $12,389,210 $20,437,454 $35,658,965 Non-motorized 2016-2020 2021-2030 2031-2045 Total
BR* $28,550,800 $7,647,594 $12,615,602 $48,813,996 STPU $0 $0 $1,227,250 $1,227,250
Earmark $2,057,875 $0 $0 $2,057,875 TA $38,200 $0 $0 $38,200

Totals $97,034,875 $47,419,698 $57,799,399 $202,253,973 Local (MRA, Impact Fees) $1,000,000 $6,321,375 $24,558,229 $31,879,604
*Estimates for 2021-2030 and 2031-2045 based on average roadway portion in current TIP Totals $1,038,200 $6,321,375 $25,785,479 $33,145,054
Roadway 2016-2020 2021-2030 2031-2045 Total *State/local match portion of overall source funding
STPU* $3,210,800 $2,427,558 $838,651 $6,477,010 Transportation Options 2016-2020 2021-2030 2031-2045 Total
IM* $3,521,400 $796,252 $1,313,511 $5,631,163 CMAQ $2,014,717 $4,029,433 $6,044,150 $12,088,300
NH* $1,284,100 $329,120 $542,922 $2,156,143 5311 $868,535 $1,816,020 $2,933,486 $5,618,041
STPS* $439,000 $1,920,342 $3,167,829 $5,527,171 Totals $2,883,252 $5,845,453 $8,977,636 $17,706,341
BR* $4,425,400 $1,185,386 $1,955,433 $7,566,219 Transportation Options 2016-2020 2021-2030 2031-2045 Total
Earmark* $318,973 $0 $0 $318,973 CMAQ* $312,283 $624,567 $936,850 $1,873,700
Local (Impact Fees, MRA) $8,105,000 $18,844,905 $13,947,356 $40,897,262 5311* $234,041 $489,356 $790,475 $1,513,872

Totals $21,304,673 $25,503,564 $21,765,703 $68,573,940 Totals $546,324 $1,113,923 $1,727,326 $3,387,573
*State/local match portion of overall source funding 32% *State/local match portion of overall source funding
Maintenance 2016-2020 2021-2030 2031-2045 Total ITS 2016-2020 2021-2030 2031-2045 Total
CMAQ $1,982,682 $2,686,866 $4,030,299 $8,699,847 CMAQ $0 $0 $3,451,887 $3,451,887
IM* $6,019,300 $1,463,538 $2,414,278 $9,897,116 Totals $0 $0 $3,451,887 $3,451,887
NH* $4,382,500 $1,845,825 $3,044,904 $9,273,229
STPX/STPS/SFCN* $496,300 $2,359,850 $3,892,848 $6,748,998 ITS 2016-2020 2021-2030 2031-2045 Total
BR* $232,200 $0 $0 $232,200 CMAQ* $0 $0 $535,046 $535,046
UPP* $841,900 $3,381,769 $5,578,624 $9,802,292 Totals $0 $0 $535,046 $535,046
MACI* $4,104,300 $8,741,013 $14,419,325 $27,264,638 *State/local match portion of overall source funding

Totals $18,059,182 $20,478,860 $33,380,278 $71,918,320 Safety 2016-2020 2021-2030 2031-2045 Total
*Estimates for 2021-2030 and 2031-2045 based on average maintenance portion in current TIP HSIP $5,748,267 $7,426,740 $12,251,277 $25,426,284
Maintenance 2016-2020 2021-2030 2031-2045 Total Totals $5,748,267 $7,426,740 $12,251,277 $25,426,284
CMAQ* $307,318 $416,467 $624,701 $1,348,486
IM* $577,900 $140,515 $231,796 $950,211 Safety 2016-2020 2021-2030 2031-2045 Total
NH* $679,200 $177,219 $292,343 $1,148,761 HSIP* $498,085 $825,193 $1,361,253 $2,684,532
STPX/STPS/SFCN $76,900 $365,779 $603,396 $1,046,075 Local (MRA, Impact Fees) $869,295 $869,295
BR* $36,000 $0 $0 $36,000 28% Totals $498,085 $825,193 $869,295 $3,553,827
UPP* $130,500 $524,178 $864,693 $1,519,371 *State/local match portion of overall source funding
MACI* $636,169 $1,354,867 $2,235,012 $4,226,048
Local (gas tax, road district) $24,036,999 $50,258,968 $81,185,138 $155,481,105

Totals $26,480,986 $53,237,993 $86,037,079 $165,756,058 all funding discretionary $ discretionary %
*State/local match portion of overall source funding Roadway 32% 43701527.08 43%
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Table 19. Total safety funding allocations, by revenue source
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Total funding for safety projects, by funding source, 
is described in Table 19. All committed and recom-
mended safety projects are shown in Table 27.

Roadway, Trail and Sidewalk 
Maintenance
Table 20 details the federal, state and local funding 
for roadway maintenance. This funding category 
includes federal and state funds administered by 
MDT (IM, NH, STPX/STPS/SFCN, BR, UPP, and MACI) 
as well as state and local sources such as City and 
County gas taxes, road maintenance districts, and 
state-funded maintenance.

A full list of maintenance projects and programs can 
be found in Table 28.

% of Total Funding
Roadway 2016-2020 2021-2030 2031-2045 Total Non-motorized 2016-2020 2021-2030 2031-2045 Total
STPU $20,714,500 $15,661,551 $5,410,614 $41,786,665 STPU $0 $0 $7,917,681 $7,917,681
IM* $34,595,100 $8,293,383 $13,680,907 $56,569,390 TA $246,400 $0 $0 $246,400
NH* $8,284,300 $3,427,960 $5,654,822 $17,367,082 Totals $246,400 $0 $7,917,681 $8,164,081
STPX/STPS/SFCN* $2,832,300 $12,389,210 $20,437,454 $35,658,965 Non-motorized 2016-2020 2021-2030 2031-2045 Total
BR* $28,550,800 $7,647,594 $12,615,602 $48,813,996 STPU $0 $0 $1,227,250 $1,227,250
Earmark $2,057,875 $0 $0 $2,057,875 TA $38,200 $0 $0 $38,200

Totals $97,034,875 $47,419,698 $57,799,399 $202,253,973 Local (MRA, Impact Fees) $1,000,000 $6,321,375 $24,558,229 $31,879,604
*Estimates for 2021-2030 and 2031-2045 based on average roadway portion in current TIP Totals $1,038,200 $6,321,375 $25,785,479 $33,145,054
Roadway 2016-2020 2021-2030 2031-2045 Total *State/local match portion of overall source funding
STPU* $3,210,800 $2,427,558 $838,651 $6,477,010 Transportation Options 2016-2020 2021-2030 2031-2045 Total
IM* $3,521,400 $796,252 $1,313,511 $5,631,163 CMAQ $2,014,717 $4,029,433 $6,044,150 $12,088,300
NH* $1,284,100 $329,120 $542,922 $2,156,143 5311 $868,535 $1,816,020 $2,933,486 $5,618,041
STPS* $439,000 $1,920,342 $3,167,829 $5,527,171 Totals $2,883,252 $5,845,453 $8,977,636 $17,706,341
BR* $4,425,400 $1,185,386 $1,955,433 $7,566,219 Transportation Options 2016-2020 2021-2030 2031-2045 Total
Earmark* $318,973 $0 $0 $318,973 CMAQ* $312,283 $624,567 $936,850 $1,873,700
Local (Impact Fees, MRA) $8,105,000 $18,844,905 $13,947,356 $40,897,262 5311* $234,041 $489,356 $790,475 $1,513,872

Totals $21,304,673 $25,503,564 $21,765,703 $68,573,940 Totals $546,324 $1,113,923 $1,727,326 $3,387,573
*State/local match portion of overall source funding 32% *State/local match portion of overall source funding
Maintenance 2016-2020 2021-2030 2031-2045 Total ITS 2016-2020 2021-2030 2031-2045 Total
CMAQ $1,982,682 $2,686,866 $4,030,299 $8,699,847 CMAQ $0 $0 $3,451,887 $3,451,887
IM* $6,019,300 $1,463,538 $2,414,278 $9,897,116 Totals $0 $0 $3,451,887 $3,451,887
NH* $4,382,500 $1,845,825 $3,044,904 $9,273,229
STPX/STPS/SFCN* $496,300 $2,359,850 $3,892,848 $6,748,998 ITS 2016-2020 2021-2030 2031-2045 Total
BR* $232,200 $0 $0 $232,200 CMAQ* $0 $0 $535,046 $535,046
UPP* $841,900 $3,381,769 $5,578,624 $9,802,292 Totals $0 $0 $535,046 $535,046
MACI* $4,104,300 $8,741,013 $14,419,325 $27,264,638 *State/local match portion of overall source funding

Totals $18,059,182 $20,478,860 $33,380,278 $71,918,320 Safety 2016-2020 2021-2030 2031-2045 Total
*Estimates for 2021-2030 and 2031-2045 based on average maintenance portion in current TIP HSIP $5,748,267 $7,426,740 $12,251,277 $25,426,284
Maintenance 2016-2020 2021-2030 2031-2045 Total Totals $5,748,267 $7,426,740 $12,251,277 $25,426,284
CMAQ* $307,318 $416,467 $624,701 $1,348,486
IM* $577,900 $140,515 $231,796 $950,211 Safety 2016-2020 2021-2030 2031-2045 Total
NH* $679,200 $177,219 $292,343 $1,148,761 HSIP* $498,085 $825,193 $1,361,253 $2,684,532
STPX/STPS/SFCN $76,900 $365,779 $603,396 $1,046,075 Local (MRA, Impact Fees) $869,295 $869,295
BR* $36,000 $0 $0 $36,000 28% Totals $498,085 $825,193 $869,295 $3,553,827
UPP* $130,500 $524,178 $864,693 $1,519,371 *State/local match portion of overall source funding
MACI* $636,169 $1,354,867 $2,235,012 $4,226,048
Local (gas tax, road district) $24,036,999 $50,258,968 $81,185,138 $155,481,105

Totals $26,480,986 $53,237,993 $86,037,079 $165,756,058 all funding discretionary $ discretionary %
*State/local match portion of overall source funding Roadway 32% 43701527.08 43%
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Table 20. Total roadway maintenance funding allocations, by revenue source

Trail, shared-use path, sidewalk and lighting mainte-
nance is also funded by both the City and the County. 
Most funding for trail and path maintenance comes 
from park impact fees or general fund revenue, so it 
is not included in the maintenance funding tables. It 
is a  critical component of a functional active trans-
portation system, however, and is a source of future 
funding shortfalls if growth in maintenance costs 
continues to outpace revenue.

Estimated revenue allocations for stated-adminis-
tered funding sources (IM, NH, STPX/STPS/SFCN, 
BR and UPP) are based on the proportion of those 
funds obligated to maintenance projects in the 
2016-2020 TIP, and are assigned to a placeholder 
project until specific projects are identified for 
funding.
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Transit - Capital
Transit capital costs include vehicles necessary to 
run Missoula’s fixed route and paratransit services, 
as well as improvements to facilities, bus stops, and 
transfer centers. Funding available for transit capital 
improvements comes from federal, state and local 
sources, including FTA programs (5310, 5339), 
CMAQ, STPU, and local mill levy revenue.

The transit funding in this plan assumes Mountain 
Line will implement their Phase III services, which 
include an additional BOLT! line, expanded evening 
service, and a redesigned transfer center at the 
Southgate Mall. In order to achieve these fixed route 
service expansions, a substantial investment in 
capital bus purchases is necessary. Projected costs 
from MPO funding sources is listed in Table 21. 

Committed and recommended transit capital proj-
ects are listed in Table 29.

Transit - Operations
Funding for transit operations also comes from a 
combination of federal, state and local sources. In 
addition to transit-dedicated FTA funding sources 
for service operations (5307), operations received 
funding from CMAQ, TRANSADE (state-allocated 
funds for transit service), and local mill levy revenue. 

While the costs listed in Table 22 represent all 
anticipated transit operations funding, the specified 
expenses are determined annually by the FTA and 
MUTD (compensation, fuel, parts, repairs and other 
expenses). The MPO does program specific projects 
in this category.

Transit - Operations 2016-2020 2021-2030 2031-2045 Total
CMAQ $1,451,117 $2,480,000 $3,720,000 $7,651,117
5307 $8,004,491 $16,736,589 $27,035,246 $51,776,325

Totals $9,455,607 $19,216,589 $30,755,246 $59,427,442
Transit - Operations 2016-2020 2021-2030 2031-2045 Total
CMAQ* $351,083 $620,000 $930,000 $1,901,083
TRANSADE $142,349 $297,638 $480,785 $920,772
Mill Levy, Other Revenue $23,796,678 $50,194,888 $82,600,864 $156,592,430

Totals $24,290,110 $51,112,526 $84,011,649 $159,414,285
5% *State/local match portion of overall source funding

Transit - Capital 2016-2020 2021-2030 2031-2045 Total
CMAQ $531,861 $1,407,380 $2,887,508 $4,826,749
STPU $0 $0 $13,160,160 $13,160,160
5339 $439,823 $919,626 $1,485,507 $2,844,957
5310 $494,952 $1,034,895 $1,671,705 $3,201,552

Totals $1,466,636 $3,361,901 $19,204,880 $24,033,418
Transit - Capital 2016-2020 2021-2030 2031-2045 Total
CMAQ* $82,439 $218,146 $447,567 $748,152

2% STPU* $0 $0 $2,039,840 $2,039,840
5339 $109,956 $229,907 $371,377 $711,239
5310 $123,738 $258,724 $417,926 $800,388

Totals $316,133 $706,776 $3,276,710 $4,299,619
*State/local match portion of overall source funding

Fed total $83,460,860
Local total $163,713,904
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Table 21. Total transit capital funding allocations, by revenue source

Transit - Operations 2016-2020 2021-2030 2031-2045 Total
CMAQ $1,451,117 $2,480,000 $3,720,000 $7,651,117
5307 $8,004,491 $16,736,589 $27,035,246 $51,776,325

Totals $9,455,607 $19,216,589 $30,755,246 $59,427,442
Transit - Operations 2016-2020 2021-2030 2031-2045 Total
CMAQ* $351,083 $620,000 $930,000 $1,901,083
TRANSADE $142,349 $297,638 $480,785 $920,772
Mill Levy, Other Revenue $23,796,678 $50,194,888 $82,600,864 $156,592,430

Totals $24,290,110 $51,112,526 $84,011,649 $159,414,285
5% *State/local match portion of overall source funding

Transit - Capital 2016-2020 2021-2030 2031-2045 Total
CMAQ $531,861 $1,407,380 $2,887,508 $4,826,749
STPU $0 $0 $13,160,160 $13,160,160
5339 $439,823 $919,626 $1,485,507 $2,844,957
5310 $494,952 $1,034,895 $1,671,705 $3,201,552

Totals $1,466,636 $3,361,901 $19,204,880 $24,033,418
Transit - Capital 2016-2020 2021-2030 2031-2045 Total
CMAQ* $82,439 $218,146 $447,567 $748,152

2% STPU* $0 $0 $2,039,840 $2,039,840
5339 $109,956 $229,907 $371,377 $711,239
5310 $123,738 $258,724 $417,926 $800,388

Totals $316,133 $706,776 $3,276,710 $4,299,619
*State/local match portion of overall source funding

Fed total $83,460,860
Local total $163,713,904

0%

3%

St
at

e/
Lo

ca
l

Fe
de

ra
l

Fe
de

ra
l

St
at

e/
Lo

ca
l

Table 22. Total transit operations funding allocations, by revenue source
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2016
Status State/Local Federal State/Local Federal State/Local Federal

7 N/A Russell Street and Bridge Reconstruction (Broadway to Dakota) MDT/City STPU, BR, EARMARK $36,750,900 $36,750,900 $4,931,973 $31,818,975
11 N/A 2nd half of Russell Street (Dakota to Mount Avenue) MDT/City STPU $19,640,309 $19,640,309 $208,200 $1,343,000 $2,427,558 $15,661,551
30 N/A Street Improvements: Wyoming (California to Russell) City Local $200,000 $200,000 $200,000
37 N/A Bitteroot River - W of Missoula (South Ave Bridge - MacClay Bridge) County BR $10,900,000 $9,657,980 $110,700 $714,300 $1,185,386 $7,647,594 $577,285 $3,724,388
39 N/A US 93: North of Desmet Interchange - North MDT NH $8,414,800 $8,414,800 $1,129,300 $7,285,500
40 N/A I-90: Missoula - East and West (Van Buran St, $5,821,000 interchange) MDT IM $8,918,200 $10,838,400 $949,400 $9,889,000

40.5 N/A I-90: Missoula - East and West (Orange Street, $1,969,000 interchange) MDT IM $3,925,800 $3,932,700 $344,500 $3,588,200
49 N/A Street Improvements: California (River Road to Dakota) City Local $400,000 $400,000 $400,000
54 N/A Van Buren Street Reconstruction (Elm to Missoula Ave) City Local $345,000 $345,000 $345,000

122 N/A Grant Creek Road right lane addition at I-90 MDT/City IM, Local funds $604,200 $604,200 $235,400 $368,800
131 N/A Huson - East MDT STPS $3,271,300 $3,271,300 $439,000 $2,832,300
347 N/A Higgins Avenue Bridge Improvements - UPN 8807 City/MDT BR $11,219,200 $11,219,200 $1,505,600 $9,713,600
485 N/A Intersection improvements - MT 200 and Old Hwy 10 MDT NH $1,153,600 $1,153,600 $154,800 $998,800
511 N/A Madison Street Bridge Improvements - UPN 8806 MDT BR $8,931,900 $8,932,000 $1,198,700 $7,733,300
538 N/A Mary Street - extend from Reserve over railroad to new Southgate Mall connector. City MRA $2,500,000 $2,500,000 $2,500,000
537 N/A I-90 Bridge replacement - Bonner MDT IM $20,027,800 $22,741,200 $1,992,100 $20,749,100

N/A Placeholder for future IM projects MDT IM $24,084,053 $24,084,053 $796,252 $8,293,383 $1,313,511 $13,680,907
N/A Placeholder for future NH projects MDT NH $9,954,825 $9,954,825 $329,120 $3,427,960 $542,922 $5,654,822
N/A Placeholder for future STPX/STPS/SFCN projects MDT STPX/STPS/SFCN $37,914,836 $37,914,836 $1,920,342 $12,389,210 $3,167,829 $20,437,454
N/A Placeholder for future BR projects MDT BR $10,269,362 $10,269,362 $1,378,148 $8,891,214

528 132 Brooks St. (Reserve to Paxson) complete street City MRA $2,200,000 $2,923,751 $2,923,751
158 128

Complete Street Improvements: South Ave. (Reserve to 36th) including intersection 
improvements at Old Fort and South Ave City Local $4,660,000 $4,660,000 $4,660,000

394 118.5 East Missoula - Highway 200 complete street reconstruction County STPU $1,835,000 $3,544,792 $475,711 $3,069,081
469 113

Reconfigure Broadway within existing ROW - Orange St. to Madison, as per the 
Downtown Master Plan City MRA $2,500,000 $3,322,445 $3,322,445

152 104.5 Front/Main conversion to 2-way streets City MRA $5,000,000 $6,644,889 $6,644,889
154 103.5 Street Improvements: 3rd (Reserve to Hiberta) City/County STPU $1,400,000 $2,704,474 $362,940 $2,341,533
397 98 Reconstruct Curtis St to make it a complete street City Local $770,000 $1,023,313 $1,023,313
398 93.5 Reconstruct River Road from Russell to Reserve as a complete street City Local $1,210,000 $1,608,063 $1,608,063

14 93
Higgins Avenue: 3-Lane conversion from Brooks Street to Broadway as detailed in the 
Downtown Master Plan (excluding bridge) City Local $2,500,000 $3,322,445 $3,322,445

370 88.5 Reconstruction to Complete Street  standards - Russell St. from Mount to Brooks City Local $2,500,000 $4,829,417 $4,829,417
155 88 Street Improvements: California (3rd to Dakota) City MRA $1,000,000 $1,931,767 $1,931,767
336 87.5 Johnson Street: Extend from South Avenue to Brooks Street City MRA $2,500,000 $2,549,932 $2,549,932
379 83.5 Carousel Drive reconfiguration City Local $500,000 $965,883 $965,883
420 83.5 Intersection improvement at Mullan Rd & Mary Jane Blvd Local $100,000 $193,177 $193,177
132 73.5 Intersection Improvements: Bancroft/South Ave City Local $300,000 $579,530 $579,530
468 67.5 Brooks St. (Stephens to Mount) reconstruct to complete street City MRA $500,000 $965,883 $965,883
421 66 Intersection improvement at Higgins Ave & Pattee Creek Rd City Local $100,000 $193,177 $193,177
126 65 Intersection Improvements: W. Broadway& George Elmer MDT/City Local $500,000 $965,883 $965,883
422 63.5 Intersection Improvements at Gharrett St & 39th St City Local $100,000 $193,177 $193,177
147 63 Intersection Improvements: Arthur & South City Local $300,000 $579,530 $579,530
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Table 23. Committed and Recommended roadway improvement projects



2016
Status State/Local Federal State/Local Federal State/Local Federal

94 #N/A Bitterroot Branch Trail Improved Crossing at Russell City STPU $1,500,000 $2,897,650 $388,865 $2,508,786

100 #N/A
Bitterroot Trail: Improve at-grade trail crossings to increase visibility/safety for bicyclists 
and pedestrians City TA $284,600 $284,600 $38,200 $246,400

99 93.5
Complete Bitterroot Branch Trail between North and Livingston - Include crossing 
improvements at Johnson & South City MRA $1,000,000 $1,000,000 $1,000,000

198 118.5 Bitterroot Branch Trail - Pine to Spruce City Local $45,000 $59,804 $59,804
175 112.5 Complete North Bank Riverfront Trail from Eastgate to Easy Street City Local, MRA $414,300 $800,331 $800,331
402 110.5 City-wide Bicycle Greenways City Local $1,950,000 $2,591,507 $2,591,507

184 104.5
Convert Orange St from 1st St to Sixth St into a complete street and increase bicycle and 
pedestrian access City Local $302,000 $583,394 $583,394

359 98 Bike Facility Improvements -- W. Spruce from Orange to Railroad Tracks City Local $51,927 $69,009 $69,009

181 90
Reserve Street:  Develop Buffered Bike Lanes to Allow for Two Foot Painted Divider - US 
93 to S. 3rd Street City Local $50,000 $66,449 $66,449

360 90

5th/6th Street improvements for bike/pedestrian safety: lane reconfiguration on each 
street between Higgins and Russel to include a single vehicular travel lane, turn lanes at 
signalized intersections, parking, and buffered bike lanes City Local $159,643 $212,161 $212,161

534 90 Bike/Ped Bridge from Riverfront Triangle to McCormick Park City Local, MRA $2,500,000 $3,322,445 $3,322,445
399 88 Add Bicycle Lanes to N Russell St from Broadway north to the train tracks City Local $17,700 $34,192 $34,192
488 88 Bike lanes on Toole Ave (Northside Pedestrian Bridge to Spruce) City Local $12,500 $24,147 $24,147
188 86 Northbank Riverfront Trails per West Broadway Corridor Plan City Local, MRA $1,000,000 $1,931,767 $1,931,767
338 83.5 Emma Dickinson Learning Center-Council Grove Apartments bike-ped connection City Local $172,586 $333,396 $333,396
361 83.5 Highway 200 Multi-use path - Sha-Ron to Tamarack County STPU $2,565,018 $4,955,017 $664,963 $4,290,053
365 83 Bike Lanes - N. 5th St., Worden, Cooley City Local $139,205 $268,911 $268,911
433 83 Bicycle Lane: Paxson St from the Southgate Mall to 39th St City Local $16,800 $32,454 $32,454
189 82.5 Northbank Riverfront Trail - Russell to Reserve City Local $1,000,000 $1,931,767 $1,931,767
388 80.5 Bike lane on Johnsons from South to 3rd st City Local $37,500 $72,441 $72,441
382 78.5 Reconfigure N. 2nd St to complete street City Local $360,000 $695,436 $695,436
183 78 Stephens Avenue:  Add bike lanes from Brooks to South City Local $25,000 $48,294 $48,294
187 73.5 Construct Reserve Bike/Ped Crossings at Spurgin, 7th, and River Rd. City Local $3,000,000 $5,795,300 $5,795,300
353 73.5 North Avenue Bike Path: Clements - 37th County STPU $368,955 $712,734 $95,649 $617,085
179 71 Develop Whitaker Bike and Pedestrian Facilities to/from SW Higgins Avenue City Local $238,000 $459,760 $459,760
367 71 Trail - Scott St. to Interstate Greenway City Local, MRA $490,110 $946,778 $946,778
177 70 Install Sidewalk in the South Hills (Gharrett, 23rd, Hillview Way, 55th, Country Club) City Local $159,000 $307,151 $307,151
369 68.5 Shared-use path connection - Strand to Burlington City Local, MRA $47,333 $91,436 $91,436
536 68.5 Post Siding Road shared-use path connection City Local $368,000 $710,890 $710,890
431 68 Bicycle Lane: Beckwith/Walnut from Stephens to 1st St City Local $22,800 $44,044 $44,044
349 66 Bitterroot Branch Trail River Crossing City Local $1,500,000 $2,897,650 $2,897,650

355 66
Intersection improvements at: Clements & Mount, Clements & Spurgin, Clements & S. 
7th W, South Ave. & 40th Ave. County STPU $300,000 $579,530 $77,773 $501,757

475 66 Mullan Road Trail – Flynn Lane to Reserve Street City Local $775,000 $1,497,119 $1,497,119
518 66 Milwaukee Trail connection to Hawthorne school City/County Local $100,000 $193,177 $193,177
519 66 Bike/Ped bridge - Missoula College to Kim Williams trail City Local, MRA $2,500,000 $4,829,417 $4,829,417
466 65.5 Intersection of Higgins and Brooks Bicycle Slip Lane City/MDT Local $15,000 $28,977 $28,977
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Table 24. Committed and Recommended non-motorized projects
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Figure 51. Committed and recommended roadway projects
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Figure 52. Committed and recommended non-motorized projects



2016
Status State/Local Federal State/Local Federal State/Local Federal

119 #N/A Bike and Pedestrian Program (30 Years @ $30,000 per Year) MPO CMAQ $888,114 $1,326,000 $29,658 $191,342 $59,316 $382,684 $88,975 $574,025
120 #N/A Missoula in Motion (30-Years @ $320,000 per Year) MPO CMAQ $7,279,574 $9,600,000 $214,720 $1,385,280 $429,440 $2,770,560 $644,160 $4,155,840

#N/A Vanpool Operations, Administration & Maintenance MRTMA 5311 $1,138,764 $1,138,764 $23,626 $152,424 $49,399 $318,704 $79,797 $514,814
#N/A Vanpool Capital purchases (vans, carpool vehicles) MRTMA 5311 $5,993,150 $5,993,150 $210,415 $716,111 $439,957 $1,497,317 $710,679 $2,418,672

386 #N/A MRTMA  (28-Years @ $125,700 per year) MPO CMAQ $3,036,000 $3,036,000 $67,905 $438,095 $135,810 $876,190 $203,716 $1,314,284
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Table 25. Committed and Recommended transportation options projects/programs

2016
Status State/Local Federal State/Local Federal State/Local Federal

437 N/A Traffic Signal Controllers MDT/City CMAQ $500,000 $664,489 $89,174 $575,314
479 N/A Advanced Signal Detectors MDT/City CMAQ $1,000,000 $1,328,978 $178,349 $1,150,629
480 N/A Adaptive Signal Control System MDT/City CMAQ $1,000,000 $1,328,978 $178,349 $1,150,629
481 N/A Transit Priority System for Signalized Intersections MDT/City CMAQ $500,000 $664,489 $89,174 $575,314

2031-2045
Funding Source

Total Cost ($) 
Current Year

Cost ($) Future 
Year

2016-2020 2021-2030
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Table 26. Committed and Recommended ITS projects

2016
Status State/Local Federal State/Local Federal State/Local Federal

515 #N/A Reserve Street Bridge safety barrier over Clark Fork River: Mullan Rd. to River Rd. MDT HSIP $1,101,370 $1,101,370 $110,137 $991,233
Safety upgrades/maintenance improvements MDT HSIP $3,657,800 $4,444,282 $317,848 $4,126,434 $825,193 $7,426,740 $1,361,253 $12,251,277

517 #N/A I-90 Safety Barrier near Frenchtown: MP 84.2-94.4 MDT HSIP $700,700 $700,700 $70,100 $630,600
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48 #N/A Intersection Improvements: George Elmer Drive & Mullan signal City Local funds $450,000 $869,295 $869,295
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Table 27. Committed and Recommended safety projects

2016
Status State/Local Federal State/Local Federal State/Local Federal

58 N/A Purchase Street Cleaners - City and County MPO CMAQ $10,048,333 $10,048,333 $307,318 $1,982,682 $416,467 $2,686,866 $624,701 $4,030,299
59 N/A Ongoing Roadway Operations & Maintenance City/County/MDT

Local, State, UPP, 
MACI, NH, STPS, $144,273,132 $144,273,132 $21,948,426 $5,880,600 $44,258,968 $72,185,138

60 N/A I-90:  Frenchtown East and West MDT IM $991,000 $991,000 $86,800 $904,200
102 N/A Annual Sidewalk Installation/Replacement Program City Local $18,000,000 $18,000,000 $3,000,000 $6,000,000 $9,000,000

N/A Missoula ADA upgrades MDT MACI $4,555,400 $4,555,442 $611,342 $3,944,100
N/A Reserve St Interchange - E & W pavement preservation MDT IM $5,606,200 $5,606,200 $491,100 $5,115,100

516 N/A Bridge Maintenance - Steel Bridge Rehabilitation (6 bridges in Missoula area) MDT BR $268,200 $268,200 $36,000 $232,200
N/A Placeholder for future IM projects MDT IM $4,250,127 $4,250,127 $140,515 $1,463,538 $231,796 $2,414,278
N/A Placeholder for future NH projects MDT NH $5,360,290 $5,360,290 $177,219 $1,845,825 $292,343 $3,044,904
N/A Placeholder for future UPP projects MDT UPP $10,349,263 $10,349,263 $524,178 $3,381,769 $864,693 $5,578,624
N/A Placeholder for future STPX/STPS/SFCN projects MDT STPX/STPS/SFCN $7,221,873 $7,221,873 $365,779 $2,359,850 $603,396 $3,892,848
N/A Placeholder for future MACI projects MDT MACI $26,750,217 $26,750,217 $1,354,867 $8,741,013 $2,235,012 $14,419,325

Agency
2031-2045

Funding Source
Total Cost ($) 
Current Year

Cost ($) Future 
Year

2016-2020 2021-2030
ID Score PROJECT
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Table 28. Committed and Recommended roadway maintenance projects/programs



2016
Status State/Local Federal State/Local Federal State/Local Federal

Transit Operations MUTD

CMAQ, 5307, 
TRANSADE, Mill Levy, 
Other $218,277,627 $218,277,627 $23,849,127 $9,332,491 $51,112,526 $19,216,589 $84,011,649 $30,755,246

Transit Capital purchases (buses, paratransit vans, other) MUTD 5339 $3,556,196 $3,556,196 $109,956 $439,823 $229,907 $919,626 $371,377 $1,485,507

Transit Paratransit capital purchases (paratransit vans)
MUTD, ORI, 
AWARE 5310 $4,001,941 $4,001,941 $123,738 $494,952 $258,724 $1,034,895 $417,926 $1,671,705

Transit Capital purchases (buses, paratransit vans, other) MUTD CMAQ $5,574,901 $5,574,901 $82,439 $531,861 $218,146 $1,407,380 $447,567 $2,887,508
Transit Marketing & Education MUTD CMAQ $142,200 $142,200 $19,083 $123,117 $0 $0 $0 $0

R
ec

 
Pr

oj Transit
Transit bus purchase - 15 buses to expand service and implement MUTD Phase 3 
(service on Brooks Street)

MUTD STPU $15,200,000 $15,200,000 $2,039,840 $13,160,160

Agency
2016-2020 2021-2030 2031-2045

Funding Source
Total Cost ($) 
Current Year

Cost ($) Future 
Year

Co
m

m
itt

ed
 

Pr
oj

ec
ts

ID Score PROJECT

Table 29. Committed and Recommended transit projects/programs
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Funding summary
Based on the funding allocations and recom-
mended projects described above, the following 
charts (Figure 53 and Figure 54) provide a simpli-
fied illustration of the amount of discretionary and 
total funds allocated to each project category.  Given 
the amount of funding committed to projects like 
Russell Street reconstruction and limits on some 
funding sources such as transit revenue, even rela-
tively large shifts of discretionary funds to different 
categories like non-motorized projects only have a 
small effect on the overall distribution of funds.

Figure 53. Project categories, as a percentage of all 
funding (committed + recommended projects)

Figure 54. Project categories, as a percentage of avail-
able discretionary funding (recommended projects only)

IV.  Plan Performance

The recommended plan and projects support the 
overall goals and objectives of the Activate Missoula 
2045 LRTP, as well as the National Performance 
Goals and Planning Factors outlined in Chapter 4.  
Table 30 provides a summary of how the recom-
mended plan is consistent with the goals and 
objectives, both from a system-wide and project 
specific perspective.
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Activate 
Missoula 2045 
Goals

Performance Objectives                                                                     
(System-level and 

Project-level)

Recommended Plan 
Consistency

Goal 1: 
Maintain our existing 
transportation system

a. Maintain & repair existing roads, 
bridges, sidewalks and trails to good or 
better condition

Adequate Federal/State and local funding is 
projected to continue maintaining existing 
facilities, including roadways, bridges, trails, 
bike facilities, etc. at existing levels, however 
as infrastructure is constructed, mainte-
nance needs will continue to grow.  The plan 
recommends no new roads or significant 
roadway expansions, instead focusing on 
efficiency improvements, complete streets, 
and investments in bicycle, transit and 
pedestrian infrastructure.

b. Promote complete streets and increase 
access to  additional modes by replacing 
& retrofitting existing system to allow for 
wide range of transportation options

Goal 2:
Improve the effi-
ciency, performance 
and connectivity of a 
balanced transportation 
system

a. Optimize Efficiency

The plan recommends investment in intel-
ligent transportation systems as a means of 
improving efficiency of the existing roadway 
network, as well as via non-motorized 
connectivity. 

b. Minimize increases in travel times by 
methods such as providing direct routes 
between destinations, use of intelligent 
transportation systems and transporta-
tion demand management tools, and/
or providing information to the public to 
allow them to make informed transporta-
tion decisions.

Goal 3:
Maximize cost effective-
ness of transportation

a. Plan for a system that is affordable, 
sustainable, and makes best use of 
public funds The plan attempts to balance investments 

in all modes and prioritizes projects that 
benefit multiple users, such as through 
complete street projects.  Preservation of 
the existing system, with limited investment 
in new and expanded infrastructure was also 
prioritized. 

b. Reduce cost of travel to users

c. Construct projects with capital cost 
that produces a corresponding benefit to 
travelers
d. Reduce project costs and expedite the 
movement of people & goods by acceler-
ating project completion

Goal 4: 
Promote consistency 
between land use and 
transportation plans 
to enhance mobility & 
accessibility

a. Provide a transportation network which 
supports City and County Growth Policies 
with an emphasis on “Focus Inward” for 
Missoula’s urban area and providing a 
range of transportation options for the 
region’s community centers

The plan is consistent with the City Growth 
Policy and “Focus Inward” emphasis.  
Project ranking prioritized projects within 
the urban core, serving mixed-use and other 
activity centers, as well as infill areas. The 
plan also supports providing transportation 
options for the region’s community centers 
such as Lolo, East Missoula and Bonner.

b. Develop mixed use activity centers 
including infill & redevelopment areas
c. Provide travel choice along multimodal 
corridors (complete streets)

Table 30. Recommended plan consistency with goals and objectives
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Activate 
Missoula 2045 
Goals

Performance Objectives                                                                     
(System-level and 

Project-level)

Recommended Plan 
Consistency

Goal 5:
Provide Safe & Secure 
Transportation

a. Support transportation programs and 
design improvements which reduce 
crashes & improve safety of all modes

The plan includes major improvements, 
including specific safety improvements 
which will increase safety for all travel 
modes and reduce crashes, injuries and 
fatalities.

b. Facilitate rapid movement of first 
responders & support incident manage-
ment during emergencies

The proposed LRTP maintains or attempts 
to improve local and regional transporta-
tion system security in terms of emergency 
and incident response times by improving 
system efficiency, reducing VMT and conges-
tion, and improving ITS.

Goal 6: 
Support Economic 
Vitality

a. Support new & existing commercial/
industrial development by ensuring multi-
modal access

The plan provides critically needed national 
highway system and freight network 
improvements for distribution and delivery 
of goods and commerce.  The active trans-
portation plan elements and transit will 
increase affordable transportation modes 
for low income and minority population and 
increase employment opportunities.

b. Provide attractive & convenient transp. 
facilities that attract & retain businesses, 
youth, professionals, older adults
c. Facilitate the movement of goods and 
freight to commercial and industrial 
centers

Goal 7: 
Protect the Environment 
& Preserve resources

a. Reduce fossil fuel consumption by 
minimizing travel time and providing 
access to alternative modes and fuels

The recommended plan reduced daily VMT 
and hours of delay over the future base 
network, resulting in reduced fuel usage.

b. Maintain air quality attainment by 
minimizing air pollution related to vehicle 
emissions by reducing congestion and 
vehicle miles traveled

The transportation plan continues the 
ongoing street sweeping program to aid in 
attaining regional air quality conformity.  
Additionally, increased emphasis in shifting 
mode share to non-motorized and transit 
modes will continue to contribute to air 
quality improvements. 

c. Minimize sediment, nutrients, and litter 
entering surface water via roads and 
drainage

New curb and gutter will be added with 
committed and proposed roadway proj-
ects to reduce storm water impacts.  New 
projects will mitigate potential stormwater 
impacts.

d. Minimize impacts to the natural envi-
ronment by taking opportunities to couple 
transportation projects with protection 
and enhancement of environmental 
resources

There are no recommended projects that 
are known to have a potential impact to 
natural or cultural resources.  Projects that 
may impact environmental resources will 
mitigate impacts.
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Activate 
Missoula 2045 
Goals

Performance Objectives                                                                     
(System-level and 

Project-level)

Recommended Plan 
Consistency

Goal 8:   
Promote Community 
Health & Social Equity 
through the transporta-
tion system

a. Improve multi-modal access to parks 
and trails to support active and healthy 
lifestyles

The plan recommends increased investment 
in active transportation modes, including 
expansion of Mountain Line services, the 
creation of a neighborhood greenway 
network, and additional bicycle and pedes-
trian infrastructure - focusing on connectivity 
to in the urban core and to major desti-
nations.  Project ranking incorporated 
consideration of benefits to vulnerable popu-
lations and connections to public and social 
services, as well as parks and schools.

b. Improve multi-modal access to 
schools, healthcare and social services
c. Reduce overall household transporta-
tion costs, particularly for under-served 
and/or vulnerable populations by 
providing safe and affordable transporta-
tion options
d. Reduce impacts on neighborhoods and 
cultural and historic resources through 
evaluation of assets and involvement 
of neighbors in the planning process 
with special attention to areas with typi-
cally under served and/or vulnerable 
populations



Implementation
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Infrastructure
■■ Low-hanging fruit – continue to take advantage 
of opportunities as they arise.  For example, 
exploring the implementation of bike facilities 
with maintenance projects as part of the City’s 
Complete Streets policy.

■■ Multimodal corridors “complete streets” – 
focusing on transforming existing corridors that 
lack multimodal facilities into complete streets 
will ensure more equal access for all ages and 
abilities.

■■ Implement ITS – MDT and the City should work 
cooperatively to implement ITS in the form of 
advanced signal systems as soon as possible 
following MDT’s completion of their statewide 
signal operations plan.  

■■ Continue to make needed ADA improvements – 
ADA access improvements benefit all citizens, 
but particularly people with disabilities and 
helps to ensure access for all ages and abilities. 

I.  Delivering Our Transportation Future 

Moving from the planning stage to the action and implementation stage is key to 
reaching the desired outcomes of the Activate Missoula 2045 plan.  Success is 
contingent upon working with our partners cooperatively and continuously to make 
incremental improvements to all transportation modes, while continuing to maintain 
the system.  This requires not only investment in infrastructure, but also investment 
in tracking and monitoring performance, implementing additional policies to further 
support the efficient use of resources (mode share, etc.), and actively exploring new 
funding opportunities. 

■■ Assess the effectiveness of the City’s sidewalk 
subsidy program to determine if the rate of side-
walk completion can be improved. 

Performance Monitoring and 
Measurement

■■ Continue to implement improved non-motor-
ized data collection techniques – continue to 
install permanent automatic trail counters and 
supplement with temporary counters, as well as 
volunteer counts.  

■■ Improve pavement condition monitoring – pave-
ment condition data collection at the local 
level is currently lacking.  The City of Missoula 
and Missoula County should explore options 
to ensure pavement data is collected regularly 
and accurately and is consistent with MDT 
methodology.  

■■ Utilize crash data to target safety improvements 
– recent improvements in crash data accessi-
bility have allowed for added ability to analyze 
potential safety issues and prioritize safety 
improvements.  

CHAPTER CONTENTS

I.	 Delivering Our Transportation Future
II.	 The Community’s Role
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■■ Implement improved infrastructure tracking – 
currently there is no streamlined and consistent 
process for tracking and “digitizing” the comple-
tion of various transportation infrastructure, 
including the completion of sidewalks, signage, 
striping, parking, curb ramps, and other improve-
ments.  Proper tracking of infrastructure and its 
condition is imperative to measuring and moni-
toring performance, but more importantly for 
planning and budgeting for improvements.

Funding 
■■ Actively pursue outside funding – continue 
to apply for grants, including annual TA 
grants from MDT, TIGER grants through US 
DOT, etc.  Pursue additional opportunities for 
public-private-partnerships.

■■ Leverage existing funding sources – continue to 
utilize local funds to leverage state and federal 
funds, including city impact fees, MRA funds, 
etc. 

  
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■■ Pursue additional options to execute projects 
locally – oftentimes local agencies are able 
to streamline projects at lower administrative 
costs than state and federal agencies.   

■■ Consider development of a bicycle facility and 
maintenance funding program, similar to the 
City Sidewalk Subsidy program, and/or a neigh-
borhood traffic calming/active transportation 
funding program.

■■ Pursue additional opportunities to raise trans-
portation funds locally – consider options to 
increase locally-derived revenue for local trans-
portation projects (e.g. local option gas tax, local 
option sales tax, increased development impact 
fees, etc.), which appears to have modest 
support among Missoula-area voters (Figure 55 
and Figure 56).

Figure 55. Registered voter support/opposition to paying new taxes or fees for transportation system improvements
(2015 Missoula Area Transportation Survey)
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Policy and Planning
■■ Future updates to the City and County Growth 
Policies and annexation, zoning, and subdivi-
sion regulations and policies should consider 
the adoption of the Activate Missoula 2045 
“Ambitious” mode share goal and incorporate 
(or strengthen) policies and guidelines that 
support achievement of the goal.

■■ Vulnerable and under-represented popula-
tions - give special consideration to areas with 
concentrations of students, seniors, low-income 
families, or others that are more dependent on 
modes other than the automobile to provide a 
safe, accessible environment.

■■ Require multimodal transportation impact 
analysis of local development projects – as 
developments are proposed, it is necessary 
to assess the impact that they may create to 
the existing network and to identify necessary 
mitigation.  Without comprehensive analysis 
of a development’s potential impacts, future 
impacts become the responsibility of the local 
jurisdiction, which can take precious funds to 
mitigate.

■■ Create a standard multimodal transportation 
impact analysis methodology and requirements 
- it is imperative that all jurisdictions have clear 
and defined transportation impact study guide-
lines and requirements that assess the true 
impact of new development and appropriate 
mitigation to reduce impacts.

■■ Require needed multimodal infrastructure 
concurrent with development – allowing devel-
opment to defer infrastructure improvements 
sometimes creates network deficiencies that 
are difficult to address following a project’s 
development. 

■■ Update and adopt a City Sidewalk Master Plan 
– consider updating the 2006 draft Sidewalk 
Master Plan (never adopted) and consider the 
needs of vulnerable population and under-
represented demographics in the prioritization 
process.

■■ Consider development of a “Missoula Trails 
Master Plan” to complement the Missoula 
Bicycle Facilities Master Plan and an updated 
Sidewalk Master Plan.  A critical component of 
this plan will be developing a plan for pavement 
preservation and trail lighting maintenance.
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Figure 56. Registered voters preference for type of new tax or fee
(2015 Missoula Area Transportation Survey)
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■■ Level of Service – work with MDT to consider 
emphasizing multi-modal Level of Service 
rather than focusing exclusively on vehicular 
LOS standards for development and transpor-
tation planning, particularly in urban corridors. 
Shifting to multi-modal LOS will also help to 
address anticipated congestion-related perfor-
mance measures that will require reviewing the 
number of people moving through a corridor 
rather than the number of vehicles.

■■ Strengthen education and encouragement 
related to Transportation Options – provide 
additional resources and/or funding to help 
bolster existing education and encouragement 
of non-SOV infrastructure, safety, programs and 
projects.

II.  The Community’s Role

As described throughout the document, Activate 
Missoula 2045 is meant to serve the community, 
and the community played a role in shaping the plan 
itself.  It is intended to represent and fulfil the role 
of transportation in the community’s overall goals 
and objectives with respect to supporting the move-
ment of people of all ages and abilities, supporting 
economic growth and vitality, protecting the natural 
resources of the Missoula valley, and providing a 
high quality of life to all citizens.  

While all transportation agencies and partners, 
as well as local jurisdictions, have a role in imple-
menting the vision of Activate Missoula 2045, it 
is also clear that the community can help achieve 
this – whether that be through engagement in 
public planning processes and policy development, 
providing feedback to the MPO and its partners, or 
by changing individual travel behaviors – everyone 
has a real interest in helping to reach Missoula’s 
community goals.



Appendix A: Community Outreach
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 I. APPROVED ACTIVATE MISSOULA 2045 PUBLIC PARTICIPATION PLAN 
The following Activate Missoula 2045 LRTP Public Participation Plan was approved by the Transportation Policy 
Coordinating Committee on September 15, 2015 in the initial phase of the Activate Missoula 2045 Project.  The public 
participation plan is consistent with the MPO’s overall public outreach requirements.  MPO staff worked with LSA and 
Alta (project consultants) to develop a Public Participation Plan that outlined the general approach and methods to 
meaningfully involve the public in the 2016 LRTP update.  This plan was used as a guide for all outreach activities.   
 PUBLIC PARTICIPATION PLAN 

INTRODUCTION 
The Missoula Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) is the agency tasked with developing a Long Range 
Transportation Plan (LRTP), which sets at least a 20-year vision for the Missoula region’s transportation system. The 
long-range transportation plan is updated every four years to reflect the changing dynamics of the area and was last 
updated in 2012 and looked at a 2040 horizon-year. The MPO has already started to work on creating a plan for the year 
2045. 
 
Developing a long range plan requires two key elements: technical work and community engagement. Ultimately, the 
LRTP is only adopted after considering public input and recommendations from professional transportation planners. 
Public involvement is a critical element in the development and adoption of the 2045 Long Range Transportation Plan, 
given the significant sociocultural, economic, health, and environmental impacts of transportation on all citizens in the 
region. 
 
This Public Participation Plan creates widespread opportunities for citizens to be informed and engaged throughout the 
development of the 2045 Long Range Transportation Plan. The purpose of the Public Participation Plan is to provide a 
roadmap to systematically achieve goals and objectives for public involvement, ensuring diverse and inclusive public 
input. REQUIREMENTS 
This Public Participation Plan complies with the objectives outlined in the Missoula Urban Transportation Planning 
Process Public Participation Plan last revised in January of 2015. The Public Participation Plan also meets the federal 
requirements for public involvement as identified in 23 CFR 450.316 and 23 CFR 450.324. 
 ELEMENTS 
The following elements will be integral components to a comprehensive Public Participation Plan: 
 
BRANDING 
A brand and tagline for the LRTP have been developed as an initial step. The plan will be branded as “Activate Missoula” 
and will have the below logos and banners utilized throughout the project and beyond.  

 The project brand will make the planning effort immediately recognizable during public presentations and meetings, 
special events, and in plan materials. Branded Activate Missoula materials will be clear and concise and will connect key 
messages with targeted audiences. QR codes can be provided in printed materials, which will lead the recipient directly to 
the project website.  



  

 
ELECTRONIC OUTREACH 
The following means of electronic public outreach will be provided as part of the 2045 LRTP. 
 
Website 
Throughout the life of the 2045 LRTP update process and beyond, a project website will be maintained by the Missoula 
MPO. The site will be separate from any City, County or MPO website and will have the URL: 
http://www.activatemissoula.com The consultant team will design and build the website, however the MPO will maintain 
the domain registration and hosting so that the site may be used in future updates and the MPO will always be in control 
of public feedback, survey results and other information collected by the website. In addition to the main website there 
will be several key features oriented at gathering public participation with greater flexibility than at a conventional public 
workshop or open house. A link to the LRTP update website will be maintained on both the City and County websites. 
 
Interactive Mapping 
The project website will include an interactive mapping portal which will be in operation from before the first public 
workshop until the existing conditions analysis phase of the project is complete. It is expected that this feature will be 
enabled for at least two months. The interactive mapping portal will allow the public to leave map based feedback much 
as they would with a marker at a traditional public meeting. Visitors to the website will be able to leave points which 
clarify needs or concerns they have for the existing system as well as lines to denote routes that need improvement or 
routes that they utilize in their daily lives. Comments will be configured to be left in relation to motor vehicle, transit, 
bicycling or walking. The project team will download the results and combine them with the forms of in-person hard copy 
participation for analysis.  
 
Surveys  
At least two surveys will be conducted for the LRTP project.  The Bureau of Business and Economic Research (BBER) at 
the University of Montana has been contracted by the MPO to administer a statistically valid survey of a random sampling 
of Missoula area residents regarding the region’s transportation issues and how residents travel throughout the 
valley.  The survey will be administered in late September through October, with final results expected in November.  The 
information gathered from the BBER survey will supplement information gathered through other public input 
opportunities, including the interactive mapping, public meetings, and community events.   
An additional survey is expected to be created in coordination with the interactive mapping exercise that will be posted on 
the project website.  This survey will seek to obtain additional more detailed information from Missoulians about their 
issues, concerns, travel habits, priorities for transportation funding and projects, and their future vision for Missoula and 
the region as it pertains to transportation.   It is intended that this survey will be administered through November, prior to 
and following the first Public Meeting, and the information gathered will be analyzed and presented, in addition to the 
results of the BBER survey.  All information will be available on the project website and shareable via weblink and 
promoted through the various distribution outlets and media. 
 
Social and Electronic Media 
The 2045 LRTP will utilize the existing social and electronic media outlets of the Missoula MPO, such as through the 
MPO’s Facebook page and Constant Contact account.  Other agencies and partners will also be asked to assist with 
disseminating information and encouraging public participation, such as Missoula in Motion, the Bike Walk Alliance of 
Missoula, Missoula Institute for Sustainable Transportation, and others. The objective will be to leverage the existing user 
base who already follow the MPO and other groups tied to transportation in the Missoula region.  
Leveraging these resources may have the added benefit of increasing the number of individuals who follow the Missoula 
MPO through Facebook throughout the process. Ideally, informational items that are posted to the project website will 
also be posted to Facebook and sent out via Constant Contact. Additionally, reminders of upcoming public meetings or 
other events will be published through these electronic media outlets.  
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Project Newsletter 
A periodic newsletter will be produced that describes work in progress, results achieved, preliminary recommendations, 
and other related topics. The newsletters would be published and distributed to all members of the MPO’s Transportation 
Policy Coordinating Committee (TPCC) and Transportation Technical Advisory Committee (TTAC), as well as the 
committees that will be set up specifically for the 2045 LRTP, including the Citizen’s Advisory Committee (CAC) and the 
Technical Advisory Committee (TAC).  The newsletter will also be available for agency staff, elected officials, and 
members of the public via electronic media and the project website. 
 
IN-PERSON OUTREACH 
The following means will be utilized to conduct in-person public involvement at specific points during the planning 
process: 
 
Stakeholder Outreach 
The project team will meet with up to ten (10) stakeholder groups for detailed discussions about the transportation system, 
policy and potential improvements. These meetings will take place during the first week in November 2015. 
 
Public Meetings/Open Houses 
The Missoula LRTP planning process will feature three larger-scale public meetings/open houses. Each of the public 
meetings/open houses will use an assortment of the public outreach techniques listed in Table 1 of the Missoula 
Transportation Public Participation Plan. These will include printed notification, newspaper advertisement (paid for by the 
MPO-if desired), notices on the Development Services Website, the project website (www.activatemissoula.com), 
Facebook and other MPO-driven social media, project and other email lists, and a press release sent to local media outlets 
suitable for pickup by local TV and radio stations. All project related informational releases will include: 

 Project description; 
 Meeting or other participation process purpose; 
 Location, time, date(s), and details regarding the involvement opportunity 
 Sources for additional documentation (if applicable); and 
 Contact name and information for further questions. 

 
Communication methods at these public meetings will include poster displays, PowerPoint presentations including 
various graphics, photos and videos, and takeaway written materials. 
 
Public Meeting #1 The first will occur during the first week in November and will be focused on the existing conditions and deficiencies 
within the study area. It would begin with a short presentation by the project team, followed by questions and answers, 
and then ending with informal one-on-one discussions between the public and members of the project team.  Additionally, 
as part of this phase of the project,  a separate bicycle facilities specific workshop will be scheduled using the membership 
of BWAM and other local groups to advertise.  
 
Public Meeting #2 The second public meeting will occur during the needs assessment in Task 5 and take place after the consultant has met 
with any identified groups and after completion of initial field studies and defined transportation-related problems. The 
transportation needs will be identified through data-drive analysis of the existing transportation network (motorized and 
non-motorized) as well as public input from Meeting #1, surveys and web-based outreach (website, social media, email). 
This meeting would review the identified problems with the public to ensure that all of the major transportation problems 
have been included in the analysis. 
 
Public Meeting #3 The third public meeting would occur toward the end of the planning process, either at, or just prior to the draft plan 
deliverable in Task 9 after a preliminary set of recommendations had been developed. The meeting would allow for 
discussion of the types of recommended improvements and to receive initial feedback from the community. 



Responsibilities: The Missoula MPO will assist the project team by locating and reserving venues, assisting with press releases, and
providing light refreshments at events. 
 
Community Events 
Traditional public involvement strategies rely on asking members of the public to take time out from their lives to attend 
meetings or events. This approach can generate interest in the project, but it will only appeal to a certain spectrum of the 
population. As the project progresses, both the project team and the MPO will look at event calendars to determine if there 
are opportunities to build outreach for the Missoula LRTP within existing events that people are already going to.   
Consultant team attendance at these events would be planned around staff or committee meetings, fieldwork, and other 
project tasks in order to make the best use of the project budget; we do not anticipate making individual trips to Missoula 
for the attendance of a community event. Missoula MPO staff will also look for opportunities to represent the LRTP 
project at community events or meetings without consultant participation, such as community forums and councils, 
neighborhood meetings, farmer’s markets, sporting events, cultural and art festivals, etc. The goal will be to attend a 
broad spectrum of events sponsored by organizations that represent the community’s diverse demographics.   
Committee Meetings 
Throughout the project the Missoula MPO and the project team will provide regular updates and seek approval/adoption 
of interim and final deliverables. Regular meetings of the CAC and TAC will occur throughout the plan process in order 
to seek input on plan deliverables and help to develop recommendations. Meetings related to approval of deliverables, 
recommendations, and of the plan itself will take place through the TTAC and TPCC and will be publicly noticed as 
required through various means. The updates will be included in the agendas for these meetings and open to the public.  
Consultant team staff will attend up to four (4) committee meetings (TTAC, TPCC, TAC, and/or CAC) throughout the 
plan process. Where possible, the project team will try and combine these meetings with public meetings or other 
activities that make project related travel efficient.  
 
GETTING THE WORD OUT 
Successful public outreach is dependent on project news reaching a wide variety of stakeholders, including typically 
underrepresented members of the community, including young people and people with disabilities. The project will 
collect the email addresses of interested members of the community though the project website and at project related 
events. Information regarding the project will be sent to these individuals. In addition, the project will make use of the 
combined potential contained within other civil, social service, faith-based, or other entities to get critical project related 
entities. These groups will be asked to circulate public workshop notices and to point interested parties to the project 
website. The Missoula MPO is required to keep a roster of these organizations.  
 
PUBLIC COMMENT 
In addition to public comment received through the project website and through in-person means, the Consultant team 
will make its lead staff available to all interested parties for the purposes of receiving comments and answering questions. 
This will be accomplished by several methods, including:  An 800 telephone number to LSA (published in all materials); Email access to our lead staff (published in all materials); A Post Office box for written comments to the team; and Attendance at select committee meetings including the TPCC, TTAC, CAC, boards and commissions, and other

local group meetings.
ACCESSIBILITY 
Project related meetings and outreach events will be held in locations and at times of day that are accessible to residents of 
low and moderate income neighborhoods and that are accessible to people with disabilities (in compliance with 23 CFR 
450.316, Title VI, and Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) requirements). 
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 II. ADVERTISING AND PUBLICITY 
The following tables summarize the various methods and outlets the MPO used to advertise and publicize the Activate 
Missoula 2045 plan and process, including opportunities for public involvement. 
 
Television and Radio Interviews 
Outlet Date Interview 

KVGO 10/23/2015 Interview with Peter Christianson 
103.3 11/2/2015 Interview with Craig 
MCAT 10/17/2015 Interview with Joel B. 
MCAT 5/16/2016 Interview with Joel B.  
KVGO 5/16/2016 Interview with Peter Christianson 
103.3 5/23/2016 Interview with Craig 
MCAT 10/17/2016 Interview with Joel B.  
103.3 10/19/2016 Interview with Craig 
KPAX 11/18/2016 Interview with Dennis Bragg 

 
Radio Ads 
Outlet Date Type 

103.3 10/26/2015 – 11/2/205 30-sec 
103.3 5/16//2016 – 5/23/2016 30-sec 

 
Newspaper Ads 
Outlet Date Type 

Indy 10/23/2015 2/5 vertical 
Missoulian 11/1/2015 Front page of Montana section 

Indy 5/18/2016 2/5 vertical 
Missoulian 5/22/2016 Front page Montana section 
 
Press Releases 
Outlet Date Type 

City 10/22/2015 Sent to media by City Communications Director 
City 5/16/2016 Sent to media by City Communications Director 

 
Letter to the Editor 
Outlet Date Type 
Missoulian 10/31/2015 From TPCC Chair to Community encouraging participation 

Sample Radio Ad Script for Summit #2 
You’re invited to get involved, share your ideas and 
shape Missoula’s future for next 30 years of walking, 
bicycling, transit and driving projects at the 2nd Long 
Range Transportation Plan Summit. 
 
Join us on Tuesday, May 24th at the Missoula Children’s 
Theater.  Discuss different transportation challenges that 
impact Missoula and explore how goals and 
improvements are prioritized and funded through an 
interactive session. We’ll also have an update on the 
developing Bike Master Plan.  
 
The May 24th meeting starts at 5:30pm.  Visit 
activatemissoula.com for more information.  



 Newsletters
Outlet Date Message

MPO Newsletter 10/7/2015 Advertise project launch, website and kick-off meetings
Missoula DowntownAssociation 10/20/2015 Advertise project launch, website and kick-off meetings

Missoula County Community Planning Services 10/15/2015 Advertise project launch, website and kick-off meetings
Sustainable Business Council 10/29/2015 Advertise project launch, website and kick-off meetings

MPO Newsletter 11/13/2015 Summarize kick-off, invite public to visit website, take survey
MPO Newsletter 12/16/2015 *Update on website/online survey, reminder for Dec. 31 deadline forcomments 
MPO Newsletter 5/10/2016 Update on website, new online surveys, next public meeting
MPO Newsletter 6/15/2016 Request to take survey on Goals and performance measures
MPO Newsletter 10/17/2016 Advertising the 3rd summit
MPO Newsletter 10/26/2016 Request to take survey on mode split goal and scenarios

Community Listserve Posts 
Outlet Date 

Development Services Newsflash 10/22/2015 
Weekly City News Digest 10/23/2015 

Missoula gov 12/15/2015 
Weekly City News Digest 5/12/2016 

Missoula Community Listserve 10/11/2016 
Missoula Community Listserve 10/19/2016 

Facebook posts 
Post Date People reached Shares Description
Website link 10/14/2015 198 1 Link and information about the LRTP Update website posted 
Bicycle facility workshop graphic 10/19/2015 439 4 Information posted on the Bicycle Facility Workshop, including date,time and location 
Wiki-map info & link 10/21/2015 203 0 Posted a link and information about the website's wikimap to encourage people to comment on the transportation network
Bicycle FacilityWorkshop 10/26/2015 2193 1 Inviting public to attend workshop 
active transportationsummit post 10/29/2015 569 5 Inviting public to discuss local transportation at workshop 
wiki-map link 11/19/2015 38 0 Posted a link and update about the online wikimap 
thank-you post andinfo about public workshops 

11/6/2015 124 0 General info about the Transportation Summit kick-off event, withphotos 
bike workshop post 11/5/2015 99 0 Highlight success of bike workshop during kick-off week 
bike workshopreminder 11/4/2015 199 1 reminder about the bike facility planning workshop 
kick-off weekreminder 11/3/2015 38 0 Reminder about two public input workshops happening this week 
Missoulian editorial 11/2/2015 278 1 Missoulian article encouraging public to help set transportation 
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link priorities 
transportation summit reminder 10/27/2015 154 0 Advertised as exciting opportunity to help give feedback on transportation needs 
wiki map reminder 12/15/2015 51 1 post reminding people to participate in the online, interactive wiki map prior to Dec. 31 
Reminder for wiki map 12/16/2015 23 0 Shared from transportation planning page 
Survey reminder 12/17/2015 76 1 Reminder to complete survey by Dec 31st  
wiki map reminder 12/31/2015 215 1 Final reminder to add comments to the wiki map 
LRTP website reminder 3/28/2016 124 1 Article about equitable active transportation with reminder to visit the activate Missoula website.  
Public Summit #2 4/28/2016 12  Updating people that the next public meeting is may 24th 
Press Release for Summit  5/16/2016 308 2 Inviting people to identify and prioritize transportation projects at the next public meeting  
Public Summit #2 5/18/2016 1718 6 description of summit, including update on the bicycle master plan  
Public Summit #3  10/11/2016 1147  Detailed invitation to 3rd public summit, open house style  
Transportation summit #3 kick off  10/17/2016 1664 12 20 likes! Another detailed invite to open house  
Missoulian article about LRTP 10/19/2016 239 1 Missoulian article about open house 
Summit 33 Final Reminder 10/20/2016 967 1 final reminder for summit  
Missoula Current Article 10/24/2016 63  Post w/ article thanking everyone for coming 
 
Other advertising and publicity  
Type Where 

Posters Distributed to multiple locations for Summit 1 # 2  
Business cards w/ website info Approx. 100 distributed to various locations and partners throughout the process  



  

III. INTERAGENCY CONSULTATIONS 
Introduction and Purpose 
Pursuant to the requirements of the FAST Act, the Missoula MPO consulted with State and local agencies responsible for land use management, natural resources, environmental protection, conservation, and historic preservation, and safety and security concerning the development of the 2016 LRTP Update.  
With respect to natural resources, environmental protection, conservation, and historic preservation, the consultation involved (a) comparison of the LRTP with available State conservation plans and maps, and (b) comparison of the LRTP to available inventories of natural or historic resources.  
With respect to safety and security, the consultation involved input from safety and security agencies regarding (a) identification of critical facilities and transportation elements; (b) clarification of the role of transportation operators, the MPO, and MDT in ensuring the safety of the transportation system; and (c) discussion of how to address the statewide Comprehensive Highway Safety Plan.  
Who Was Contacted and Who Participated 
To encourage agency input, the MPO conducted two separate meetings on September 8, 2016, the first with safety and security agencies and the second with resource agencies. The MPO contacted 12 resource agencies and 14 safety and security agencies by e-mail. Agencies in each group were invited to attend the meetings or send comments. Three agency representatives attended the resource agency meeting and a fourth e-mailed comments. Six representatives attended the safety and security meeting. Table 1 lists the agencies and representatives contacted and invited to participate in the consultation process, and notes those agencies that participated. 
How Information Was Obtained 
Consultation Meetings: At the two meetings on September 8, 2016, representatives from resource agencies and safety and security agencies asked questions and provided comments about potential impacts of various LRTP projects on their respective areas of expertise. 
Online Interactive Map: To facilitate agency review and comment, the e-mail invitations provided links to the interactive 2016 LRTP Update - Agency Consultation map which contains multiple layers of environmental, resource and safety and security data. The map illustrated collector and arterial streets that involve the use of Federal transportation funds. Information on the map was displayed under two tabs – Natural Resource Agencies and Emergency Response & Safety Agencies. The map also included a Comments tab to an online form that allowed users to provide any additional considerations that have not been identified. Figure 1 and 2provide a snapshot of the data provided in the online interactive maps. 
Table 2 summarizes input that the MPO received from agencies that participated in the consultation process. The table lists e-mail comments, interactive map entries and comments, and questions and comments from agency representatives present at the September 8, 2016 meetings.  
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Table 1: Interagency Consultation Contacts 
Natural Resource Agencies 
Participated Agency Representative 

 Montana Dept. of Natural Resources & Conservation Liz Mullins 
 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Region 8  Tim Russ 
 Montana Dept. of Environmental Quality Mindy McCarthy 

* City of Missoula Historic Preservation Office Leslie Schwab 
 US Bureau of Land Mgt. Jim Sparks 
 Montana Fish, Wildlife and Parks  Ladd Knotek 

* U.S. Fish Wildlife Service Mike McGrath 
 U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Christina Schroeder 
 U.S. Army Corps / Engineers Brenda Christensen 
 U.S. Forest Service Edward Butler 

† Confederated Salish & Kootenai Tribes Gabe Johnson 
* Montana Dept. of Transportation - Helena Vicki Crnich 

Safety and Security Agencies 
Participated Agency Representative 

* Missoula Police Department Sgt. Greg Amundsen 
 Missoula County Sheriff's Dept. Capt. Bill Burt 

* Montana Highway Patrol Capt. Jim Kitchin 
* Missoula Fire Dept. Chief Jason Diehl 
 MDT Helena Ed Toavs 
 MDT- Missoula Shane Stack 
 FHWA Helena Brian Hasselbach  

* Missoula County Office of Emergency Services Adrian Beck 
* Missoula Emergency Services Don Whalen 
 Missoula Public Works John Wilson 
 Missoula County Public Works Erik Dickson 
 Missoula Airport Authority Cris Jensen 
 Montana Rail Link Steve Werner 

* Mountain Line Jeff Logan 
*Attended September 8, 2016 Meeting 
†Sent comments 
 



Table 2: Interagency Consultation Comments 
Resource Agencies 
Date Input Type Agency Representative Input 
9/8/16 Map Comment U.S. Fish & WildlifeService Mike McGrath 9 bull trout habitat locations. 
9/8/16 Meeting Comment U.S. Fish & WildlifeService Mike McGrath Grant Creek bike/pedestrian bridge requires consultation with USFWS office because the bridgecrosses a creek designated as bull trout critical habitat 
9/8/16 Meeting Comment U.S. Fish & WildlifeService Mike McGrath Stressed need to notify USFWS early after start ofnews project  
10/25/16 E-mail U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service Mike McGrath Confirmed 9 bull trout and 2 yellow-billed cuckoohabitat areas.  
9/12/16 E-mail City of Missoula Historic Preservation Office Leslie Schwab Map of Missoula's National Register HistoricDistricts (OPG, 2010) 
10/17/16 E-mail City of Missoula Historic Preservation Office. Leslie Schwab The Fairgrounds are also an historic district but arenot on the map.  
8/31/16 E-mail Confederated Salish & Kootenai Tribes Gabe Johnson 1. CKST will continue to pursue funding for a pathalong US 93 from St. Ignatius to the Wye (intersection of I-90 and US 93 despite a previous unsuccessful TIGER  grant application. 2. CSKT andMissoula County should discuss how the Mullan Road Trails/Frenchtown Trails and the US 93 Pathmight mesh at some point.  
9/8/16 Meeting Comment Montana Dept. ofTransportation Vicki Crnich FW to Shane Stack Suggestion for the MPO to provide a scoring sheetthat would indicate whether there is a need for a cultural resource inventory, e.g., for Goal 7 or Goal8 
Safety & Security Agencies 
Date Input Type Agency Representative Input 
9/8/16 Meeting Comment Missoula PoliceDepartment Sgt. Greg Amundsen Question about the LRTP's role regarding trafficcalming devices. The LRTP includes a general traffic calming “project” but no Federal funds areplanned to be spent on these devices. 
9/8/16 Interactive Map Missoula Fire Dept. Chief Jason Diehl The Fire Code prohibits traffic calming devices (including roundabouts) unless approved by thefire code official."  
9/8/16 Meeting Comment Missoula Fire Dept. Chief Jason Diehl Provided Fire Bureau contact list, which includesthe fire marshal’s office/fire prevention bureau and the fire department administration and requested their inclusion in the MPO’s notificationlist.  
9/8/16 Meeting Comment Missoula Fire Dept. Chief Jason Diehl The Fire Department is concerned about neighborhood access where traffic calming devicesare installed, 
9/8/16 Meeting Comment Missoula County Office ofEmergency Services Adrian Beck Asked whether snowplow routes have been mapped. The City has in fact mapped the routes.
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10/20/16 E-mail MDT, Missoula Shane Stack, forwarding message from Vicki Crnich                                                                                                                 

Whatever is discussed in the LRTP regarding safety does not contradict Missoula's CTSP, e.g., if the Missoula LRTP emphasis areas aren’t the same as those in the CTSP. From a FAST Act perspective, the performance measures for safety have been published.    
 



Figure 1:  Resource Map 
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Figure 2: Safety and Security Map 

 

 



  

IV. PUBLIC MEETINGS (SUMMITS, COMMITTEES, BOARDS, ETC.) 
The following summarizes the dates and topics of various public meetings where the Activate Missoula 2045 LRTP was discussed, including large-scale public meetings (summits), Community Advisory Committee and Technical Advisory Committee meetings, MPO Transportation Technical Advisory and Transportation Policy Coordinative Committee meetings, and other agency/organization board or committee meetings.  While this list is meant to capture all publicly held meetings, it may be possible that some have not been noted.    
Group/meeting/event Date Staff attended Description of agenda/discussion 
TTAC 7/2/2015 Jessica Morriss Jessica provided an update regarding the status of contracting with the selected consultant 
TPCC 7/21/2015 Jessica Morriss Jessica provided an update regarding the status of contracting with the selected consultant 
Bike Ped Advisory Board 8/4/2015 Jessica Morriss Jessica provided an update to the BPAB regarding the status of contracting with the selected consultant 
TTAC 8/6/2015 Jessica Morriss Jessica provided an update regarding the project team's work 
TPCC 8/18/2015 Jessica Morriss Jessica provided an update regarding the project team's work 
Bike Ped Advisory Board 9/1/2015 Jessica Morriss Jessica provided an update to the BPAB regarding the status of the LRTP, branding, website, and anticipated kick off dates 
TTAC 9/3/2015 Jessica Morriss Jessica provided an overview of the draft public participation plan; TTAC approved 
Development Community Meeting w/ Development Services 

9/11/2015 Jessica Morriss Jessica provided an update to those in attendance from BIA, MOR, etc. about the upcoming LRTP update 
TPCC 9/15/2015 Jessica Morriss Jessica provided an overview of the draft public participation plan; TPCC approved 
Downtown Master Plan Committee 9/17/2015 Jessica Morriss Jessica informed the committee of the upcoming LRTP update and let members know about the website and 1st public meeting. 
Bike Walk Alliance of Missoula 9/23/2015 Jessica Morriss Jessica informed the committee of the upcoming LRTP update and let members know about the website and 1st public meeting; Jessica also requested the board assign someone to the CAC. 
Mountain Line Board 9/24/2015 Jessica Morriss Jessica informed the committee of the upcoming LRTP update and let members know about the website and 1st public meeting. 
Target Range HOA 9/30/2015 Aaron Wilson Aaron provided an update, including information about the website and kick-off events 
Parking Commission 10/1/2015 Jessica Morriss Jessica informed the committee of the upcoming LRTP update and let members know about the website and 1st public meeting. 
Bike Ped Advisory Board 10/6/2015 Aaron Wilson Aaron provided an update, including information about the website and kick-off events; also requested the board appoint a member to the CAC. 
Planning Board 10/6/2015 Dave Prescott Dave provided an update, including information about the website and kick-off events 
Missoula County Open Lands Committee Meeting 

10/15/2015 Aaron Wilson Aaron  provided an update, including information about the website and kick-off events 
Community Forum 10/22/2015 Jessica Morriss Jessica provided an update, including information about the kick off events and website; requested community forum members to serve on CAC. 
STAC 10/23/2015 Dave Prescott Dave provided an update, including information about the website and kick-off events 
River Road Neighborhood 10/26/2015 David Gray Dave provided an update, including information about the website and kick-off events 
County Parks & Trails 10/26/201 Aaron Wilson Aaron sent email info to CAPS staff to distribute info about the kick off 
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Board 5 events to board members 
Public Meeting 11/3/2015 All Bicycle Network Planning Public Meeting - Public Library 
Public Meeting 11/4/2015 All Transportation Summit #1 - Holiday Inn Downtown 
TTAC 12/3/2015 All Staff provided a general update 
TPCC 12/15/2015 All Staff provided a general update 
TTAC 1/7/2016 All Staff provided a general update 
TPCC 1/19/2016 All Staff provided a general update 
TTAC 2/4/2016 All Staff provided general update; presented final BBER Transportation Survey Report 
TPCC 2/16/2016 All Staff provided general update; presented final BBER Transportation Survey Report 
CAC meeting 1 2/23/2016 All Staff introduced the LRTP process and purpose of CAC and discussed group priorities 
TTAC 3/3/2016 All Staff provided a general update 
TPCC 3/15/2016 All Staff provided a general update 
City Council Public Works Committee 3/16/2016 Jessica Morriss Jessica provided overview of purpose and role of MPO, LRTP, and an overview of 2015 BBER Transportation Survey 
CAC meeting 2 3/22/2016 All Staff reviewed results of Goals/objectives survey and presented information about mode split 
TTAC 4/7/2016 All Jessica provided an update and presented information about goals/objectives, performance measures and mode split 
TPCC 4/19/2016 All Jessica provided an update and presented information about goals/objectives, performance measures and mode split 
Technical Advisory Committee meeting 1 4/25/2016 All Review goals, objectives, performance measures, and ranking criteria; review draft project list 
Community Forum 4/28/2016 Dave Prescott Provided update on LRTP status and upcoming public meeting 
Bicycle Pedestrian Advisory Board 5/10/2016 Jessica Morriss Provided update on LRTP status and upcoming public meeting 
Parks and Trails Advisory Committee 5/12/2016 David Gray Provided update on LRTP status and upcoming public meeting 
Downtown Master Plan Committee 5/19/2016 Jessica Morriss Provided update on LRTP status and upcoming public meeting 
TTAC/TPCC joint meeting 5/24/2016 All Provided an overview of that evening's Transportation Summit #2 
Public Meeting 5/24/2016 All Transportation Summit #2 - Missoula Children's Theatre 
TTAC 6/9/2016 Aaron and Jessica Provided an overview of Transportation Summit #2 results and other public input information; funding allocation discussion 
TPCC 6/21/2016 Aaron and Jessica Provided an overview of Transportation Summit #2 results and other public input information; funding allocation discussion 
Technical Advisory Committee meeting 2 7/21/2016 All Review goal ranking, goal 8 results; review proposed goal weighting and scoring; review refined project scoring criteria 
CAC meeting 3 8/2/2016 All Discussed goal weighting and goal 8 inclusion; discussed refined project scoring criteria; reviewed public involvement; discuss scenario development 
Joint TTAC/TPCC meeting 8/16/2016 All Discussed goal weighting and goal 8 inclusion; discussed refined project scoring criteria; reviewed public involvement; discuss scenario development 
Mode Split Subcommittee 8/26/2016 All Discussed options and parameters for setting a mode split goal;  approved 3 mode split goal options 
Technical Advisory Committee 9/2/2016 Aaron and Jessica Review/approve mode split options and develop funding allocations for each (Scenarios) 
TTAC 9/8/2016 Aaron and Review/approve mode split and funding allocation options 



  

Jessica 
TPCC 9/20/2016 Aaron and Jessica Review/approve mode split and funding allocation options 
Technical Advisory Committee 10/4/2016 All Review preliminary project rankings and new funding allocation option 
Bicycle Pedestrian Advisory Board 10/4/2016 Jessica and Aaron Provided update on LRTP status and upcoming public meeting 
Planning Board 10/4/2016 Jessica Morriss Provided update on LRTP status and upcoming public meeting 
City Council Public Works Committee 10/5/2016 Jessica and Aaron Provided update on LRTP status and upcoming public meeting 
Final Public Meeting/Open House - Summit 3 

10/20/2016 All Open house with interactive stations of plan process, feedback on mode split goals and scenarios sought 
CAC meeting 4 10/25/2016 All Presented results of public input from Open House and obtain feedback on mode split goal and scenario preferences 
TTAC 11/3/2016 Jessica and Aaron Presented results of public input from Open House and CAC, and obtain recommendation on mode split goal and funding scenario 
TPCC 11/15/2016 Jessica and Aaron Presented results of public input from Open House and CAC, and obtain recommendation on mode split goal and funding scenario 
Bicycle Pedestrian Advisory Board 12/6/2016 Aaron and Ben Weiss provided overview of draft Bike Master Plan 
TPCC 12/13/2016 Aaron and Ben Weiss provided overview of draft Bike Master Plan 
City Council Public Works Committee 12/21/2016 Aaron and Ben Weiss provided overview of draft Bike Master Plan 
TTAC 1/5/2017 All present draft bike master plan and draft LRTP 
TPCC 1/17/2017 All present draft LRTP and adopt bike master plan 
Planning Board 1/17/2017 All present draft LRTP    
Community Forum 1/26/2017 All present draft LRTP 
Missoula Downtown Association Board 2/7/2017 Aaron and Ben Present draft BFMP and draft LRTP 
TTAC 2/9/2017 All recommend adoption of LRTP 
TPCC 2/21/2017 All adopt LRTP 
 



Online Comments
Name Timestamp General Comment Specific project comment Response

Kathleen Shepherd 1/4/2017 19:20:06

I think this is a great plan! This kind of forward 

attitude is why my family settled in Missoula. The only 

complaint I have is that so few city services are 

available to all the families up on South Hill. I would 

really like to see expansion in that area in the future.  Noted.

1/4/2017 23:19:43

I am a homeowner in the Linda Vista area and am disappointed 

and disheartened that we the tax payers were not offered a 

discussion or furthermore an explanation of the bike lanes in this 

residential neighborhood. Did you do a study to determine the 

bike use in this area? It is minimal at best! To eliminate parking 

for the sake of a few is irrational and ludicrous! I am against this 

waste of money, NO BIKE LANES!! Noted.

Julie Kies  1/19/2017 15:35:26

I am very impressed with the maps, data, tools and 

expertise going into this planning.  I have only had a 

chance to review part of it, and will review more later.  

My family has been thinking of moving to a different 

part of town largely to avoid traffic, and utilize the 

safest bike route to/from home/work/recreational 

spaces.  These maps provide great insight into where 

growth in development and traffic will occur.   Noted.

DRAFT Activate Missoula 2045 Comments



Email Comments

Name Date Comment Response

Caleb Kasper 

(Riverfront 

Neighborhoo

d Leadership 

Team) 1/11/2017

Dear Members of the Missoula Metropolitan Planning Organization, On behalf of 

the Riverfront Neighborhood Leadership Team, I Respectfully ask you to update 

the current Long Range Transportation Plan Update to reflect the following 

comments. Wewouldreally like to see more specificity added to project number 

360–Bike Lanes on 5th St and 6th St between Higgins and Russell. In light of the 

recent Public Works Committee Discussion and vote to have Alta Planning+Design 

complete its work by doing a partial design based on Option 1C as laid out in the 

Transportation Function and Safety Memo, we feel the following would be 

appropriate:

1. Add detail to the project list to include design elements from Option 1C, 

2. Create A new illustrative project to either convert, or study conversion of these 

streets to 2‐way as a long‐term goal

Update project in LRTP to reflect the 

memo and Council adopted 

preferred option.

MDT 2/2/2017

Page 4: Vicki is listed twice in the “Special Thanks” list. Should delete the second 

entry. Noted

MDT 2/2/2017

Pages 5 – 8: In the references where the title is listed on one line but the page 

number is listed on the left side of the column in the next line, suggest moving the 

page number to the right side of the column so that it lines up with the page 

numbers in the other references. Typical comment for multiple references where 

this is the situation. Will adjust text size and formatting

MDT 2/2/2017

Page 7: The Page listing for Figure 50 is confusing. It looks like “2045” and page 

number “93” are squeezed together into one number “204593”. They should be 

separated. Noted, see above

MDT 2/2/2017

Page 11: In the right side column of text, the text “the City and County of 

Missoula” probably should be split into two different listings “the City of Missoula, 

Missoula County, …”. Noted

MDT 2/2/2017
Page 11: Figure 1 is missing the right and bottom border.  Is this a stylistic choice?

Noted, graphic adjusted

MDT 2/2/2017
Page 12: In the List of Goals, in the 5th bullet, what is “secure transportation”?

"Secure Transportation" is directly 

from federal law.

MDT 2/2/2017

Page 13: Consider adding the years to “Winter”, “Spring”, “Summer/Fall”, and 

“Winter” so that all the headings are consistent with the “February 2017” heading 

which does list the year. Noted

MDT 2/2/2017 Page 13: Consider changing “TPCC Adoption” to “Adoption by TPCC”. Noted

MDT 2/2/2017

Page 13, Figure 2: Please change “principals” in Technical Tasks, Spring bubble to 

“principles” Noted

MDT 2/2/2017

Page 14: In the Multimodal Vision Plan section, the name of Chapter 2 listed here 

as “State of the System” does not match the name listed on the Chapter 2 cover 

page which says “Existing & Future Conditions”. Noted

MDT 2/2/2017

Chapter 2: In the footer of all odd numbered pages, the name of the chapter listed 

as “Existing Conditions” should be changed to “Existing & Future Conditions” so 

that it matches the chapter name on the Chapter 2 cover page.
Noted

MDT 2/2/2017

Page 16; 1
st ¶‐Consider removing “(if not over a century)” or revising sentence.  As 

written, the phrase seems superfluous. Noted

MDT 2/2/2017 Page 16; 1
st ¶‐Please remove hyphen between “Long” and “Range” Noted

MDT 2/2/2017 Page 16; Section I;  1
st ¶; last sentence‐Consider removing “of course”.   Noted

MDT 2/2/2017

Page 17, Streets and Highways, 2nd paragraph, 2nd sentence – To be eligible for 

federal funding the roadway must be functionally classified as a major collector or 

above and on‐system. Will clarify in text

MDT 2/2/2017

Page 18: Consider changing the color of the MPO Planning Area lines. The first two 

things that stick out when looking at the figure are the thick reddish‐brown 

colored lines of the major roadways in the map and then next looking at the 

legend and seeing the same thick reddish‐brown colored box outline that says 

“MPO Planning Area”. Noted



MDT 2/2/2017

Page 19: The paragraph that starts with “Overall …” contains statements that 

probably could use further clarification (maybe something about percentage of 

lane miles congested, or in 2015 as compared to 2010), because when looking at 

the map in Figure 5, there is a lot of red and orange which wouldn’t seem “pretty 

good” and “very few areas” upon initial reaction. Figure 6 does show a substantial 

improvement as compared to Figure 5.  
Noted

MDT 2/2/2017
Also, what is the cause of the congestion at the little dot on S 93?  

Will review travel model for 

clarification

MDT 2/2/2017

Is the line in the upper right‐hand corner of Figures 5 & 6 the MPO planning area 

boundary?  Suggest removing since the rest of the boundary isn’t part of the 

figure. Noted

MDT 2/2/2017

Page 19‐Table 2 is not referenced in the text.  Suggest including a reference, 

where appropriate. Noted

MDT 2/2/2017

Page 22: Regarding the sentence “Unfortunately, sufficient pavement condition 

data for City of Missoula roadways is currently not available.”, which roadways is 

this statement referring to?  MDT has been collecting and recording pavement 

condition data for the Interstate, National Highway routes, and Primary routes for 

quite some time. The City of Missoula has been doing the same for the Urban 

route designated roadways (and Missoula County has been collecting data on the 

Urban route designated roadways outside of the City limits). If the sentence is 

referring to the local streets in the City of Missoula, then the sentence should be 

modified accordingly. Otherwise, the statement is incorrect.  Additionally, is this 

true for streets located in Missoula County?
Noted. Will clarify in text

MDT 2/2/2017

Page 24; Bicycle Section: Any proposed SUP within State Highway System R/W 

must meet the criteria of MDT’s Shared use Paths in MDT Right‐of‐Way policy as 

well as the Highway State Special Revenue Account Management – Non Federal 

Match & Maintenance Impact to the Account Policy (HSSRA).
Noted

MDT 2/2/2017

Page 24: In the first paragraph of the Bicycle Section, the word “adolescence” in 

the first paragraph doesn’t seem to make sense based on the language in the 

second sentence that says “decades of development” and “a robust network”. 

The first sentence should probably be reworded to clarify the intent of the 

statement. Noted

MDT 2/2/2017

Page 24; last sentence: This sentence isn’t finished until page 27.  Suggest 

completing the sentence on one page. Noted. Will adjust layout

MDT 2/2/2017

Page 25: In the Buffered Bike Lanes section, the way that the second sentence is 

written implies that the only buffered bike lane in Missoula is the one on East 

Spruce Street. The pavement preservation project that MDT did on Arthur Ave 

from Beckwith Ave to 6th St should also have one now (verify with Kevin Slovarp if 

the final striping has been completed). There may be others too.
Noted, will clarify

MDT 2/2/2017

Page 29: In the second paragraph, at the end of the sentence, change “crashes an 

improve” to “crashes and improve”. Noted

MDT 2/2/2017

Page 29: In the fourth paragraph, in the last sentence, change “an increase the 

number” to “an increase in the number”. Noted

MDT 2/2/2017

Page 33: What are the Total Cost numbers referring to? Insurance damage claims 

paid? Will clarify this total

MDT 2/2/2017 Page 33: What does the cross symbol in the Reserve & I‐90 row signify? Will add reference for cross

MDT 2/2/2017

Page 33; Table 4: There is no reference or discussion of this table in the text.  

Please revise accordingly. Noted

MDT 2/2/2017

Page 35: In the list of organizations, the statement currently listed for the 

Missoula Parking Commission doesn’t really indicate how this organization is 

involved in the transportation options listed in the section. The statement should 

be clarified. Noted

MDT 2/2/2017

Page 37, Intermodal; 1
st
 ¶‐The description of what Figs 17 and 18 represent 

doesn’t seem to match the actual captions on the Figures.  For example, Figure 17 

is a projected flow of truck travel and Figure 18 only shows the western portion of 

the state.  Please clarify. Noted



MDT 2/2/2017

Page 39; Environmental Issues: There are no references or discussion pertaining to 

Tables 5 & 6.  Please revise accordingly. Noted

MDT 2/2/2017

Page 43; Section II; 3
rd
 ¶: Is the Missoula County Growth Policy based on a similar 

approach? Noted

MDT 2/2/2017
Page 43; Section II; 6

th ¶: Should “are” and “they” be flipped in the first sentence?
Noted

MDT 2/2/2017

Figures 24 & 25‐It isn’t clear the extent of the MPO planning area‐based on the 

symbols in the legend. Noted

MDT 2/2/2017

Page 44: In the Legend, should change “50 DUs (2045 – 2015)” to “50 DUs (2015 – 

2045)”. Fixed

MDT 2/2/2017

Page 45: In the Legend, should change “100 New Total Employees (‘45 – ‘15)” to 

“100 New Total Employees (‘15 – ‘45)”. Fixed

MDT 2/2/2017

Page 46; Section III; Committed Projects: Consider re‐ordering the figure numbers 

so Figure 28 is not referenced prior to Figures 26 and 27. Will work on layout options

MDT 2/2/2017

It isn’t clear what the reference is for committed and completed projects.  2012 

LRTP update?  Current TIP?  Please clarify. Noted

MDT 2/2/2017

Page 46: In Section IV, in the first paragraph, in the last sentence, add a space 

between “8” and “presents”. Noted

MDT 2/2/2017 Page 47: In the map, the text for the “Rattlesnake Dr” label is cut off. Noted

MDT 2/2/2017

Page 48: In Table 8, in the 2015 column, why are the values listed here not the 

same as the values listed in the 2015 column of Table 2 on Page 19?

Noted, will check on numbers for 

consistency

MDT 2/2/2017

Page 48: In Table 8, the VMT for 2015 listed here as 1,697,201 doesn’t match the 

3,727,982 VMT listed in Table 15 of Appendix F. Are the areas different? Verify.
Will check for consistency

MDT 2/2/2017

Page 48: In Section V, in the third sentence, the “$508.6 million” listed here needs 

to be updated based on the comments listed for Appendix B.  Also, this $ amount 

doesn’t match the $ amount shown in Table 9. Noted

MDT 2/2/2017

Page 48: In Table 9, Change the Table heading from “Cost estimates for 

anticipated transportation need in 2045” to “Cost estimates for anticipated 

discretionary‐funded transportation need through 2045”.   Noted

MDT 2/2/2017

Also, please revise “(current year $)” to “(2016 $)” in order to avoid future 

confusion. Noted

MDT 2/2/2017

Page 48: In Section VI, in the fourth sentence, change “will available” to “will be 

available”.    Noted

MDT 2/2/2017

Also, please revise “(current year $)” to “(2016 $)” in order to avoid future 

confusion. Noted

MDT 2/2/2017

Page 48: In Section VI, in the last sentence, change “with greatest” to “with the 

greatest”. Noted

MDT 2/2/2017

Pages 49 and 84: On the left side of the graphic, change “2016 Funding” to “2016 

– 2045 Funding”. Noted

MDT 2/2/2017

Pages 49 and 84: On the left side of the graphic for the 2016 – 2045 Funding, the 

sum of the Discretionary and Non‐discretionary funding listed here is 

$691,819,455. It appears that this number was calculated using the allocations. It 

instead should be calculated based on the available funding which is the sum of 

the Federal Revenue in Table 13 and the Local Revenue in Table 14.
Noted

MDT 2/2/2017

Page 52: In the first paragraph, in the third sentence, change “and mobility report 

card” to “and the mobility report card”. Noted

MDT 2/2/2017

Page 52 and Appendix A: Text indicates that detailed accounts of PI input, etc. is 

included in Appendix A.  This information is not included in Appendix A.  
Will update to reflect contents of 

Appendix A

MDT 2/2/2017
Page 53: There is no reference to Table 30 in the text.  Please revise accordingly.

Noted

MDT 2/2/2017
Page 56: In Figure 34, why are the percentages in the “Very Good” section circled?

Legacy from BBER report, will 

remove circles

MDT 2/2/2017

Page 56: In Figure 35, why are the top portions of the bar depictions in the “Good” 

and “Fair” sections circled? Will remove circles

MDT 2/2/2017

Page 60: At the top of the right‐hand column of text, delete the second 

duplication of the text “the survey”. Noted

MDT 2/2/2017

Page 61: In the first paragraph, change “in City Council Chambers” to “in the City 

Council Chambers”. Noted



MDT 2/2/2017

Page 65: In Table 11, what does “increase the security of the transportation 

system” mean? Keep it from being vandalized? Keep it from being destroyed by 

terrorists? Prevent signs from being stolen? It is unclear what this is as a goal and 

needs a little more clarification.

Transportation security is directly 

from federal goals and planning 

factors, included in this plan for 

consistency and to ensure 

compliance with federal 

requirements

MDT 2/2/2017 Page 66; System Performance Goals..: Why is “factors” in quotes? Noted, remove quotes

MDT 2/2/2017

Page 66: In the National Goals and Planning Factors section, in the second 

sentence, change “FAST ACT” to “FAST Act”.  Also, why is “factors” in quotes?
Noted, will revise

MDT 2/2/2017

Page 66: In the Activate Missoula 2045 Goals and Objectives section, in the last 

sentence, change “CAC, TAC, and TTAC and TPCC” to “CAC, TAC, TTAC and TPCC”.
Noted

MDT 2/2/2017
Page 67: Label the page number for this page.

Graphic size prevents page number 

label

MDT 2/2/2017

Page 67: In Goal 3, in the third bullet, change “costs that produces” to “costs that 

produce”. Noted

MDT 2/2/2017

Page 67; Goal 4‐Does the County’s growth policy also emphasize “focus inward”? Will review this goal for consistency 

with County Growth Policy

MDT 2/2/2017 Page 70: In the description of B.3, the word “corridors” is misspelled. Noted

MDT 2/2/2017

Page 71: For C.1, in the description for earning 10 points, the word “project” is 

misspelled. Noted

MDT 2/2/2017

Page 72: For E.1, in the description for earning 5 points, the word “frequency” is 

misspelled. Noted

MDT 2/2/2017

Page 72: For E.3, the descriptions for earning 3 points and for earning 7.5 points 

are exactly the same. Noted

MDT 2/2/2017

Page 72: For E.4, the descriptions for earning 3 points and for earning 7.5 points 

are exactly the same. Noted

MDT 2/2/2017
Page 73: Label the page number for this page.

Graphic size prevents page number 

label

MDT 2/2/2017 Page 73: For F.2, trim the horizontal bar back to the 5 point mark. Noted

MDT 2/2/2017
Page 74: Label the page number for this page.

Graphic size prevents page number 

label

MDT 2/2/2017 Page 74: Change “F.2 Streetscape” to “Bonus.2 Streetscape”. Noted

MDT 2/2/2017

Page 75: In the second sentence, change “despite being scoring highly” to 

“despite being scored highly”. Noted

MDT 2/2/2017

Page 75: In the title of Figure 41, add “Non‐motorized” at the beginning before 

“Project ranking”. Noted

MDT 2/2/2017

Page 75, Page 103, and Appendix C: In Figure 41, for Project ID #198, the word 

“Trail” is misspelled. Noted

MDT 2/2/2017

Page 75 and Appendix C: In Figure 41, Project ID #515 listed here doesn’t match 

the ID #534 listed in Table 24 and Appendix B for the same project (Bike/Ped 

Bridge from Riverfront Triangle to McCormick Park). Verify which is correct and 

modify accordingly. Will review project # assignments

MDT 2/2/2017

Page 75 and Appendix C: In Figure 41, Project ID #516 listed here doesn’t match 

the ID #535 listed in Appendix B for the same project (Shared‐use path connection 

through the fairgrounds). Verify which is correct and modify accordingly.
Will review project # assignments

MDT 2/2/2017 Page 79: In the first paragraph, change “as means of” to “as a means of”. Noted



MDT 2/2/2017

Page 80: In the second paragraph, though the reason currently described could 

very well be one factor, it’s probably not the only reason. The text should 

probably also recognize and discuss that it seems that another very significant 

factor for people who live in the higher single‐occupancy vehicle use areas per the 

map is that these areas appear to be where people have further to travel to get to 

their destinations, thus making walking, biking, and to a lesser extent transit much 

more inconvenient due to the substantial additional time required to commute 

using these modes as opposed to using a single‐occupancy vehicle, regardless of 

whether there are good bike/ped facilities in place or not. Once the trip length 

gets more than a mile or two, the additional time it takes to bike or walk versus 

driving is not worth it to some as their time is much more valuable. Then there are 

numerous other reasons why biking and walking can be inconvenient – fitness 

level, needing to shuttle family members, needing to carry large or heavy items, 

bad weather conditions, darkness, etc. Noted. Will review this paragraph 

and consider additional qualification

MDT 2/2/2017

Page 80: In the Comparison Cities section, in the first sentence, add a comma after 

“and if so”. Noted

MDT 2/2/2017

Page 84: In the last paragraph, in the last sentence, change “for Mountain Line’s 

to operate” to “for Mountain Line to operate”. Noted

MDT 2/2/2017

Page 85: In Section II, in the second paragraph, in the first sentence, change 

“projects will eligible funding” to “projects with eligible funding”. Noted

MDT 2/2/2017

Page 85: In Section II, in the third paragraph, in the second sentence, the word 

“discretionary” is misspelled. Noted

MDT 2/2/2017

Page 86: In the second paragraph, in the second sentence, change “discussed in 

earlier” to “discussed earlier”. Noted

MDT 2/2/2017

Page 89: In the second paragraph, in the first sentence, change “each scenarios” 

to “each scenario”. Noted

MDT 2/2/2017 Page 89: In the title of Table 12, the word “measures” is misspelled. Noted

MDT 2/2/2017

Page 89: In Table 12, in the third row beneath the column headings, in the first 

column, the word “Change” is misspelled. Noted

MDT 2/2/2017

Page 93: Figures 49 and 50 are not referenced in the text.  Please revise 

accordingly. Noted

MDT 2/2/2017

Page 94: In the Federal funding section, in the second paragraph, the word 

“primary” is misspelled. Noted

MDT 2/2/2017 Page 94: In the title of Table 13, the word “estimated” is misspelled. Noted

MDT 2/2/2017

Page 94: In Table 13, all of the zeros in the 2021‐2030 and 2031‐2045 columns 

(except for the zeros in the Earmarks row) need to be changed to the appropriate 

projected estimates based on historical averages for each of those funding 

sources. Update the totals and all text within the report referencing these values.

Will add estimates for future years 

to this table, with the understanding 

that due to the lack of certainty and 

that these funding sources are 

programmed by MDT, and so are 

not  included in other funding 

analysis in the plan

MDT 2/2/2017

Page 94: In Table 13, many of the values as currently listed don’t match the values 

listed in Appendix D. Revise so that Table 13 and Appendix D match.
Noted, will review for consistency

MDT 2/2/2017

Page 95: In Table 14, in the TRANSADE and MUTD rows, in the 2016‐2020, 2021‐

2030, and 2031‐2045 columns, increase the font size to match the rest of the text 

size in the table. Noted

MDT 2/2/2017

Page 95: In Table 14, in the footnotes below the table, increase the size of the % 

and # symbols to be the same size as the symbols used in the table. Noted

MDT 2/2/2017

Page 96: In Table 15 (both the Federal section and the St/Local section of the 

table), all of the blanks in the 2021‐2030 and 2031‐2045 columns (except for the 

blanks in the Earmarks row) need to be changed to the appropriate projected 

estimates based on historical averages for each of those funding sources. Update 

the totals and all text within the report referencing these values.
Noted, see response above for Table 

13



MDT 2/2/2017

Page 97: In Table 16 (both the Federal section and the St/Local section of the 

table), the blanks in the 2021‐2030 and 2031‐2045 columns for the TA funding 

source need to be changed to the appropriate projected estimates based on 

historical averages for that funding source. Update the totals and all text within 

the report referencing these values.

Noted, see response above for Table 

13

MDT 2/2/2017

Page 97: In Table 17 (both the Federal section and the St/Local section of the 

table), in the 2016‐2020, 2021‐2030, and 2031‐2045 columns, the column totals 

don’t add up using the values listed above. It appears that the values in the 5311 

row are missing and need to be added. Noted

MDT 2/2/2017

Page 98: In Table 19 (both the Federal section and the St/Local section of the 

table), the blanks in the 2021‐2030 and 2031‐2045 columns need to be changed to 

the appropriate projected estimates based on historical averages for this funding 

source. Update the totals and all text within the report referencing these values.
Noted

MDT 2/2/2017

Page 99: In Table 20 (both the Federal section and the St/Local section of the 

table), all of the blanks in the 2021‐2030 and 2031‐2045 columns need to be 

changed to the appropriate projected estimates based on historical averages for 

each of those funding sources. Update the totals and all text within the report 

referencing these values. Noted

MDT 2/2/2017 Page 100: Label the page number for this page. Noted

MDT 2/2/2017

Page 100: In Table 21 (the Federal section of the table), in the 2021‐2030 and 2031‐

2045 columns for the 5310 row, fix the number formatting of the values to match 

the rest of the values in the table. Noted

MDT 2/2/2017 Page 102: Label the page number for this page. Noted

MDT 2/2/2017

Page 102: In Table 23, in the Committed Project #37 (Bitterroot River – W of 

Missoula) row, in the Cost ($) Future Year column, the $825,000 currently listed 

should be changed to $13,959,653 based on the values listed to the right.
Revise $ amount

MDT 2/2/2017

Page 102: In Table 23, add rows, one for each funding source, for the To Be 

Determined Committed Projects in the 2021‐2030 and 2031‐2045 columns using 

IM, NH, STPX/STPS/SFCN, UPP, and BR funding (see previous comments).
Noted

MDT 2/2/2017

Page 102: In Table 23, in the Recommended Projects list, Project #336 (Johnson 

Street: Extend from South Avenue to Brooks Street) is not listed in the rankings list 

in Appendix C. Also it has the same Project ID number (336) as the Mary Street 

project listed in the Committed Projects section. Verify what is correct and modify 

accordingly. Noted

MDT 2/2/2017 Page 103: Label the page number for this page. Noted

MDT 2/2/2017

Page 103: In Table 24, in the Committed Project #100 (Bitterroot Trail) row, fix the 

justification of “100” in the ID column. Noted

MDT 2/2/2017

Page 103: In Table 24, add a row for the To Be Determined Committed Projects in 

the 2021‐2030 and 2031‐2045 columns using TA funding (see previous comments).
Noted

MDT 2/2/2017

Page 104 and 105: Figures 51 and 52 are not referenced or discussed in the text.  

Please revise accordingly. Noted

MDT 2/2/2017 Page 106: Label the page number for this page. Noted

MDT 2/2/2017 Page 106; Table 25‐Please remove TDM references from table. Noted

MDT 2/2/2017

Page 106: In Table 25, in the two Vanpool rows, in the Total Cost ($) Current Year 

column, the appropriate value for each row is missing and needs to be added.
Noted

MDT 2/2/2017

Page 106: In Table 25, in the Committed Project – Vanpool Capital purchases row, 

in the Cost ($) Future Year column, the appropriate value (the sum of the values to 

the right) is missing and needs to be added. Noted

MDT 2/2/2017

Page 106: In Table 25, in the Committed Project #386 (TDM Placeholder MRTMA) 

row, the value of $3,896,200 listed in the Total Cost ($) Current Year column 

shouldn’t be larger than the $3,036,000 listed in the Cost ($) Future Year column. 

According the amounts listed to the right, the $3,036,000 in the Cost ($) Future 

Year column is the correct value and the value in the Total Cost ($) Current Year 

column needs to be revised. Noted



MDT 2/2/2017

Page 106: In Table 27, add a row for the To Be Determined Committed Projects in 

the 2021‐2030 and 2031‐2045 columns using HSIP funding (see previous 

comments). Noted

MDT 2/2/2017

Page 106: In Table 28, add a row for the To Be Determined Committed Projects in 

the 2021‐2030 and 2031‐2045 columns using MACI funding (see previous 

comments).  Additionally, ID #59‐should there be another agency before the 

slash? Noted

MDT 2/2/2017

Page 106: In Table 29, in all rows, in the Total Cost ($) Current Year column, the 

appropriate value for each row is missing and needs to be added.
Noted

MDT 2/2/2017

Page 106: In Table 29, in the Committed Project – Capital purchases (5339 funding 

source) row, in the Cost ($) Future Year column, the appropriate value (the sum of 

the values to the right) is missing and needs to be added.
Noted

MDT 2/2/2017

Page 106: In Table 29, in the Committed Project – Paratransit capital purchases 

row, in the Cost ($) Future Year column, the appropriate value (the sum of the 

values to the right) is missing and needs to be added. Noted

MDT 2/2/2017

Page 106: In Table 29, increase the row height for the Recommended Project so 

that the text does not get cut off. Noted

MDT 2/2/2017

Page 108: In the Funding summary section, in the second sentence, the “$595 

million” value listed doesn’t match the $692 million (or the $698 million) as 

discussed in a previous comment. Will review for consistency

MDT 2/2/2017

Page 109, Table 30; Goal 4‐Does the County’s growth policy also emphasize “focus 

inward”? This doesn’t seem inclusive of entire planning area.
Noted

MDT 2/2/2017

Page 110: In Table 30, for Goal 7a, in the Recommended Plan Consistency column, 

change “which results reduced” to “which results in reduced”. Noted

MDT 2/2/2017

Page 113; Performance Monitoring and Measurement; 2
nd bullet; 2nd sentence‐

what about Missoula County? Noted

MDT 2/2/2017

Pages 114 and 115‐There are no references in the text for Figures 55 and 56.  

Please revise accordingly. Noted

MDT 2/2/2017 Page 115: Isn’t the 5th bullet essentially the same as the 3rd bullet? Noted

MDT 2/2/2017

Page 115: The 8th bullet about pursuing a consideration to de‐emphasize 

vehicular Level of Service seems to run counter to the LRTP Goal #2 of improving 

efficiency and performance (which was ranked the highest of the 8 goals 

according to Figure 39). It also seems to be in contradiction to the #1 ranked 

response by the public listed in Figure 31 regarding the desire to reduce traffic 

congestion, and in contradiction to Figure 36 which shows the largest number of 

the respondents saying that adding and improving roadways for vehicles is a very 

high priority. This action item seems to be coming out of left field because it 

doesn’t appear to relate to any of the other discussion in this document. This 

action item either needs a lot more discussion as to why it is pertinent to this 

document or it should be removed.

Will revise to recommend Multi‐

modal level of service, which is 

consistent with plan goals by 

increase the efficiency and access for 

all modes. Increased efficiency can 

reduce congestion in a more cost‐

effective way, further supporting 

plan goals. Multi‐modal level of 

service is also a better measure 

when considering mode split goals in 

this plan

MDT 2/2/2017
Page 116; Section II; 2

nd ¶; 1st sentence‐Suggest deleting the second use of “also”.
Noted

MDT 2/2/2017

Appendix A‐based on text included on page 52, this appendix is incomplete.  

Additionally, this isn’t presented in what was done, but more like a scope of work 

and what will be done. Noted

MDT 2/2/2017 Appendix A; Page 2; Requirements‐Please revise 23 CFR 450.322 to .324. Noted

MDT 2/2/2017 Appendix A; last page‐Please change TTAC date.   Noted

MDT 2/2/2017

Appendix B: Revise all tables based on all comments noted previously for Tables 

23 – 29 in the main document. Noted

MDT 2/2/2017

Appendix B: At the bottom of each table (except the Safety Projects table which is 

already shown correctly), for the Federal row and the State/Local row, move the 

total amount from the Total Cost ($) Current Year column to the Cost ($) Future 

Year column. The sum of these two amounts will equal the Total Cost ($) Future 

Year amount listed directly above for the Committed and Recommended projects.
Noted



MDT 2/2/2017

Appendix B, Roadway Improvement Projects: Increase the row height for Project 

ID #13 in the Illustrative Projects section so that it matches the text shown for this 

project in Appendix C. Noted

MDT 2/2/2017

Appendix B, Non‐motorized Projects: Increase the row height for Project ID #525 

in the Illustrative Projects section so that it matches the text shown for this project 

in Appendix C. Noted

MDT 2/2/2017 Appendix B, Transportation Options‐Please remove reference to TDM Noted

MDT 2/2/2017

Appendix B, Transit – Capital Projects: The Total amount for the Total Cost ($) 

Current Year is missing and needs to be added. Noted

MDT 2/2/2017

Appendix C, Roadway Project Ranking: The vertical grid lines do not appear to 

correspond with the locations of the point headings at the top of the list and do 

not appear to correspond to the point totals for each project listed in Table 23 or 

Appendix B. Noted

MDT 2/2/2017

Appendix C: Project ID #517 listed here doesn’t match the ID #536 listed in 

Appendix B for the same project (Post Siding Road shared‐use path connection). 

Verify which is correct and modify accordingly. Noted

MDT 2/2/2017

Appendix C: For Project #96 (Grant Creek Trail to Snowbowl Rd), the score listed 

here doesn’t appear to match the score listed in Appendix B for this same project. 

Verify which is correct and modify accordingly. Noted

MDT 2/2/2017

Appendix D: Add in yearly historical average projections for years 2021 – 2045 for 

the IM, NH, MACI, STPS/STPX/SFCN, HSIP, TA, UPP, and Bridge funding categories.
Noted

MDT 2/2/2017

Appendix D: Can delete the STPP row seeing as there are no longer any Primary 

routes in the MPO area that can use this funding category. Noted

MDT 2/2/2017 Appendix D: Change “SFPX” to “STPX”. Noted

MDT 2/2/2017

Appendix D: The Total amount of FTA 5311 Capital funding on the right side of the 

sheet is missing and needs to be added. Noted

MDT 2/2/2017
Appendix D: Update the info highlighted in yellow and delete the highlighting.

Noted

MDT 2/2/2017
Appendix E: The information for this Appendix is missing.

Noted. Air quality appendix will be 

added when complete

MDT 2/2/2017

Appendix F: The information appears to be incomplete. It only lists data for the 

existing time period. There is no information regarding the 2045 projected 

volumes, etc. Noted

Vince Caristo 2/3/2017

Pg 23 – “The Missoula Urban Transportation District (MUTD) provides the region 

with fixed route transit, paratransit, and senior van services.” Noted

Vince Caristo 2/3/2017

Pg 35 – “Mountain Line – provides fixed route transit, paratransit, and senior van 

etc. transit services.” Noted

Vince Caristo 2/3/2017

Pg 100 – In Table 21, format the numbers as currency in row 5310 ($1,034,895; 

$1,671,705). Noted

Vince Caristo  

(MUTD) 2/3/2017

Pg 100 – “While the transit operations costs listed in Table 22 represents 

represent all anticipated transit operations funding, the specific expenses are 

determined annually by the FTA and MUTD (compensation, fuel, parts, repairs, 

etc.). The MPO does not typically determine how these dollars are spent by the 

transit agency program specific projects in this category.”
Noted

Vince Caristo  

(MUTD) 2/3/2017

Pg 106 – Table 29:  Remove ‘Capital’ from the title, because operations costs are 

included here. 
Noted

Vince Caristo  

(MUTD) 2/3/2017

Also, can you change the CMAQ allocations which aren’t actually ‘Committed’ – 

i.e., those beyond the current TIP – to ‘Recommended’, rather than ‘Committed’?

The FTA non‐discretionary sources are ‘Committed’ to us, but not the 

discretionary sources, unless they are in an active project or approved in the TIP.

This is exactly the problem we ran into with the 2012 plan…
Noted ‐ will review definitions and 

adjust accordingly

Vince Caristo  

(MUTD) 2/3/2017

Pg 108 – Figure 53 – I think you mixed up Transit Operations and Transit Capital?

Fixed chart



Vince Caristo  

(MUTD) 2/3/2017

Pg 89 – What is the forecasted mode share, in relation to the established goal, 

that will be achieved with the chosen mix of projects?  I think it would be valuable 

for people to know.  Table 12 shows that you have access to those calculations, so 

for an interested/astute reader it seems unusual for the plan to not make that 

direct connection. 

Will consider ways to expand on 

mode split discussion with travel 

model results

Vince Caristo  

(MUTD) 2/3/2017

Pg 94 – Table 13 – What does ‘federal allocation only’ mean….are you including 

local match dollars for STPU?   I think this would be a good place to exactly which 

sources are discretionary vs non‐discretionary sources, since this is key concept in 

the plan, and I don’t think it’s broken down anywhere else (although it’s well 

explained on p 84). Will review and clarify

Vince Caristo  

(MUTD) 2/3/2017

Pg 97 – “In lieu of dedicated federal dollars, and considering that STPU funds are 

committed to Russell Street through 2030 or beyond, more funding from local 

sources will be necessary to meet the goals of this plan.” This is speaking about 

non‐motorized, but isn’t this sentence a key sentence that applies to the entire 

plan?  If it’s true, it seems important to highlight this more. 
Noted, will consider ways to 

highlight this point

Vince Caristo  

(MUTD) 2/3/2017

Pg 106 – This mirrors my comment above regarding Table 29 – programs are listed 

as ‘Committed’ that I don’t think technically are (maybe I’m wrong), in Table 25 

and Table 28.  Given what happened with MUTD’s ‘Committed’ funds in the 2012 

plan, I think it’s especially important to be precise with the definitions in this plan.
Noted

Vince Caristo  

(MUTD) 2/3/2017

Pg 108 – “As can be seen, because the amount of non‐discretionary and 

committed funding ($595 million) is so large in comparison to the amount of funds 

that are discretionary ($97 million), even relatively large shifts of discretionary 

funds to different categories only have a small effect on the overall distribution of 

funds.” This sentence is referring to Figure 46, not the figures immediately below 

it…it might be worth citing it, or reproducing it here.  This is another really key 

finding of the plan ‐ I think it would be worth breaking this down further for 

people, to show the amount of committed vs discretionary over time (2016‐2020, 

2021‐2030, etc.).

Noted, will work on further 

explaining discretionary vs. non‐

discretionary challenges

Dave 

Strohmaier 

(County 

Commissione

r) 2/6/2017

As I mentioned when we met, I’d very much like to see some language in Activate 

Missoula 2045 that acknowledges the potential of using the Bitterroot Spur as a 

future rail transit option (either within Missoula or as a commuter rail line to the 

Bitterroot). What is the process to make this change and might you be able to 

prepare amendment language for TPCC’s consideration? Places in the plan that 

seem appropriate insertion points include p. 37; Table 25 (unless this table reflects 

funded projects); Appendix A, Transit‐Capital Projects table; and, possibly, one of 

the Federal Transit Administration tables in the TIP. Maybe there are other more 

appropriate spots for an unfunded project, as what I’m suggesting, but I think it is 

important to get this into the plan. Besides getting this into the LRTP, other 

important next steps would include: (1) preserving the ROW, perhaps getting 

mention of rail transit in MUTD’s Long Range Transit Plan, and developing a 

feasibility study. Let me know if you have any questions. Thanks!

Add section on passenger rail in 

Chpt 2 (Existing/Future Conditions) 

and add Illustrative Project under 

transit (note: will be unfunded, and 

have no cost estimate due to 

uncertainty of future project details 

and anticipated costs)

City Parks 2/7/2017 Pg. 14 ‐ City and County park plan names and updates Will adjust references

City Parks 2/7/2017 Pg. 28 ‐ Fig 10 ‐ add Hillview Way system Noted

City Parks 2/7/2017
Pg. 40 ‐ Fig 20 ‐ proposed parks may not be accurate

Will review data for consistency with 

planned parks

City Parks 2/7/2017

Pg. 85 ‐ Fig 47 ‐ Please add trail/pathway and sidewalk maintenance under 

operational; under capital, I presume non‐motor/active = trail/sidewalk
Will add sidewalk/trails 

maintenance to graphic

City Parks 2/7/2017

Pg. 99 ‐ Please add trail maintenance ‐ Parks can provide a list of projectcs. (Note ‐ 

TA grant application prep for lighting, pavement preservation. Also, need to 

replace NS Ped x‐ing decking @ $750k)

Noted. Once projects and cost 

estimates are received, table can be 

updated.

City Parks 2/7/2017

Pg. 115 ‐ Right column, 3rd bullet: …a bicycle facility (and maintenance) funding 

program… Noted. Make change in text.

City Parks 2/7/2017

Pg. 116 ‐ Right column, 3rd bullet add "Missoula trails, including maintenance, 

plan. Noted. Make change in text.



City Parks 2/7/2017

(??) edits from Parks & Rec in LRTP is inclusion of the mid/long term cyclical 

maintenance of commute pathways, including ped bridges and crossings

Noted. Include additional discussion 

of non‐motorized facility 

maintenance over next 30 years.

Gillian 

Thornton 2/7/2017

On the bottom of page 35, under "Transportation Options", the document 

references the Missoula Ravalli Transportation Management Association. I think 

that it should be followed by its abbreviation in parenthesis, particularly since it is 

referred to by its abbreviation MRTMA in the image caption below. 
Noted.

Gillian 

Thornton 2/7/2017

I found Figure 21 on page 41 to be somewhat unclear. Because the boundaries 

between neighborhood units (or whatever the unit being used) are not depicted, I 

found the image difficult to intemperate. Perhaps more of a description (either in 

the caption or in the text on page 39) would help clarify? Or perhaps simply 

including the boundary lines in the image?

Noted. Add census tract/block group 

boundaries and additional clarifying 

text on graphic or as footnote

Gillian 

Thornton 2/7/2017

Figure 23 on page 42‐‐I believe that all charts and tables should be able to stand 

alone outside of the document if needed. This means having very clear labeling. I 

suggest labeling your y‐axis in this image so that it is clear that the numbers refer 

to percentages.

Noted. Review tables and graphs for 

clarity, labels, and other identifying 

information

Linda 

McCarthy 

(MDA) 2/10/2017

Comments on LRTP, *see attached letter

Noted.

Amy 

Cilimburg 2/10/2017

I think it would be appropriate to include both the City of Missoula Conservation 

and Climate Action Plan (2013) and Missoula's Community Climate Smart Action 

Plan (2015). Both are linked here: http://www.ci.missoula.mt.us/956/Energy‐and‐

Climate‐Action. I was thinking they should be included in the box on page 14. 

Reducing emissions from transportation, and using transportation together with 

smart growth/land use planning in order to build a more resilient community with 

a smaller footprint are important to both these plans, and help support some of 

the ambitious goals within the LRTP

Noted. Cross‐reference added to list 

of plans, and climate change 

reference added in text.

Amy 

Cilimburg 2/10/2017

I also wonder why climate change is not mentioned at all. I think it should be in 

this list:  

Activate Missoula 2045 also seeks to support and play a role in the 

implementation of Missoula’s policies related to growth and development, 

environmental protection, economic development, neighborhood preservation, 

climate change, and community health.

Climate change is broader than environmental protection, in my mind ‐ it's more 

encompassing, addresses social equity and health in unique and different ways, 

etc.  It seems small but I think important to include

Noted. Change made.

Kristin 

Kenyon (FTA) 2/13/2017

Figure 7 (transit routes), is a bit difficult to read. Perhaps the image could be 

improved or perhaps enlarged to an 11x17 sheet?
Noted.

Kristin 

Kenyon (FTA) 2/13/2017

If transit ridership has doubled recently, wouldn’t that be shown as an increase in 

the yellow line (Mode of travel) in Figure 23?

Figure 23 is ACS commute data, so 

may not reflect riders who use the 

bus multiple times, or for different 

purposes than commute to work.

Kristin 

Kenyon (FTA) 2/13/2017

Suggest adding a column showing Population to Table 7 (in addition to 

households)
Noted. Population added to table.

Kristin 

Kenyon (FTA) 2/13/2017

In the forecast congestion section, it appears Reserve corridor will continue to be 

increasing congested. From the various maps showing development  and transit‐

dependents, it appears this will continue to be a major corridor to consider for 

improved transit service

Noted. We agree that this will be an 

area for Mountainline to focus on 

during their long range planning and 

route planning processes.



Kristin 

Kenyon (FTA) 2/13/2017

Trying to reconcile the numbers in Figures 31 and 33 – not clear on how they 

differ…perhaps clarifying the titles…?

Noted. The questions tried to get at 

the same issue, but in different 

ways. One (q. 31) is more policy‐

focused (which mode) versus the 

kinds of improvements (q. 33)

Kristin 

Kenyon (FTA) 2/13/2017

Good section on Performance Based planning but it doesn’t appear that transit 

measures are included. They are required to be in place starting next year related 

to transit  performance measures and asset management. Please add a statement 

about the new FTA requirements so we know they are on the MPOs radar. (Let me 

know if you need more information )
Noted.

Kristin 

Kenyon (FTA) 2/13/2017

CMAQ funds appear to go primarily for roadway projects – any consideration for 

future transit projects, especially since transit formula funds are not likely to 

increase in the future? Noted.

Tom Zavitz 2/13/2017

DS Long Range Planning comments *See attached letter

Noted. Will consider additional 

language to draw attention to the 

land use/transportation linkages.

Vince Caristo 2/14/2017

Pg 68, Footnote 1: ‘Projects in the following categories were not scored using the 

project scoring methodology:  Safety, Intelligent Transportation Systems, 

Transportation Options,  Transit , and Studies.’ Noted, change made.



218 East Main St., Suite C 
Missoula, MT  59802 
Phone: 406-543-4238 

info@missouladowntown.com 

President 

Anders Brooker 
Runner’s Edge 

Vice President: Advocacy 

Emily Kannady 
First Security Bank 

Vice President: Marketing & Events 

Brooke Redpath 
METTLE Strategic Marketing Solutions 

Vice President: Master Plan 

Ellen Buchanan 
Missoula Redevelopment Agency 

Vice President: Membership 

Lynda Brown 
Brown HR Consulting 

Treasurer 

Ben Wright 
Montana CDC 

Past President 

Aimee McQuilkin 
Betty’s Divine 

Trent Baker 
Datsopoulos, MacDonald & Lind 

Larry Brehm 
Brehm Architecture 

Dan Cederberg 
Cederberg Law 

Matt Ellis 
Missoula Osprey/Uptown Diner 

Katie Ghen Simpson 

Bathing Beauties Beads 

Anne Guest 
Retiree 

John Horner 
First Interstate Bank 

Kim Klages-Johns 
MSO Hub 

Diane Lanning 
Providence St. Patrick Hospital 

Paige Livingston 
One Eleven 

Scott MacIntyre 
Badlander Complex/GPA ATM 

Bob McGowan 
Rocky Mtn. School of Photography 

Mario Schulzke 
University of Montana 

Tom Snyder 
Five on Black 

Heidi Starrett 
Missoula Broadcasting 

Ex-Officio Representatives 

Corey Aldridge 
Mountain Line 

Rod Austin 
Missoula Parking Commission 

James Grunke 
Missoula Economic Partnership 

Shane Stack 
Montana Dept. of Transportation 

February 9, 2017 

Aaron Wilson & Ben Weiss 

City of Missoula Development Services 

435 Ryman 

Missoula, MT 59802 

Aaron and Ben, 

On behalf of the Missoula Downtown Association Board of Directors and staff, I want to thank you for 

taking the time to present the overview on the City of Missoula’s Long-Range Transportation Plan and 

Bicycle Master Plan. We appreciate the quality of our planning staff and processes in Missoula, and your 

contributions are held in high regard.  

In review of the LRTP, we appreciate the goals to shift mode and encourage biking, walking and busing. We 

support encouraging multi-modal options to improve community health, active lifestyle, and reduction of 

demand for parking spaces. We support the community’s goal to reduce single-occupancy vehicle travel in 

exchange for other modes of transportation. 

Unlike many others who have participated in this process, we believe economic vitality is directly linked to 

transportation infrastructure and services, and we prioritize economic vitality higher than most individuals 

in Missoula might. Generally speaking, we support Scenario 4 for both motorized and non-motorized 

transportation projects.  

As a primary advocate for Downtown Missoula, we support and will advocate for these non-motorized 

projects noted in the LRTP: 

 Bitterroot Branch Trail Connections and Riverfront Corridor trail improvements

 Citywide Bicycle Greenways and Complete Streets

 Additional river crossings for pedestrians and cyclists

 Bicycle and trail wayfinding

 Downtown streetscapes

With the goal of ensuring Downtown remains comfortably accessible for vehicles, we are strong 

supporters of converting Front & Main to two-way streets. However, we are cautious about converting 

Higgins Avenue to a third-lane roadway between Broadway and Brooks. Therefore, we will plan to be a 

primary participant in the planning around conversion of Higgins Avenue.  

Noting that ”Reconfiguring Broadway within the existing ROW from Orange to Madison as per the 

Downtown Master Plan” ranked among the top five roadway projects, we want to emphasize that the 

DTMP recommends, “Once conditions require and funding is available, design Broadway as a four-lane 

street between Russell and Van Buren streets with context-sensitive best practices and public involvement 

to ensure the pedestrian, bike, auto and business constituents are included in the planning, design and 

construction of the improvements.” 

Clay Street reconfiguration, Carousel Drive reconfiguration, and ADA parking enhancements are projects 

we will support.  

In closing, we appreciate the time, talent and energy that went into to this planning process, and we 

appreciate the opportunities to participate in and consider the future of our community.  

Thank You, 

Linda 

Linda K. McCarthy 

Executive Director 



February 13, 2017 

RE: LRTP Public Comment 

City of Missoula Transportation Planning Division: 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the LRTP.  As you know, the Planning Division of 
Development Services recently completed the Our Missoula 2035 City Growth Policy.  It was created 
through active community involvement which included consideration of the intrinsic relationship 
between transportation and land use planning in setting goals for healthy connected “focus inward” 
community development.   

The growth policy is based on the strategy of using efficient land use planning to create a more compact 
community and avoid urban encroachment into valuable agricultural and open lands around the city as 
well as limiting costly extensions of new infrastructure.  So we are glad to see the concept of the 
relationship between transportation and community health and development discussed in the LRTP 
introduction.   

Consistent with the LRTP revision process and our growth policy outreach and research, we have also 
seen the public need for more transportation options grow. National and local trends show that both 
older and younger citizens are looking for smaller affordable dwellings close to services, work, and 
transportation options.  Compact development requires more integrated planning and will involve the 
comparison of transportation plans to other plans and, to some extent, coordinated framing of local and 
regional land use development strategies, policies, and plans with pertinent transportation studies and 
plans.  Therefore interaction between transportation and other agencies involved with developing and 
implementing community planning should be a top priority. 

Thanks again for the chance to comment. 

Sincerely, 

City of Missoula Development Services Planning Division 
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2016
Status State/Local Federal State/Local Federal State/Local Federal

7 N/A Russell Street and Bridge Reconstruction (Broadway to Dakota) MDT/City STPU, BR, EARMARK $36,750,900 $36,750,900 $4,931,973 $31,818,975
11 N/A 2nd half of Russell Street (Dakota to Mount Avenue) MDT/City STPU $19,640,309 $19,640,309 $208,200 $1,343,000 $2,427,558 $15,661,551
30 N/A Street Improvements: Wyoming (California to Russell) City Local $200,000 $200,000 $200,000
37 N/A Bitteroot River - W of Missoula (South Ave Bridge - MacClay Bridge) County BR $10,900,000 $9,657,980 $110,700 $714,300 $1,185,386 $7,647,594 $577,285 $3,724,388
39 N/A US 93: North of Desmet Interchange - North MDT NH $8,414,800 $8,414,800 $1,129,300 $7,285,500
40 N/A I-90: Missoula - East and West (Van Buran St, $5,821,000 interchange) MDT IM $8,918,200 $10,838,400 $949,400 $9,889,000

40.5 N/A I-90: Missoula - East and West (Orange Street, $1,969,000 interchange) MDT IM $3,925,800 $3,932,700 $344,500 $3,588,200
49 N/A Street Improvements: California (River Road to Dakota) City Local $400,000 $400,000 $400,000
54 N/A Van Buren Street Reconstruction (Elm to Missoula Ave) City Local $345,000 $345,000 $345,000

122 N/A Grant Creek Road right lane addition at I-90 MDT/City IM, Local funds $604,200 $604,200 $235,400 $368,800
131 N/A Huson - East MDT STPS $3,271,300 $3,271,300 $439,000 $2,832,300
347 N/A Higgins Avenue Bridge Improvements - UPN 8807 City/MDT BR $11,219,200 $11,219,200 $1,505,600 $9,713,600
485 N/A Intersection improvements - MT 200 and Old Hwy 10 MDT NH $1,153,600 $1,153,600 $154,800 $998,800
511 N/A Madison Street Bridge Improvements - UPN 8806 MDT BR $8,931,900 $8,932,000 $1,198,700 $7,733,300
538 N/A Mary Street - extend from Reserve over railroad to new Southgate Mall connector. City MRA $2,500,000 $2,500,000 $2,500,000
537 N/A I-90 Bridge replacement - Bonner MDT IM $20,027,800 $22,741,200 $1,992,100 $20,749,100

N/A Placeholder for future IM projects MDT IM $24,084,053 $24,084,053 $796,252 $8,293,383 $1,313,511 $13,680,907
N/A Placeholder for future NH projects MDT NH $9,954,825 $9,954,825 $329,120 $3,427,960 $542,922 $5,654,822
N/A Placeholder for future STPX/STPS/SFCN projects MDT STPX/STPS/SFCN $37,914,836 $37,914,836 $1,920,342 $12,389,210 $3,167,829 $20,437,454
N/A Placeholder for future BR projects MDT BR $10,269,362 $10,269,362 $1,378,148 $8,891,214

528 132 Brooks St. (Reserve to Paxson) complete street City MRA $2,200,000 $2,923,751 $2,923,751
158 128

Complete Street Improvements: South Ave. (Reserve to 36th) including intersection 
improvements at Old Fort and South Ave City Local $4,660,000 $4,660,000 $4,660,000

394 118.5 East Missoula - Highway 200 complete street reconstruction County STPU $1,835,000 $3,544,792 $475,711 $3,069,081
469 113

Reconfigure Broadway within existing ROW - Orange St. to Madison, as per the
Downtown Master Plan City MRA $2,500,000 $3,322,445 $3,322,445

152 104.5 Front/Main conversion to 2-way streets City MRA $5,000,000 $6,644,889 $6,644,889
154 103.5 Street Improvements: 3rd (Reserve to Hiberta) City/County STPU $1,400,000 $2,704,474 $362,940 $2,341,533
397 98 Reconstruct Curtis St to make it a complete street City Local $770,000 $1,023,313 $1,023,313
398 93.5 Reconstruct River Road from Russell to Reserve as a complete street City Local $1,210,000 $1,608,063 $1,608,063
14 93

Higgins Avenue: 3-Lane conversion from Brooks Street to Broadway as detailed in the
Downtown Master Plan (excluding bridge) City Local $2,500,000 $3,322,445 $3,322,445

370 88.5 Reconstruction to Complete Street  standards - Russell St. from Mount to Brooks City Local $2,500,000 $4,829,417 $4,829,417
155 88 Street Improvements: California (3rd to Dakota) City MRA $1,000,000 $1,931,767 $1,931,767
336 87.5 Johnson Street: Extend from South Avenue to Brooks Street City MRA $2,500,000 $2,549,932 $2,549,932
379 83.5 Carousel Drive reconfiguration City Local $500,000 $965,883 $965,883
420 83.5 Intersection improvement at Mullan Rd & Mary Jane Blvd Local $100,000 $193,177 $193,177
132 73.5 Intersection Improvements: Bancroft/South Ave City Local $300,000 $579,530 $579,530
468 67.5 Brooks St. (Stephens to Mount) reconstruct to complete street City MRA $500,000 $965,883 $965,883
421 66 Intersection improvement at Higgins Ave & Pattee Creek Rd City Local $100,000 $193,177 $193,177
126 65 Intersection Improvements: W. Broadway& George Elmer MDT/City Local $500,000 $965,883 $965,883
422 63.5 Intersection Improvements at Gharrett St & 39th St City Local $100,000 $193,177 $193,177
147 63 Intersection Improvements: Arthur & South City Local $300,000 $579,530 $579,530
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Total Cost ($)
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2016
Status State/Local Federal State/Local Federal State/Local Federal

2031-2045ID Score PROJECT Agency Funding Source Cost ($) Future
Year

Total Cost ($)
Current Year

2016-2020 2021-2030

13 109.5
Street Improvements: W. Broadway (Orange to Russell) road enhancements, may
include complete street improvements or capacity expansion. City $5,000,000

529 115 Brooks St. (Stephens to Paxson) reconstruct to complete street City $15,000,000
161 87.5 Street Improvements: Stephens & Fairview Connection City $2,000,000
128 86

Miller Creek Road widening and intersection improvements (Hwy 93/Miller Creek, Old
Hwy 93/Reserve, Reserve/Brooks)

FHWA/MDT/
City $16,000,000

29 82.5 Street Improvements: Mary Jane (England to Broadway) City $900,000
530 81 Broadway - Orange to Toole 5-lane conversion and complete street improvements $15,000,000
395 80.5 Reconstruct South Ave W from 36th to Clements as a complete street County $2,439,000
159 80 Street Improvements: Old Grant Creek/ Rogers/ Cemetery Rd. City $2,500,000
156 76 Street Improvements: Rattlesnake Dr. (Missoula to Creek Crossing) City $3,000,000
157 73.5 Street Improvements: Complete 5th & 6th Streets from Russell to Reserve City $1,000,000
387 71 Russell Street extension to connect with I-90 City $15,000,000
531 71 New signal N. Reserve - per URD Master plan City $2,100,000
35 70.5 Mullan Road:  Widen to 2 Lanes plus Auxiliary MDT/County $4,136,000
36 68.5 Wye/Mullan Plan Collector Routes City/County $3,513,000

129 68.5 Duncan/Greenough Drive Reconstruction (Minckler - Mtn. View) City $2,500,000
15 63 Intersection Improvements: W. Broadway& Mary Jane MDT/City $500,000

124 62 Street Improvements: Mullan (Reserve to Mary Jane) Widening City $10,000,000
153 59.5 Street Improvements: Complete Johnson St from 3rd to River Road City $1,200,000
418 58.5 Intersection Improvement at Beckwith Ave & Arthur Ave $100,000
391 58 Old Highway 93 complete street reconstruction $809,000
38 57.5 Higgins Avenue: Widen to 3 Lanes from Brooks St. to South Ave. (with bike lane) City $142,000

419 56 Intersection improvement at W. Broadway & Flynn Lane $100,000
135 55

14th St./Mount Avenue:  Remove Parking and Restripe as 3-Lane Between Russell 
Street and Reserve Street City $62,000

390 54.5 Widen South Ave from Arthur to Bancroft from 2 lanes to 4 lanes $3,484,000
16 48.5 Intersection Improvements: Miller Creek & Briggs City $250,000

378 47 Clay street reconfiguration $235,000
381 47 New Jefferson Street Extension $196,500
46 45.5 Intersection Improvements: Grant Creek/ Prospect City $50,000

385 45 Orange Street turn pocket at Alder intersection $1,500,000
532 45 Downtown ADA parking enhancement City $100,000
533 43.5 Mullan Road multi-modal and street improvements from Pulp Mill Rd to Frenchtown MDT $8,000,000
424 38.5 Street improvement: Grant Creek reconstruction (Prospect to Snow Bowl Rd) County $6,058,000
127 37.5 Intersection Improvements: England & George Elmer City $500,000
33 37 Street Improvements: England (Flynn to George Elmer) City $1,500,000

376 37 Railyard street grid City $1,098,000
31 34.5 Street Improvements: George Elmer (Cattle Dr to England) City $2,000,000

Totals $377,873,584 $266,526,192 $21,304,673 $97,034,875 $25,503,564 $47,419,698 $21,765,703 $57,799,399
Federal $202,253,973
State/Local $68,573,940
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2016
Status State/Local Federal State/Local Federal State/Local Federal

94 #N/A Bitterroot Branch Trail Improved Crossing at Russell City STPU $1,500,000 $2,897,650 $388,865 $2,508,786

100 #N/A
Bitterroot Trail: Improve at-grade trail crossings to increase visibility/safety for bicyclists 
and pedestrians City TA $284,600 $284,600 $38,200 $246,400

99 93.5
Complete Bitterroot Branch Trail between North and Livingston - Include crossing 
improvements at Johnson & South City MRA $1,000,000 $1,000,000 $1,000,000

198 118.5 Bitterroot Branch Trail - Pine to Spruce City Local $45,000 $59,804 $59,804
175 112.5 Complete North Bank Riverfront Trail from Eastgate to Easy Street City Local, MRA $414,300 $800,331 $800,331
402 110.5 City-wide Bicycle Greenways City Local $1,950,000 $2,591,507 $2,591,507

184 104.5
Convert Orange St from 1st St to Sixth St into a complete street and increase bicycle and 
pedestrian access City Local $302,000 $583,394 $583,394

359 98 Bike Facility Improvements -- W. Spruce from Orange to Railroad Tracks City Local $51,927 $69,009 $69,009

181 90
Reserve Street:  Develop Buffered Bike Lanes to Allow for Two Foot Painted Divider - US 
93 to S. 3rd Street City Local $50,000 $66,449 $66,449

360 90

5th/6th Street improvements for bike/pedestrian safety: lane reconfiguration on each 
street between Higgins and Russel to include a single vehicular travel lane, turn lanes at 
signalized intersections, parking, and buffered bike lanes City Local $159,643 $212,161 $212,161

534 90 Bike/Ped Bridge from Riverfront Triangle to McCormick Park City Local, MRA $2,500,000 $3,322,445 $3,322,445
399 88 Add Bicycle Lanes to N Russell St from Broadway north to the train tracks City Local $17,700 $34,192 $34,192
488 88 Bike lanes on Toole Ave (Northside Pedestrian Bridge to Spruce) City Local $12,500 $24,147 $24,147
188 86 Northbank Riverfront Trails per West Broadway Corridor Plan City Local, MRA $1,000,000 $1,931,767 $1,931,767
338 83.5 Emma Dickinson Learning Center-Council Grove Apartments bike-ped connection City Local $172,586 $333,396 $333,396
361 83.5 Highway 200 Multi-use path - Sha-Ron to Tamarack County STPU $2,565,018 $4,955,017 $664,963 $4,290,053
365 83 Bike Lanes - N. 5th St., Worden, Cooley City Local $139,205 $268,911 $268,911
433 83 Bicycle Lane: Paxson St from the Southgate Mall to 39th St City Local $16,800 $32,454 $32,454
189 82.5 Northbank Riverfront Trail - Russell to Reserve City Local $1,000,000 $1,931,767 $1,931,767
388 80.5 Bike lane on Johnsons from South to 3rd st City Local $37,500 $72,441 $72,441
382 78.5 Reconfigure N. 2nd St to complete street City Local $360,000 $695,436 $695,436
183 78 Stephens Avenue:  Add bike lanes from Brooks to South City Local $25,000 $48,294 $48,294
187 73.5 Construct Reserve Bike/Ped Crossings at Spurgin, 7th, and River Rd. City Local $3,000,000 $5,795,300 $5,795,300
353 73.5 North Avenue Bike Path: Clements - 37th County STPU $368,955 $712,734 $95,649 $617,085
179 71 Develop Whitaker Bike and Pedestrian Facilities to/from SW Higgins Avenue City Local $238,000 $459,760 $459,760
367 71 Trail - Scott St. to Interstate Greenway City Local, MRA $490,110 $946,778 $946,778
177 70 Install Sidewalk in the South Hills (Gharrett, 23rd, Hillview Way, 55th, Country Club) City Local $159,000 $307,151 $307,151
369 68.5 Shared-use path connection - Strand to Burlington City Local, MRA $47,333 $91,436 $91,436
536 68.5 Post Siding Road shared-use path connection City Local $368,000 $710,890 $710,890
431 68 Bicycle Lane: Beckwith/Walnut from Stephens to 1st St City Local $22,800 $44,044 $44,044
349 66 Bitterroot Branch Trail River Crossing City Local $1,500,000 $2,897,650 $2,897,650

355 66
Intersection improvements at: Clements & Mount, Clements & Spurgin, Clements & S. 
7th W, South Ave. & 40th Ave. County STPU $300,000 $579,530 $77,773 $501,757

475 66 Mullan Road Trail – Flynn Lane to Reserve Street City Local $775,000 $1,497,119 $1,497,119
518 66 Milwaukee Trail connection to Hawthorne school City/County Local $100,000 $193,177 $193,177
519 66 Bike/Ped bridge - Missoula College to Kim Williams trail City Local, MRA $2,500,000 $4,829,417 $4,829,417
466 65.5 Intersection of Higgins and Brooks Bicycle Slip Lane City/MDT Local $15,000 $28,977 $28,977
371 93.5 Shared-use path connection - Madison Pedestrian Bridge to Front St City/MDT $88,528
164 86 Street Improvements: Orange Street Underpass City $15,000,000
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2016
Status State/Local Federal State/Local Federal State/Local Federal

 

2031-20452016-2020 2021-2030
ID Score PROJECT Agency Funding Source

Total Cost ($) 
Current Year
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535 85 Shared-use path connection through the fairgrounds City $2,500,000
372 73.5 Trail Connection - Madison St. underbridge to Arthur Street. City/MDT $88,456
520 65 Bicycle Wayfinding $200,000
337 63.5 Inverness Place Trail Extension City $84,455
340 63.5 Mountain View Dr. Bike/Ped facilities - Rattlesnake Drive to Duncan Dr. City $83,000
435 63 Bicycle Lane: Gharrett St from 39th to Briggs St City $6,600
521 60.5 Shared-use path from Bitterroot Trail/Hwy 93 to Blue Mountain Recreation Area County $200,000
343 58.5 Bike/ped facilities parallel to Lincoln Hills Dr. from Rattlesnake to Applehouse. City $202,407

352 58
Target Range Bike Paths: Tower: South Ave. to 3rd, 33rd:  South to 3rd, 3rd: Reserve to 
Clements, Spurgin: Clements to Tower County $3,101,561

432 58 Bicycle Lane: Briggs St from Miller Creek to South Reserve St City $11,700
377 57.5 Pedestrian Undercrossing connecting downtown to the Northside neighborhood $25,000,000
522 57.5 Northside Riverfront Trail improvements - widen & connection at Bess Reed park City $180,000
341 56 Bicycle/pedestrian facilities parallel to Creek Crossing to Tamarack. City $50,000
434 55.5 Bicycle Lane: 23rd St from 39th St to Garland City $20,000
101 55 River Road complete street - California St. to Russell St. City $124,600
348 54.5 Downtown Streetscape City $25,000,000
400 50.5 Add bicycle lane to Hiberta from Spurgin Rd north to S 3rd St W County $12,500
380 50 North Riverfront Trail reconfiguration $86,500
523 50 Trail system wayfinding $0
93 48.5 Milwaukee Trail - Reserve to Mullan City/County $4,250,000

196 48.5 Southbank Riverfront, Russell to Reserve City $258,000
344 48.5 Bicycle/pedestrian facilities parallel to E side of Soccer Fields. City $629,098
524 48.5 Milwaukee Trail lighting - California to Reserve $650,000
96 48.5 Grant Creek Trail to Snowbowl Rd. - County Phase II: Mellot to Snowbowl Rd. County $285,000

342 47.5 Bicycle/pedestrian facilities parallel to Tamarack to USFS Trailhead City $159,565
366 45 Trail - Ped. Bridge to Madison City/MDT $537,033
197 43.5 Milwaukee Trail Mullan to Deschamps Ln. County $887,000

180 43 Develop on-street bike system from Reserve Street to the Bitterroot River: Tower Rd County $405,000
191 41 South Hills Trail to Pattee Canyon City $2,940,000
345 40 Bicycle/pedestrian facilities parallel to Lincoln Hills Drive--Applehouse to Contour. City $648,322
190 38.5 Wye Mullan Neighborhood Trails (excluding Milwaukee and Mullan Rd.) City/County $2,793,600
351 35 Northside Greenway Trail between Northside Park and Scott Street City $561,710

354 30.5
Clements Road Bike Path: Relocate segment between Mount & North Avenues from the 
east side of the street to west side. County $187,119

193 28.5
Rattlesnake Dr. Trail from intersection of Rattlesnake and Creek Crossing to main FS 
Trailhead 6 City $640,000

194 26 Duncan Dr. Trail from Mountain View to end of Duncan Dr. City $960,000
176 25 Fort Missoula to McClay Flats - including bridge over Bitterroot River City $1,727,000
474 17.5 Kim Williams Trail Extension - Edgell Property to Clark Fork River $893,000
339 17 Bike/Ped Bridge from Mullan Rd. to Missoula Ready Mix site City $1,251,650

392 15
Trail connection with Bridge over the Bitterroot River connecting Forest Hill Lane with 
Bigfork road $750,000

525 15
Kim Williams extension to Milltown Damn/river confluence (including bridge over Clark 
Fork River City/County $2,500,000
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2016
Status State/Local Federal State/Local Federal State/Local Federal

 

2031-20452016-2020 2021-2030
ID Score PROJECT Agency Funding Source

Total Cost ($) 
Current Year

Cost ($) Future 
Year

526 12.5 Miller Creek Trails $3,750,000
350 0 Westside Greenway Trail City $2,027,639
383 0 Northside Bikeway $868,312
472 0 Trail Lighting - Bitterroot Branch Trail City $2,500,000
539 #N/A People's Way trail phase 1 - Wye (I-90 & Hwy 93 interchange) to Evaro CSKT/MDT $6,469,195
527 0 Automated Bicycle & Pedestrian Counters $0

Totals $135,056,526 $41,309,135 $1,038,200 $246,400 $6,321,375 $0 $25,785,479 $7,917,681
Federal $8,164,081
State/Local $33,145,054

 



2016
Status State/Local Federal State/Local Federal State/Local Federal

58 N/A Purchase Street Cleaners - City and County MPO CMAQ $10,048,333 $10,048,333 $307,318 $1,982,682 $416,467 $2,686,866 $624,701 $4,030,299
59 N/A Ongoing Roadway Operations & Maintenance City/County/MDT

Local, State, UPP,
MACI, NH, STPS, $144,273,132 $144,273,132 $21,948,426 $5,880,600 $44,258,968 $72,185,138

60 N/A I-90:  Frenchtown East and West MDT IM $991,000 $991,000 $86,800 $904,200
102 N/A Annual Sidewalk Installation/Replacement Program City Local $18,000,000 $18,000,000 $3,000,000 $6,000,000 $9,000,000

N/A Missoula ADA upgrades MDT MACI $4,555,400 $4,555,442 $611,342 $3,944,100
N/A Reserve St Interchange - E & W pavement preservation MDT IM $5,606,200 $5,606,200 $491,100 $5,115,100

516 N/A Bridge Maintenance - Steel Bridge Rehabilitation (6 bridges in Missoula area) MDT BR $268,200 $268,200 $36,000 $232,200
N/A Placeholder for future IM projects MDT IM $4,250,127 $4,250,127 $140,515 $1,463,538 $231,796 $2,414,278
N/A Placeholder for future NH projects MDT NH $5,360,290 $5,360,290 $177,219 $1,845,825 $292,343 $3,044,904
N/A Placeholder for future UPP projects MDT UPP $10,349,263 $10,349,263 $524,178 $3,381,769 $864,693 $5,578,624
N/A Placeholder for future STPX/STPS/SFCN projects MDT STPX/STPS/SFCN $7,221,873 $7,221,873 $365,779 $2,359,850 $603,396 $3,892,848
N/A Placeholder for future MACI projects MDT MACI $26,750,217 $26,750,217 $1,354,867 $8,741,013 $2,235,012 $14,419,325

123 N/A East Missoula Street/Alley Paving County Local $266,000
167 N/A Reserve (Dowel Bar Retrofit) from US93 to 3rd Street 7 City Local $2,200,000

Totals $240,140,037 $237,674,079 $26,480,986 $18,058,882 $53,237,994 $20,478,860 $86,037,079 $33,380,278
Federal $71,918,020
State/Local $165,756,059

Agency 2031-2045Funding Source Total Cost ($)
Current Year

Cost ($) Future
Year

2016-2020 2021-2030
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2016
Status State/Local Federal State/Local Federal State/Local Federal

437 N/A Traffic Signal Controllers MDT/City CMAQ $500,000 $664,489 $89,174 $575,314
479 N/A Advanced Signal Detectors MDT/City CMAQ $1,000,000 $1,328,978 $178,349 $1,150,629
480 N/A Adaptive Signal Control System MDT/City CMAQ $1,000,000 $1,328,978 $178,349 $1,150,629
481 N/A Transit Priority System for Signalized Intersections MDT/City CMAQ $500,000 $664,489 $89,174 $575,314

Totals $3,000,000 $3,986,933 $0 $0 $0 $0 $535,046 $3,451,887
Federal $3,451,887
State/Local $535,046

2031-2045Funding Source Total Cost ($)
Current Year

Cost ($) Future
Year

2016-2020 2021-2030
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ID Score PROJECT Agency
Intelligent Transportation System Projects



2016
Status State/Local Federal State/Local Federal State/Local Federal

119 #N/A Bike and Pedestrian Program (30 Years @ $30,000 per Year) MPO CMAQ $888,114 $1,326,000 $29,658 $191,342 $59,316 $382,684 $88,975 $574,025
120 #N/A Missoula in Motion (30-Years @ $320,000 per Year) MPO CMAQ $7,279,574 $9,600,000 $214,720 $1,385,280 $429,440 $2,770,560 $644,160 $4,155,840

#N/A Vanpool Operations, Administration & Maintenance MRTMA 5311 $1,138,764 $1,138,764 $23,626 $152,424 $49,399 $318,704 $79,797 $514,814
#N/A Vanpool Capital purchases (vans, carpool vehicles) MRTMA 5311 $5,993,150 $5,993,150 $210,415 $716,111 $439,957 $1,497,317 $710,679 $2,418,672

386 #N/A MRTMA  (28-Years @ $125,700 per year) MPO CMAQ $3,036,000 $3,036,000 $67,905 $438,095 $135,810 $876,190 $203,716 $1,314,284
477 #N/A Missoula Car Share Project phase I City/MPO
478 #N/A Missoula Car Share Project phase II City/MPO

Totals $18,335,601 $21,093,913 $546,324 $2,883,252 $1,113,923 $5,845,453 $1,727,326 $8,977,636
Federal $17,706,341
State/Local $3,387,573

Agency 2031-2045Funding Source Total Cost ($)
Current Year

Cost ($) Future
Year

2016-2020 2021-2030
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2016
Status State/Local Federal State/Local Federal State/Local Federal

515 #N/A Reserve Street Bridge safety barrier over Clark Fork River: Mullan Rd. to River Rd. MDT HSIP $1,101,370 $1,101,370 $110,137 $991,233
Safety upgrades/maintenance improvements MDT HSIP $3,657,800 $4,444,282 $317,848 $4,126,434 $825,193 $7,426,740 $1,361,253 $12,251,277

517 #N/A I-90 Safety Barrier near Frenchtown: MP 84.2-94.4 MDT HSIP $700,700 $700,700 $70,100 $630,600

Re
c 

Pro
j

48 #N/A Intersection Improvements: George Elmer Drive & Mullan signal City Local funds $450,000 $869,295 $869,295
42 #N/A Intersection Improvements: Cregg Lane & Orange Street Traffic Signal City

Developer, local
funds $400,000

47 #N/A Intersection Improvements: England & Mary Jane City Local funds $500,000
136 #N/A

Street Lighting Improvements:  Reserve Street from Mullan to Brooks; Brooks Street 
from Dixon to Buckhouse Bridge; Broadway from Reserve to Bitterroot Branch Railroad MDT STPU $450,000

138 #N/A Intersection Improvements: Great Northern/ Railroad & W. Broadway City Local funds $300,000
139 #N/A Intersection Improvements: 14th & Eaton City Local funds $200,000
140 #N/A Intersection Improvements: Johnson & North Avenue City Local funds $300,000
141 #N/A Intersection Improvements: Mary & Reserve City

Local funds, Federal
aid $500,000

143 #N/A Intersection Improvements: Fairview & Russell City
Local funds, federal 
aid $500,000

144 #N/A Intersection Improvements: River Road & Reserve MDT $500,000
145 #N/A Intersection Improvements: Spurgin & Reserve MDT $500,000
146 #N/A Intersection Improvements: 7th & Reserve MDT $500,000
148 #N/A Intersection Improvements: South & Higgins City Local funds $500,000
149 #N/A Intersection Improvements: Lolo & Greenough City Local funds $300,000
150 #N/A Intersection Improvements: Lolo & Rattlesnake City Local funds $300,000
363 #N/A Intersection Improvement - N. 5th St./Worden/Stoddard City $300,000
368 #N/A Lighting - Northside Greenway City Local funds $150,000
407 #N/A

Install enhanced streetlighting on Russell Street at the YMCA location (between Benton
Ave and Ernest Ave) City $12,500

414 #N/A Construct a pedestrian overpass of the Mullan and Reserve intersections City $1,500,000
439 #N/A SAFETY IMPROVEMENTS AT DICKENS ST & PALMER ST $20,000
440 #N/A SAFETY IMPROVEMENTS AT  GRANT ST & SOUTH AVE $145,000
441 #N/A SAFETY IMPROVEMENTS AT  CENTRAL AVE & SCHILLING ST $20,000
442 #N/A SAFETY IMPROVEMENTS AT  MAIN ST & RYMAN ST $145,000
443 #N/A SAFETY IMPROVEMENTS AT  MAIN ST & PATTEE ST $90,000
444 #N/A SAFETY IMPROVEMENTS AT  BROADWAY & SCOTT ST $90,000
445 #N/A SAFETY IMPROVEMENTS AT  BROADWAY & MAPLE ST $210,000
446 #N/A SAFETY IMPROVEMENTS AT  5TH ST SOUTH & ORANGE ST $90,000
447 #N/A SAFETY IMPROVEMENTS AT  MOUNT AVE & RUSSELL ST $130,000
448 #N/A SAFETY IMPROVEMENTS AT  CLARK FORK LN & MULLAN RD $130,000
450 #N/A SAFETY IMPROVEMENTS AT  BROADWAY & RYMAN ST $145,000
451 #N/A SAFETY IMPROVEMENTS AT  JOHNSON ST & SOUTH AVE $145,000
452 #N/A SAFETY IMPROVEMENTS AT  CENTRAL AVE & RONALD AVE $25,000
453 #N/A SAFETY IMPROVEMENTS AT  GRANT ST & MCDONALD AVE $25,000
467 #N/A Campus Street Crossings $0
514 #N/A New signal at Mullan Rd & Flynn Ln $480,000

Totals $15,512,370 $7,115,647 $498,085 $5,748,267 $825,193 $7,426,740 $2,230,548 $12,251,277
Federal $25,426,284
State/Local $3,553,827
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Safety Projects



2016
Status State/Local Federal State/Local Federal State/Local Federal

12 N/A Reserve Street Corridory Safety Plan MDT/City HSIP, State $750,000
470 N/A Planning and Feasibility Study - Missoula Bike Share City STPU, Local funds $50,000
471 N/A

Mid-Town and Missoula County Fairgrounds off-site Parking and Alternative
Transportation Study City/County STPU, Local funds $50,000

476 N/A South Ave. Bike/Ped Corridor Study City STPU, Local funds $75,000
487 N/A

Higgins Reconfiguration Study: To study feasibility of different treatments to improve
access and safety for all modes, including conversion to three lanes. City STPU, Local funds $75,000

487.5 N/A
Broadway reconfiguration study: to study feasibility of different treatments to improve
access and safety for all modes, including conversion to three lanes. City STPU, Local funds $75,000

487.5 N/A
Orange St reconfiguration study: to study feasibility of different treatments to improve
access and safety for all modes, including conversion to three lanes. City STPU, Local funds $75,000

Totals $1,150,000

2031-2045Funding Source Total Cost ($)
Current Year

Cost ($) Future
Year

2016-2020 2021-2030
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stra
tive

 Pr
oje

cts
ID Score PROJECT Agency

Transportation Studies



2016
Status State/Local Federal State/Local Federal State/Local Federal

Transit Operations MUTD
CMAQ, 5307,
TRANSADE, Mill Levy, 
Other $218,277,627 $218,277,627 $23,849,127 $9,332,491 $51,112,526 $19,216,589 $84,011,649 $30,755,246

Transit Capital purchases (buses, paratransit vans, other) MUTD 5339 $3,556,196 $3,556,196 $109,956 $439,823 $229,907 $919,626 $371,377 $1,485,507
Transit Paratransit capital purchases (paratransit vans)

MUTD, ORI,
AWARE 5310 $4,001,941 $4,001,941 $123,738 $494,952 $258,724 $1,034,895 $417,926 $1,671,705

Transit Capital purchases (buses, paratransit vans, other) MUTD CMAQ $5,574,901 $5,574,901 $82,439 $531,861 $218,146 $1,407,380 $447,567 $2,887,508
Transit Marketing & Education MUTD CMAQ $142,200 $142,200 $19,083 $123,117 $0 $0 $0 $0

Rec
 

Pro
j Transit Transit bus purchase - 15 buses to expand service and implement MUTD Phase 3

(service on Brooks Street) MUTD STPU $15,200,000 $15,200,000 $2,039,840 $13,160,160
417 Construct a transfer center located at the Southgate Mall MUTD Local, MRA, FTA $3,000,000

Brooks St - Transit stops MUTD STPU, Local $2,500,000
MUTD bus stop master plan implementation MUTD Local, MRA, FTA
Bitterroot to Missoula passenger rail MUTD/other Unknown

Totals $252,252,864 $246,752,864 $24,184,343 $10,922,243 $51,819,301 $22,578,491 $87,288,359 $49,960,126
Federal $83,460,860
State/Local $163,292,004

Agency 2016-2020 2021-2030 2031-2045Funding Source Total Cost ($)
Current Year

Cost ($) Future
Year
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Appendix C: Project Scoring & Ranking



528 Brooks St. (Reserve to Paxson) complete street

158 Complete Street Improvements: South Ave. (Reserve to 36th) including
intersection improvements at Old Fort and South Ave

394 East Missoula - Highway 200 complete street reconstruction

529 Brooks St. (Stephens to Paxson) reconstruct to complete street

469 Reconfigure Broadway within existing ROW - Orange St. to Madison, as per
the Downtown Master Plan

13 Street Improvements: W. Broadway (Toole to Mullan) road enhancements,
may include complete street improvements. 

152 Front/Main conversion to 2-way streets

154 Street Improvements: 3rd (Reserve to Hiberta)

397 Reconstruct Curtis St to make it a complete street

398 Reconstruct River Road from Russell to Reserve as a complete street

14 Higgins Avenue: 3-Lane conversion from Brooks Street to Broadway as
detailed in the Downtown Master Plan (excluding bridge)

370 Reconstruction to Complete Street  standards - Russell St. from Mount to
Brooks

155 Street Improvements: California (3rd to Dakota)

161 Street Improvements: Stephens & Fairview Connection

336 Johnson Street: Extend from South Avenue to Brooks Street

128 Miller Creek Road widening and intersection improvements (Hwy 93/Miller
Creek, Old Hwy 93/Reserve, Reserve/Brooks)

379 Carousel Drive reconfiguration

420 Intersection improvement at Mullan Rd & Mary Jane Blvd

29 Street Improvements: Mary Jane (England to Broadway)

530 Broadway - Orange to Toole 5-lane conversion and complete street
improvements

395 Reconstruct South Ave W from 36th to Clements as a complete street 

159 Street Improvements: Old Grant Creek/ Rogers/ Cemetery Rd.

-10 10 30 50 70 90 110 130

Roadway Project Ranking



156 Street Improvements: Rattlesnake Dr. (Missoula to Creek Crossing)

132 Intersection Improvements: Bancroft/South Ave

157 Street Improvements: Complete 5th & 6th Streets from Russell to Reserve

387 Russell Street extension to connect with I-90

531 New signal N. Reserve - per URD Master plan

35 Mullan Road:  Widen to 2 Lanes plus Auxiliary

36 Wye/Mullan Plan Collector Routes

129 Duncan/Greenough Drive Reconstruction (Minckler - Mtn. View)

468 Brooks St. (Stephens to Mount) reconstruct to complete street

421 Intersection improvement at Higgins Ave & Pattee Creek Rd

126 Intersection Improvements: W. Broadway& George Elmer

422 Intersection Improvements at Gharrett St & 39th St

15 Intersection Improvements: W. Broadway& Mary Jane

147 Intersection Improvements: Arthur & South

124 Street Improvements: Mullan (Reserve to Mary Jane) Widening

153 Street Improvements: Complete Johnson St from 3rd to River Road

418 Intersection Improvement at Beckwith Ave & Arthur Ave

391 Old Highway 93 complete street reconstruction

38 Higgins Avenue: Widen to 3 Lanes from Brooks St. to South Ave. (with bike
lane)

419 Intersection improvement at W. Broadway & Flynn Lane

135 14th St./Mount Avenue:  Remove Parking and Restripe as 3-Lane Between
Russell Street and Reserve Street

390 Widen South Ave from Arthur to Bancroft from 2 lanes to 4 lanes

16 Intersection Improvements: Miller Creek & Briggs

378 Clay street reconfiguration



381 New Jefferson Street Extension

46 Intersection Improvements: Grant Creek/ Prospect

385 Orange Street turn pocket at Alder intersection

532 Downtown ADA parking enhancement

533 Mullan Road multi-modal and street improvements from Pulp Mill Rd to
Frenchtown

424 Street improvement: Grant Creek reconstruction (Prospect to Snow Bowl
Rd)

127 Intersection Improvements: England & George Elmer

33 Street Improvements: England (Flynn to George Elmer)

376 Railyard street grid

31 Street Improvements: George Elmer (Cattle Dr to England)



198 Bitterroot Branch Trail - Pine to Spruce

175 Complete North Bank Riverfront Trail from Eastgate to Easy Street

402 City-wide Bicycle Greenways

184 Convert Orange St from 1st St to Sixth St into a complete street

359 Bike Facility Improvements -- W. Spruce from Orange to Railroad
Tracks

99 Complete Bitterroot Branch Trail between North and Livingston

371 Shared-use path connection - Madison Pedestrian Bridge to Front
St

181 Reserve Street: Develop Buffered Bike Lanes  - US 93 to S. 3rd
Street

360 5th/6th Street improvements for bike/pedestrian access and safety

534 Bike/Ped Bridge from Riverfront Triangle to McCormick Park

399 Add Bicycle Lanes to N Russell St from Broadway north to the train
tracks

488 Bike lanes on Toole Ave (Northside Pedestrian Bridge to Spruce)

164 Street Improvements: Orange Street Underpass

188 Northbank Riverfront Trails per West Broadway Corridor Plan

535 Shared-use path connection through the fairgrounds

338 Emma Dickinson Learning Center-Council Grove Apartments bike-
ped connection

361 Highway 200 Multi-use path - Sha-Ron to Tamarack

365 Bike Lanes - N. 5th St., Worden, Cooley

433 Bicycle Lane: Paxson St from the Southgate Mall to 39th St

189 Northbank Riverfront Trail - Russell to Reserve

388 Bike lane on Johnsons from South to 3rd st

382 Reconfigure N. 2nd St to complete street

-10 10 30 50 70 90 110 130

Non-motorized Project Ranking



183 Stephens Avenue: Add bike lanes from Brooks to South

187 Construct Reserve Bike/Ped Crossings at Spurgin, 7th, and River 
Rd.

353 North Avenue Bike Path: Clements - 37th

372 Trail Connection - Madison St. underbridge to Arthur Street.

179 Develop Whitaker Bike and Pedestrian Facilities to/from SW 
Higgins Avenue

367 Trail - Scott St. to Interstate Greenway

177 Install Sidewalks in the South Hills (Gharrett, 23rd, Hillview Way, 
55th, Country Club)

369 Shared-use path connection - Strand to Burlington

536 Post Siding Road shared-use path connection

431 Bicycle Lane: Beckwith/Walnut from Stephens to 1st St

349 Bitterroot Branch Trail River Crossing

355 Intersection Improvements: Clements & Mount, Clements & 
Spurgin, Clements & S. 7th W., South Ave. and 40th Ave.

475 Mullan Road Trail – Flynn Lane to Reserve Street

518 Milwaukee Trail connection to Hawthorne school

519 Bike/Ped bridge - Missoula College to Kim Williams trail

466 Intersection of Higgins and Brooks Bicycle Slip Lane

520 Bicycle Wayfinding

337 Inverness Place Trail Extension

340 Mountain View Dr. Bike/Ped facilities - Rattlesnake Drive to Duncan 
Dr.

435 Bicycle Lane: Gharrett St from 39th to Briggs St

521 Shared-use path from Bitterroot Trail/Hwy 93 to Blue Mountain 
Recreation Area

343 Bicycle/pedestrian facilities parallel to Lincoln Hills Dr. from 
Rattlesnake to Applehouse

352 Target Range Bike Paths

432 Bicycle Lane: Briggs St from Miller Creek to South Reserve St



377 Pedestrian Undercrossing connecting downtown to the Northside 
neighborhood

522 Northside Riverfront Trail improvements - widen & connection at 
Bess Reed park

341 Bicycle/pedestrian facilities parallel to Creek Crossing to Tamarack

434 Bicycle Lane: 23rd St from 39th St to Hillview Way

101 River Road complete street - California St. to Russell St.

348 Downtown Streetscape

400 Add bicycle lane to Hiberta from Spurgin Rd north to S 3rd St W

380 North Riverfront Trail reconfiguration

523 Trail system wayfinding

93 Milwaukee Trail - Reserve to Mullan

196 Southbank Riverfront, Russell to Reserve

344 Bicycle/pedestrian facilities parallel to E side of Soccer Fields

524 Milwaukee Trail lighting - California to Reserve

96 Grant Creek Trail to Snowbowl Rd. - County Phase II: Mellot to 
Snowbowl Rd.

342 Bicycle/pedestrian facilities parallel to Tamarack to USFS Trailhead

366 Trail - Ped. Bridge to Madison

197 Milwaukee Trail Mullan to Deschamps Ln.

180 Develop County On-street Bike System from Reserve Street to the 
Bitterroot River: Tower Rd

191 South Hills Trail to Pattee Canyon

345 Bicycle/pedestrian facilities parallel to Lincoln Hills Drive--
Applehouse to Contour

190 Wye Mullan Neighborhood Trails (excluding Milwaukee and Mullan 
Rd.)

351 Northside Greenway Trail between Northside Park and Scott Street

354 Clements Road Bike Path: Relocate segment between Mount & 
North Avenues

193 Rattlesnake Dr. Trail from intersection of Rattlesnake and Creek Crossing to main 
FS Trailhead 6



194 Duncan Dr. Trail from Mountain View to end of Duncan Dr. 

176 Fort Missoula to McClay Flats - including bridge over Bitterroot 
River

474 Kim Williams Trail Extension - Edgell Property to Clark Fork River

339 Bike/Ped Bridge from Mullan Rd. to Missoula Ready Mix site

392 Trail with Bridge over the Bitterroot River connecting Forest Hill 
Lane with Bigfork road

525 Kim Williams extension to Milltown Damn/river confluence 
(including bridge over Clark Fork River

526 Miller Creek Trails

350 Westside Greenway Trail

383 Northside Bikeway

472 Trail Lighting - Bitterroot Branch Trail

527 Automated Bicycle & Pedestrian Counters



Appendix D: Revenue Projections



2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032 2033 2034 2035 2036 2037 2038 2039 2040 2041 2042 2043 2044 2045

Amounts include Federal + match
Amounts shown in $000's 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28 29 30
Primary

Recipient Federal Non-Federal Carryover 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032 2033 2034 2035 2036 2037 2038 2039 2040 2041 2042 2043 2044 2045 TOTALS

OTHER (Federal and State) 44,513.9
IM* MDT 91.24% 8.76% 4,231.6 34,475.9 308.8 5,497.6 1,053.6 1,053.6 1,053.6 1,053.6 1,053.6 1,085.2 1,085.2 1,085.2 1,085.2 1,085.2 1,117.7 1,117.7 1,117.7 1,117.7 1,117.7 1,151.3 1,151.3 1,151.3 1,151.3 1,151.3 1,185.8 1,221.4 1,258.0 1,295.8 1,334.6 72,848.1
NH* MDT 91.24% 8.76% 6,099.3 1,277.7 7,253.2 569.5 569.5 569.5 569.5 569.5 586.6 586.6 586.6 586.6 586.6 604.2 604.2 604.2 604.2 604.2 622.3 622.3 622.3 622.3 622.3 640.9 660.2 680.0 700.4 721.4 29,945.3
MACI* MDT 86.58% 13.42% 440.5 3,559.0 2,000.0 994.7 994.7 994.7 994.7 994.7 1,024.5 1,024.5 1,024.5 1,024.5 1,024.5 1,055.2 1,055.2 1,055.2 1,055.2 1,055.2 1,086.9 1,086.9 1,086.9 1,086.9 1,086.9 1,119.5 1,153.1 1,187.7 1,223.3 1,260.0 32,749.7
STPS/SFPX/SFCN MDT 86.58% 13.42% 556.4 3,094.1 129.0 129.0 1,678.3 1,678.3 1,678.3 1,678.3 1,678.3 1,728.7 1,728.7 1,728.7 1,728.7 1,728.7 1,780.6 1,780.6 1,780.6 1,780.6 1,780.6 1,834.0 1,834.0 1,834.0 1,834.0 1,834.0 1,889.0 1,945.7 2,004.0 2,064.2 2,126.1 49,045.1
HSIP* MDT 90.00% 10.00% 2,103.5 1,338.2 2,018.2 813.0 813.0 813.0 813.0 813.0 837.4 837.4 837.4 837.4 837.4 862.5 862.5 862.5 862.5 862.5 888.4 888.4 888.4 888.4 888.4 915.0 942.5 970.8 999.9 1,029.9 27,324.3
TA* CI/CO 86.58% 13.42% 284.6 284.6
UPP* MDT 86.58% 13.42% 972.4 384.8 384.8 384.8 384.8 384.8 396.4 396.4 396.4 396.4 396.4 408.3 408.3 408.3 408.3 408.3 420.5 420.5 420.5 420.5 420.5 433.1 446.1 459.5 473.3 487.5 11,321.7
Bridge* MDT 86.58% 13.42% 10,025.2 12,000.0 288.2 0.0 10,931.0 870.2 870.2 870.2 870.2 870.2 896.4 896.4 896.4 896.4 896.4 923.2 923.2 923.2 923.2 923.2 950.9 950.9 950.9 950.9 950.9 979.5 1,008.9 1,039.1 1,070.3 1,102.4 56,648.4
Reconstruction/Maintenance MDT 0.00% 100.00% 1,756.4 1,756.4 1,756.4 1,756.4 1,809.1 1,809.1 1,809.1 1,809.1 1,809.1 1,863.4 1,863.4 1,863.4 1,863.4 1,863.4 1,919.3 1,919.3 1,919.3 1,919.3 1,919.3 1,976.9 1,976.9 1,976.9 1,976.9 1,976.9 2,036.2 2,036.2 2,036.2 2,036.2 2,036.2 2,097.3 57,147.7

Subtotal 0.0 26,469.9 57,501.3 13,753.8 7,383.0 12,740.1 8,173.2 8,173.2 8,173.2 8,173.2 8,227.5 8,418.4 8,418.4 8,418.4 8,418.4 8,474.3 8,671.0 8,671.0 8,671.0 8,671.0 8,728.6 8,931.1 8,931.1 8,931.1 8,931.1 8,990.4 9,199.1 9,413.9 9,635.3 9,863.2 10,159.1 337,314.9

CMAQ
CMAQ MPO 86.58% 13.42% 754.7 1,312.6 1,312.6 1,312.6 1,312.6 1,352.0 1,352.0 1,352.0 1,352.0 1,352.0 1,392.5 1,392.5 1,392.5 1,392.5 1,392.5 1,434.3 1,434.3 1,434.3 1,434.3 1,434.3 1,477.4 1,477.4 1,477.4 1,477.4 1,477.4 1,521.7 1,521.7 1,521.7 1,521.7 1,521.7 1,521.7 43,416.2

Subtotal 754.7 1,312.6 1,312.6 1,312.6 1,312.6 1,352.0 1,352.0 1,352.0 1,352.0 1,352.0 1,392.5 1,392.5 1,392.5 1,392.5 1,392.5 1,434.3 1,434.3 1,434.3 1,434.3 1,434.3 1,477.4 1,477.4 1,477.4 1,477.4 1,477.4 1,521.7 1,521.7 1,521.7 1,521.7 1,521.7 1,521.7 43,416.2

STP (Annually Allocated)
STPU MPO 86.58% 13.42% 15,483.0 1,797.2 1,797.2 1,797.2 1,797.2 1,851.1 1,851.1 1,851.1 1,851.1 1,851.1 1,906.6 1,906.6 1,906.6 1,906.6 1,906.6 1,963.8 1,963.8 1,963.8 1,963.8 1,963.8 2,022.7 2,022.7 2,022.7 2,022.7 2,022.7 2,083.4 2,083.4 2,083.4 2,083.4 2,083.4 2,145.9 73,955.4

Subtotal 15,483.0 1,797.2 1,797.2 1,797.2 1,797.2 1,851.1 1,851.1 1,851.1 1,851.1 1,851.1 1,906.6 1,906.6 1,906.6 1,906.6 1,906.6 1,963.8 1,963.8 1,963.8 1,963.8 1,963.8 2,022.7 2,022.7 2,022.7 2,022.7 2,022.7 2,083.4 2,083.4 2,083.4 2,083.4 2,083.4 2,145.9 73,955.4

FTA
5307 Operating & Capital† MUTD 50.00% 50.00% 1,591.4 1,591.4 1,591.4 1,591.4 1,639.1 1,639.1 1,639.1 1,639.1 1,639.1 1,688.3 1,688.3 1,688.3 1,688.3 1,688.3 1,738.9 1,738.9 1,738.9 1,738.9 1,738.9 1,791.1 1,791.1 1,791.1 1,791.1 1,791.1 1,844.8 1,844.8 1,844.8 1,844.8 1,844.8 1,900.2 51,776.3
5339 Capital† MUTD 80.00% 20.00% 109.3 109.3 109.3 109.3 112.6 112.6 112.6 112.6 112.6 116.0 116.0 116.0 116.0 116.0 119.4 119.4 119.4 119.4 119.4 123.0 123.0 123.0 123.0 123.0 126.7 126.7 126.7 126.7 126.7 130.5 3,556.2
5310 Capital† VARIOUS 86.58% 13.42% 123.0 123.0 123.0 123.0 126.7 126.7 126.7 126.7 126.7 130.5 130.5 130.5 130.5 130.5 134.4 134.4 134.4 134.4 134.4 138.4 138.4 138.4 138.4 138.4 142.6 142.6 142.6 142.6 142.6 146.9 4,001.9
TRANSADE MUTD 0.00% 100.00% 28.3 28.3 28.3 28.3 29.1 29.1 29.1 29.1 29.1 30.0 30.0 30.0 30.0 30.0 30.9 30.9 30.9 30.9 30.9 31.9 31.9 31.9 31.9 31.9 32.8 32.8 32.8 32.8 32.8 33.8 920.8
5311 Capital MRTMA 86.58% 13.42% 35.0 35.0 35.0 35.0 36.1 36.1 36.1 36.1 36.1 37.1 37.1 37.1 37.1 37.1 38.2 38.2 38.2 38.2 38.2 39.4 39.4 39.4 39.4 39.4 40.6 40.6 40.6 40.6 40.6 41.8 1,138.8
5311 Operating MRTMA 54.00% 46.00% 19.2 19.2 19.2 19.2 19.8 19.8 19.8 19.8 19.8 20.4 20.4 20.4 20.4 20.4 21.0 21.0 21.0 21.0 21.0 21.6 21.6 21.6 21.6 21.6 22.3 22.3 22.3 22.3 22.3 22.9 624.7
5311 Admin MRTMA 80.00% 20.00% 142.2 142.2 142.2 142.2 146.5 146.5 146.5 146.5 146.5 150.9 150.9 150.9 150.9 150.9 155.4 155.4 155.4 155.4 155.4 160.0 160.0 160.0 160.0 160.0 164.8 164.8 164.8 164.8 164.8 169.8 4,626.6
5311 Preventative Maintenance MRTMA 80.00% 20.00% 22.8 22.8 22.8 22.8 23.5 23.5 23.5 23.5 23.5 24.2 24.2 24.2 24.2 24.2 24.9 24.9 24.9 24.9 24.9 25.7 25.7 25.7 25.7 25.7 26.4 26.4 26.4 26.4 26.4 27.2 741.8

Subtotal 2,071.2 2,071.2 2,071.2 2,071.2 2,133.3 2,133.3 2,133.3 2,133.3 2,133.3 2,197.3 2,197.3 2,197.3 2,197.3 2,197.3 2,263.2 2,263.2 2,263.2 2,263.2 2,263.2 2,331.1 2,331.1 2,331.1 2,331.1 2,331.1 2,401.0 2,401.0 2,401.0 2,401.0 2,401.0 2,473.1 67,387.1

LOCAL
City Gas Tax CITY 100.00% 1,085.8 1,085.8 1,085.8 1,085.8 1,118.4 1,118.4 1,118.4 1,118.4 1,118.4 1,152.0 1,152.0 1,152.0 1,152.0 1,152.0 1,186.5 1,186.5 1,186.5 1,186.5 1,186.5 1,222.1 1,222.1 1,222.1 1,222.1 1,222.1 1,258.8 1,258.8 1,258.8 1,258.8 1,258.8 1,296.6 35,329.1
City Impact Fee% CITY 100.00% 736.4 736.4 736.4 736.4 758.5 758.5 758.5 758.5 758.5 781.2 781.2 781.2 781.2 781.2 804.7 804.7 804.7 804.7 804.7 828.8 828.8 828.8 828.8 828.8 853.7 853.7 853.7 853.7 853.7 879.3 23,958.8
City Road Maintenance District CITY 100.00% 1,608.3 1,608.3 1,608.3 1,608.3 1,656.5 1,656.5 1,656.5 1,656.5 1,656.5 1,706.2 1,706.2 1,706.2 1,706.2 1,706.2 1,757.4 1,757.4 1,757.4 1,757.4 1,757.4 1,810.1 1,810.1 1,810.1 1,810.1 1,810.1 1,864.4 1,864.4 1,864.4 1,864.4 1,864.4 1,920.3 52,326.3
County Gas Tax COUNTY 100.00% 328.2 328.2 328.2 328.2 338.0 338.0 338.0 338.0 338.0 348.2 348.2 348.2 348.2 348.2 358.6 358.6 358.6 358.6 358.6 369.4 369.4 369.4 369.4 369.4 380.5 380.5 380.5 380.5 380.5 391.9 10,678.0
MRA URD Improvements$ MRA 100.00% 1,660.5 1,660.5 1,660.5 1,660.5 1,710.3 1,710.3 1,710.3 1,710.3 1,710.3 1,761.6 1,761.6 1,761.6 1,761.6 1,761.6 1,814.5 1,814.5 1,814.5 1,814.5 1,814.5 1,868.9 1,868.9 1,868.9 1,868.9 1,868.9 1,925.0 1,925.0 1,925.0 1,925.0 1,925.0 1,982.7 54,026.1
MUTD Mill Levy MUTD 100.00% 4,306.5 4,306.5 4,306.5 4,306.5 4,435.7 4,435.7 4,435.7 4,435.7 4,435.7 4,568.8 4,568.8 4,568.8 4,568.8 4,568.8 4,705.8 4,705.8 4,705.8 4,705.8 4,705.8 4,847.0 4,847.0 4,847.0 4,847.0 4,847.0 4,992.4 4,992.4 4,992.4 4,992.4 4,992.4 5,142.2 140,116.7
MUTD Other Revenue# MUTD 100.00% 421.9 421.9 421.9 430.3 438.9 447.7 456.7 465.8 475.1 484.6 494.3 504.2 514.3 524.6 535.1 545.8 556.7 567.8 579.2 590.8 602.6 614.6 626.9 639.5 652.2 665.3 678.6 692.2 706.0 720.1 16,475.7

Subtotal 10,147.6 10,147.6 10,147.6 10,156.0 10,456.4 10,465.2 10,474.1 10,483.2 10,492.6 10,802.6 10,812.3 10,822.2 10,832.2 10,842.5 11,162.6 11,173.3 11,184.2 11,195.3 11,206.7 11,537.1 11,548.9 11,560.9 11,573.2 11,585.8 11,927.0 11,940.0 11,953.3 11,966.9 11,980.7 12,333.1 332,910.8

EARMARK
Russell Street City 86.58% 13.42% 737.3 1,639.5 2,376.8

GRAND TOTAL 16,237.7 42,535.6 74,469.3 29,082.3 22,719.9 28,532.8 23,974.7 23,983.7 23,992.8 24,002.1 24,526.5 24,727.1 24,737.0 24,747.1 24,757.4 25,298.2 25,505.6 25,516.5 25,527.6 25,539.0 26,096.8 26,311.2 26,323.2 26,335.5 26,348.1 26,923.5 27,145.2 27,373.3 27,608.3 27,850.1 28,632.9 857,361.2
* There is no annual allocation for these funding sources.  Revenue for 2016-2020 is based on current TIP figures, and revenue for 2021-2045 is based on average annual obligation from 2013-2015 and inflated 3% per year. Total Federal = 467,302.7
% Average of FY 2011 to 2015 Road Impact Fees Annual Federal = 15,576.8
$ Missoula Redevelopment Agency Urban Renewal District Tax Increment Funds avearge of FY 2011 to 2015 transportation related infrastructure expenditures, including sidewalks, trails, roads, etc.
† Federal allocation only.  Local match reflected in the Mill Levy and Passenger Revenue lines below.  This also applies to CMAQ for any Mountain Line projects and local match, but the amount varies and does not substantively change the total. 
# MUTD Other revenue includes fares, sponsorships, advertising, etc.
All funding received a 3% inflation increase every five years.

MATCH RATIO
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INTRODUCTION 
The 2016 Missoula Long Range 
Transportation Plan (LRTP or “Plan”) is 
required to demonstrate conformity with air 
quality regulations as reported in this Plan 
Document. The following elements in this 
appendix of the LRTP establish conformity: 

 Conformity Determination 

 Documentation of Conformity Process 

 Transportation Modeling and Data 
supporting Conformity 

 Emissions Modeling and Data 
supporting Conformity 

Because different areas were used to model 
the carbon monoxide (CO) and particulate 
matter (matter less than or equal to 10 
microns in aerodynamic diameter, also 
known as PM10), the vehicle miles traveled 
(VMT) totals used to determine conformity 
are not comparable; the VMT with the CO 
area cannot be compared to the VMT within 
the PM10 area. Figure 1 shows the CO 
maintenance area and PM10 non-attainment 
area that were assumed in the analysis. 
Output from the air quality modeling 
supporting the conformity determination was 
provided to the Metropolitan Planning 
Organization (MPO) in electronic format. 
These analyses are understood to apply to 
the full set of projects as represented in 
Appendix B, with travel model results. 

CONFORMITY 
DETERMINATION 
The LRTP goals reflect planning factors 
outlined in Fixing America’s Surface 
Transportation Act (FAST Act), which was 
signed into effect on December 4, 2015. The 
goals guide the development of the projects, 
priorities and supporting policies of the LRTP 
Update. 

The policies required to achieve many of the 
LRTP goals do not involve projects in the 
LRTP itself. Supporting policies and plans 

such as the Missoula Growth Policy, the 2011 
Missoula Active Transportation Plan, the 
2012 Mountain Line Comprehensive 
Operational Analysis, the Montana 
Comprehensive Highway Safety Plan, and the 
Missoula Greater Downtown Master Plan will 
also play important roles in realizing the 
vision developed during the LRTP Update 
process. 

An emissions analysis of the Recommended 
Projects listed in the Chapter titled “Our 
Transportation Future” shows that the Plan 
conforms to the emissions budgets for CO 
and PM10. The VMT data were obtained in the 
form of Highway Performance Monitoring 
System (HPMS) data by arterial type for the 
base year 2015. The VMT data were 
disaggregated by arterial and vehicle 
classification using 2012 HPMS VMT data. 
Speed estimates from the travel model were 
used for CO and PM10 boundary areas and for 
the years 2015 and 2045. Values for other 
years were estimated by linear interpolation 
for this analysis. 

Carbon monoxide emissions were determined 
using the U.S. Environmental Protection 
Agency’s (EPA) MOVES 2014a (Motor Vehicle 
Emission Simulator model), the latest version 
of MOVES available. Total emissions 
(inventory analysis) were estimated using 
MOVES instead of deriving emission rates. 
Particulate matter emissions from tailpipes, 
tire wear, and brake wear were also 
determined using the MOVES 2014a model. 
Rates for road dust sources of particulate 
emissions were estimated using the 
procedures defined in the EPA publication AP-
42 Chapter 13.2.1 (January 2011). The 
equation used in the estimation of re-
entrained PM10 dust emission rates is same 
as the equation used in the development of 
budgets for the region. This equation was 
derived from EPA publication AP-42 Chapter 
13.2.1 (January 1995) but also includes all 
the updates identified through November, 
2006 version of AP-42. This approach was 
used in the estimation of PM10 emissions to 
perform a consistent comparison between 
the budgets and emissions. 
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Figure 1: Missoula Non-attainment and Maintenance Area Map 
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Table 1: CO Conformity Determination for Missoula, 2016 LRTP 
Year 2015 2025 2035 2045 

Budget (tons/day) 43.22 42.67 42.67 42.67 
Seasonal Vehicle Miles Traveled 950,155 1,092,040 1,233,925 1,375,810 
Projection (tons/day) 34.69 21.39 10.81 8.31 
Conformity (Projection < Budget?) Pass Pass Pass Pass 

Table 2: PM10 Area Conformity Determination for Missoula, 2016 LRTP 
Year 2015 2025 2035 2045 

Budget (lbs/day)* 16,119 16,119 16,119 16,119 
Seasonal Vehicle Miles Traveled 832,653 947,672 1,062,691 1,177,710 
Road Dust rate (grams/mile) 4.5399 4.5154 4.4962 4.4807 

Projection: Tailpipe Particulates (lbs/day)  
Gpm +Ec + Oc (gasoline particulates + diesel 
elemental carbon + diesel organic carbon) 645 185 89 68 

Pbr (brake particulates) 483 552 622 694 
Pti (tire wear particulates) 34 38 43 48 
Total Tailpipe Particulates (lbs/day) 1,162 775 754 810 

Projection: Road Dust Particulates (lbs/day) ** 
Deicer Areas 5,689 6,501 7,313 8,125 
Washed Sand Area 1,717 1,951 2,184 2,417 
Unwashed Sand Area 929 984 1,039 1,094 
Total Road dust Particulates (lbs/day) 8,336 9,436 10,536 11,636 
Total Particulates (lbs/day) 9,498 10,211 11,290 12,446 
Conformity (Projection < Budget?) Pass Pass Pass Pass 
* Includes road dust, elemental carbon, organic carbon, gasoline exhaust particulates, tire wear, and brake wear. 
** Projection = Emission Rate × Seasonal Vehicle Miles Traveled, then divide by 453.5 to convert to pounds 
Note: Calculations in the above table may include rounding of values 

 

Carbon Monoxide Conformity 
Table 1 demonstrates conformity with the 
motor vehicle emission budgets for Missoula 
carbon monoxide. The emission budgets for 
Missoula carbon monoxide approved by the 
EPA in the June 1, 2006, Federal Register 
Notice, Vol. 71, No. 105 on pages 31181–
31182. The 2006 Federal Register Notice lists 
the budgets only until 2021 and same budget 
was used for the horizon years 2035 and 2045 
to demonstrate conformity. This is because the 
plan must demonstrate conformity to the last 
year in a maintenance plan that has the Motor 
Vehicle Emissions Budgets (MVEB). EPA also 
concurs with this assumption. The CO 
projections (tons/day) are less than budgets for 
2015, 2025, 2035, and 2045. 

Improved emissions standards for 
automobiles (implemented in 2004) and 
heavy duty trucks (implemented in 2007) will 
result in reduced CO emission rates in the 
future. As older vehicles are retired and 
replaced with new vehicles with lower 
emission rates, net vehicle emissions of CO 
will be lower in the future than they are today. 

Particulate Matter Conformity 
Table 2 demonstrates Missoula’s conformity 
with the motor vehicle emissions budgets for 
PM10. The EPA gave initial approval of the 
Missoula PM10 nonattainment plan State 
Implementation Plan (SIP) submittal on 
January 18, 1994 (see Federal Register Vol. 
59-2537). This approval contained the 
emissions inventory data from which the 
Missoula PM10 budget of 16,119 pounds per 
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day was derived. The EPA gave a subsequent 
SIP approval of additional materials submitted 
by Montana, for the Missoula PM10 
nonattainment area, on December 13, 1994 
(see Federal Register Vol. 59-64133) and the 
EPA gave final approval of the remaining 
elements of the Missoula PM10 nonattainment 
plan SIP revision on August 30, 1995 (see 
Federal Register Vol. 60–45051). The 
Missoula PM10 budget of 16,119 pounds per 
day was also documented on page 1 of the 
June 2004 PM10 Emissions Budget for 
Missoula, Montana, Montana Transportation 
Conformity Report by James Carlin. Budget for 
PM10 has not been updated as a part of this 
conformity analysis similar to CO. 

PM10 emissions in Missoula are predominantly 
from re-entrained road dust. Road dust 
emissions are sensitive to the type of anti-skid 

treatment method used for winter driving 
conditions since the anti-skid material directly 
affects the amount of silt on the road surface 
that is present for re-entrainment. Roads 
treated with a chemical deicer solution have 
the lowest road dust emission rates, followed 
by roads treated with washed sand. Roads 
treated with unwashed sand have the highest 
road dust emission rates of the three types of 
anti-skid treatments used on roads in Missoula. 

The projected total PM10 (lbs/day) is less than 
the 2015, 2025, 2035, and 2045 budgets. 
Previous LRTPs were brought into conformity 
by switching some of the unwashed sand 
treated areas to washed sand. Improved 
model validation and trend of vehicle VMT 
reduction has helped in achieving conformity 
for this LRTP without any additional 
recommendations. 

Table 3: AP-42 Dust Rates for Missoula, 2016 LRTP PM10 
AP-42 Dust Rates 

E = [7.3 × (sL/2)0.65 × (W/3)1.5 – C] × [1- P/(4 × 365)] 

sL= 
Silt Load (g/m2) 

[a] 

W= 
Vehicle 
Weight 
(tons) 

C= 
Exhaust 
Brake & 

Tire 
(g/VMT) 

P= 
Precipitation 

Days 

E= 
Dust Emission 

Factor 
(g/VMT) 

Deicer & Sweeping Conditions 
Freeway 0.10 3.22 0.21190 0 0.94380 
Principal 1.82 2.32 0.21190 0 4.44655 
Minor 1.82 2.30 0.21190 0 4.38842 
Collector 2.14 2.27 0.21190 0 4.82271 
Local 2.38 2.21 0.21190 0 4.96449 

Washed Sand Only Conditions 
Freeway 0.10 3.22 0.21190 0 0.94380 
Principal 5.80 2.32 0.21190 0 9.68328 
Minor 5.80 2.30 0.21190 0 9.55979 
Collector 3.80 2.27 0.21190 0 7.10043 
Local 6.30 2.21 0.21190 0 9.53404 

Unwashed Sand Only Conditions [b] 
Freeway NA NA NA NA 1.47468 
Principal NA NA NA NA 15.13012 
Minor NA NA NA NA 14.93717 
Collector NA NA NA NA 11.09442 
Local NA NA NA NA 14.89693 

[a] PM10 Emissions Budget for Missoula, Montana, Transportation Conformity, June 2004, p.5
[b] Washed Sand factor divided by (1-0.36), Missoula PM10 Conformity 2008, p.4
Note: Calculations in the above table may include rounding of values
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Paved road dust emission rates are 
calculated using EPA procedures given in the 
publication “AP-42, Chapter 13.2.1.” Table 3 
summarizes these emission rate calculations. 
Road dust emission rates are a function of 
the silt load on the road surface and the 
average weight of vehicles traveling the road. 
Precipitation days “P” in the road dust 
emission rate formula in Table 3 was set to 
zero to be consistent with the road dust 
calculations used to establish the Missoula 
PM10 budget for motor vehicles. 

CONFORMITY PROCESS 
This report summarizes the conformity 
analysis of the 2016 LRTP with the emissions 
requirements of the Montana SIP. This 
conformity analysis is subject to public and 
agency review, and requires the concurrence 
of the Federal Highway Administration and 
Federal Transit Administration. 

Missoula is designated as a maintenance 
area for CO and a non-attainment area PM10. 
Previously referenced Figure 1 depicts the 
maintenance and non-attainment areas. 

LATEST EMISSIONS MODEL 
The conformity analysis presented in this 
document is based on the EPA-approved 
MOVES 2014a mobile source emission model 
for tailpipe emissions and EPA-approved 
methods for estimating road dust emissions 
found in the document AP-42 Section 13.2.1 
(January 2011 Update). The application of 

these models will be discussed in greater 
detail later in this chapter. 

TRAVEL DEMAND MODELING 
Travel demand modeling of the transportation 
system was done using the 2015 Missoula 
MPO’s travel model as described in Appendix 
F. Tables 4 and 5 display the estimates of 
HPMS VMT based on the travel model results. 
As the VMT data used in the process reflect 
the traffic counts, no adjustments were 
deemed necessary. The travel model provides 
current and future estimates of VMT and travel 
speeds for each classification of roadway: 
freeways, principal arterials, minor arterials, 
collectors, and local streets. Tables 4 and 5 
show the weekday VMT estimate for the 
Missoula CO and PM10 areas, respectively. The 
weekday VMT estimate is different for CO and 
PM10 because the areas for each are different, 
as demonstrated by previously referenced 
Figure 1. 

Since fugitive paved road dust emissions vary 
by type of anti-skid treatment applied to the 
road surface during winter driving conditions 
(chemical deicer, washed sand, or unwashed 
sand), the PM10 area VMT is tallied by anti-
skid treatment area as well as facility type. 
The travel model estimates of VMT were 
prepared for model years 2015 and 2045 
and the growth rate between the base and 
forecast years was applied to the HPMS data 
to arrive at forecast VMT for the region. The 
VMT estimates for intervening years (2025, 
and 2035) were derived by linear 
interpolation of the VMT results for 2015 and 
2045. 

Table 4: Seasonal Weekday VMT Estimate – CO Area 
Facility 2015 2025 2035 2045 

Freeway 226,207 259,986 293,765 327,544 
Principal 345,920 397,576 449,231 500,887 
Minor 99,095 113,893 128,691 143,489 
Collector 96,026 110,366 124,705 139,045 
Local 182,906 210,219 237,532 264,846 
Total 950,155 1,092,040 1,233,925 1,375,810 
Note: Calculations in the above table may include rounding of values 

Table 5: Seasonal Weekday VMT Estimate – PM10 Area 
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Facility 2015 2025 2035 2045 
Deicer Area 

Freeway 164,036 187,449 210,862 234,274 
Principal 250,848 286,651 322,454 358,258 
Minor 71,860 82,117 92,373 102,630 
Collector 69,635 79,573 89,512 99,451 
Local 132,637 151,568 170,499 189,430 

Washed Sand Area 
Freeway 25,400 28,849 32,299 35,749 
Principal 38,842 44,117 49,393 54,669 
Minor 11,127 12,638 14,150 15,661 
Collector 10,782 12,247 13,711 15,176 
Local 20,538 23,327 26,117 28,906 

Unwashed Sand Area 
Freeway 8,797 9,317 9,837 10,358 
Principal 13,452 14,248 15,044 15,839 
Minor 3,854 4,082 4,310 4,537 
Collector 3,734 3,955 4,176 4,397 
Local 7,113 7,534 7,954 8,375 

Total VMT 
Freeway 198,233 225,616 252,998 280,381 
Principal 303,142 345,016 386,891 428,765 
Minor 86,841 98,837 110,832 122,828 
Collector 84,151 95,775 107,400 119,024 
Local 160,287 182,428 204,570 226,711 
Total 832,653 947,672 1,062,691 1,177,710 
Note: Calculations in the above table may include rounding of values 

 

EMISSION MODELING AND 
SUPPORTING DATA 
MOVES 2014a Inputs 
Most of the required MOVES inputs were 
based on the 2012 conformity data and were 
updated to reflect local 2015 existing 
conditions. These inputs are summarized 
below. The complete MOVES run specification 
file used for this analysis was provided to the 
MPO in digital format. 

VMT Mix 
(HPMSVTypeDay Data) 

The VMT mix describes how much a particular 
vehicle type travels on public roads. Total 

VMT by the 6 HPMS vehicle types is the 
required input for both CO and PM10 areas. 
The HPMS VMT mix was obtained for the 
County by arterial type from the Montana 
Department of Transportation for 2015. The 
VMT was disaggregated by vehicle 
classification based on the 2012 
distributions. For forecast years, growth in 
VMT from the travel model was used to 
extrapolate the HPMS VMT at county level. As 
the HPMS VMT mix was available for the 
County, VMT for CO and PM10 areas was 
computed using the distribution of VMT 
between the areas and the County. A 
constant distribution of VMT, same as the 
base year, was assumed for the forecast 
years by vehicle types. Total VMT by roadway 
functional classification was provided by 
MDT. 
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Vehicle Registration 
Distribution 
(SourceTypeAgeDistribution & 
SourceTypePopulation) 

Missoula County vehicle registration data for 
the year 2015 were used for the vehicle age 
profile and source population for MOVES. In 
order to estimate the number of vehicles by 
MOVES vehicle types, common vehicle types 
from the registration database and MOVES 
vehicle types were identified. Only two 
categories, passenger cars and motorcycles, 
were found common between MOVES and 
registration data. Vehicle weight and fuel type 
were also available from the database. Four 
different weights were recorded in the 
database: Gross Vehicle Weight (GVW), Gross 
Curb Weight (GCW), Vehicle Weight, and 
Declared Gross Vehicle Weight (DGVW). Only 
certain groups of weight data were available 
for different vehicles. Vehicles were grouped 
into 16 MOBILE6 categories based on the 
maximum available weights. They were 
further divided into 28 vehicle categories 
based on the fuel type and 16 MOBILE6 
categories. Once the vehicle data from the 
database were grouped into the 28 vehicle 
categories based on maximum available 
weight and fuel type, they were 
disaggregated into MOVES vehicle types 
using data from the vehicle converter 
spreadsheet available on the EPA’s website. 

The registration database contained the 
model year for each vehicle in the database. 
Data were grouped by age into the MOBILE6 
vehicle categories. The converter spreadsheet 
was used to convert the age distribution from 
MOBILE6 format to MOVES format. The 
database used in the conversion process was 
provided to MPO. 

The registration data were geocoded based 
on the addresses available in the database. 
The geocoded information was used to 
identify the age distribution and vehicle 
population separately for the CO and PM10 
areas. 

Meteorological Data 
(zoneMonthHour) 

MOVES requires temperature and relative 
humidity by hour and by month as inputs. 
Information from the Mobile 6.2 inputs was 
converted using the EPA’s conversion tools. 
Minimum temperature (25.1°F), maximum 
temperature (44.3°F), and absolute humidity 
(20%) for the month of January, from the 
previous Mobile 6.2 inputs were used for the 
conversion process. The conversion 
spreadsheets are included in the dataset 
provided to the MPO. 

Fuel Data 
(FuelSupply & FuelFormulation) 

Share of different fuels and their 
formulations used in the region is an input for 
MOVES. To this extent, information about 
quantities (number of gallons) of fuel by type 
and by month for 2015 was provided by DEQ. 
Two fuel subtypes are currently being used in 
the region, gasoline and diesel. Gasoline fuels 
were subdivided into gasoline and 
reformulated gasoline with ethanol. For 
diesel, even though information was available 
for three different categories, only one 
category was used in the MOVES input, which 
represents the average sulfur level for all 
three diesels, which was 15 ppm for the 
region. 

Inspection and Maintenance 
Programs 
(IMCoverage) 

No Inspection and Maintenance (IM) 
programs are currently present or planned for 
the Missoula MPO. No IM credits or Anti-
tampering programs are present in Missoula. 
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Vehicle Hours Traveled 
Distribution by Speed 
(AverageSpeedDistribution) 

The fraction of total Vehicle Hours Traveled 
(VHT) that occurs in each of 16 speed 
categories (i.e., speed bins) is a required 
input for MOVES. VHT data are also broken 
down by time of day, roadway type, and 
vehicle type. This information is available 
from the County’s travel model as an output. 
Distribution of VHT by speed, time of day, and 
roadway classification is obtained from the 
travel model, whereas the distribution by 
vehicle type is assumed to be uniform for all 
the vehicle types. 

Vehicle Miles Traveled 
Distribution by Time of Day 
(HourVMTFraction) 

The fraction of total VMT that occurs by hour 
on a typical weekday is an input for MOVES. 
VMT by time of day is also available from the 
travel model. VMT is further broken down by 
roadway facility type and vehicle types. VMT 
is available by time of day and facility type. It 
is assumed to be uniform for all the vehicle 
types, as is the VHT distribution. 

Vehicle Weights 
Mean vehicle weight by facility type is one of 
the inputs required to determine road dust 
emissions rates using the AP-42 method 
recommended by the EPA. Mean vehicle 
weight by facility is calculated as the sum of 
the products of vehicle type percentage for a 
given facility and the mean vehicle weight, 
respectively, for each of the 16 vehicle types 
used in MOBILE6. As no new data were 
available to determine the VMT mix by the 16 
MOBILE 6 vehicle categories, mean vehicle 
weight data from the 2008 conformity 
analysis were used. 

CONCLUSION 
Through travel demand and emissions 
modeling, the 2016 Missoula Long Range 
Transportation Plan is found to be in 
conformity with air quality standards with 
respect to all pollutants. 
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I. INTRODUCTION 

The Missoula MPO recently updated its Long 

Range Transportation Plan (LRTP) (ACTIVATE 

Missoula 2045). As a part of the 2045 LRTP 

development, the MPO’s travel model was 

updated as well. The trip based travel model 

was initially developed in 2010 using 

Caliper’s TransCAD 5.0 and was calibrated 

and validated to 2010 base year. The MPO 

travel model includes both Missoula and 

Ravalli counties as the modeling area. During 

this model update, the model was upgraded 

to TransCAD 7.0 (Build 12205) and was 

validated to a base year of 2015.  The 

Missoula MPO provided input data and 

validation data such as traffic counts and 

transit boarding reflecting 2014 ground 

conditions. No inputs or changes were 

conducted in Ravalli County as there was no 

growth in that time period. Even though the 

model inputs reflected 2014 conditions, the 

base year for the model was referred to 2015 

as there were no significant differences 

between 2014 and 2015 in the modeling 

area. The model update effort also included 

development of 2045 socioeconomic data for 

the LRTP purposes. The structure of the travel 

model or the model components have not 

been modified for this update. The model 

refresh included modification of inputs, and 

calibration of model parameters for 

validation. This technical memorandum 

identifies only the changes that were 

conducted as a part of the 2015 validation.  

However the model structure and component 

details can be obtained from the 2010 model 

documentation. 

II. ROADWAY NETWORK

The TransCAD roadway network from the 

2010 model is a legacy network which 

contains multiple scenarios in the same 

geographic file. The 2015 network was 

developed using the existing and committed 

network from the 2010 model. The existing 

and committed improvements from the 2010 

network were reviewed by the MPO and 

appropriate changes were incorporated to 

develop the base year network. The following 

roadway network map identifies the network 

changes between 2010 and 2015. It should 

be noted that the map only includes changes 

that would affect the model such as roadway 

widening, construction of new roads, or 

closure of a road, etc. 

Traffic counts were obtained from the MPO 

and Montana Department of Transportation 

(MDT) and were included on the roadway 

network for model validation purpose. 

III. TRANSIT NETWORK AND

NON-MOTORIZED

NETWORKS

The Missoula MPO Model uses information 

stored on the roadway network layer and a 

TransCAD route system to represent the 

transit and non-motorized networks. For non-

motorized path building, a bicycle and 

pedestrian scoring system represents the 

varying levels of facility quality. For transit 

path building, the Missoula MPO model uses 

the “Pathfinder” method provided in the 

TransCAD software. The travel model uses 

transit and non-motorized networks to build 

shortest paths between each zone pair for 

pedestrian, bicycle, and transit trips. The 

resulting shortest paths are used along with 

paths built for vehicle trips as inputs to the 

mode choice model. 

Transit Route System 

Transit routes and stops are represented 

within the TransCAD route system. No 

changes were proposed to the route system 

attributes during this model update. 

Mountain Line provided GIS shape files of the 

2015 routes and stops along with their 

schedules. Transit route alignments, stop 

locations, and peak and off-peak headways 

have been updated to reflect the existing 

conditions for 2015. The headway for each 

transit route is calculated separately for the 

peak and off-peak time periods. As discussed 

in the Trip Assignment chapter of the original 



Figure 1: 2015 Roadway Network Map with Completed Improvements 

 

 
 



2010 model documentation, the peak time 

period includes 7:00 AM through 8:00 AM 

and 5:00 PM through 6:00 PM. For the transit 

system, Headway is defined as the average 

headway for all busses starting a route within 

15 minutes of the peak period. Similarly, off-

peak headway is calculated as the average 

headway for all remaining busses. Updated 

2015 headway assumptions are listed in 

Table 1. These changes also included 

changes in route alignments and headways 

for the University of Montana (UM) transit 

systems as well. 

During the 2015 model update, Mountain 

Line was in the process of a pilot study of 

Zero Fare across all of its system where the 

riders can use transit for free. The duration of 

the pilot was estimated to be for 3 years. 

Since the purpose of a travel model is for 

planning forecast conditions and due to 

uncertainty of this program, it was decided 

not to include this change in the travel model. 

Table 1: 2015 Route Headway Assumptions 

Mountain Line 

Route  

Peak 

Headway 

(minutes) 

Off-peak 

Headway 

(minutes) 

Route 1 15 15 

Route 2 15 15 

Route 3 30 30 

Route 4 60 60 

Route 5 60 60 

Route 6 30 30 

Route 7 30 60 

Route 8 60 60 

Route 9 60 60 

Route 11 60 120 

Route 12 30 60 

Route 14 60 60 

Red Line 10 10 

Purple Line 30 30 

Blue Line 15 15 

East Broadway 

Park and Ride 
20 20 

 

 

Non-motorized Network 

The Missoula MPO Model roadway network 

includes attributes that describe the presence 

and quality of non-motorized facilities on 

roadway links within the MPO. In addition, 

multi-use paths are included in the roadway 

network file to allow inclusion of these 

facilities in the non-motorized path building 

process. Non-motorized paths are used to 

build non-motorized shortest paths for use in 

Mode Choice. The non-motorized network 

was also updated to 2015 conditions. 

Majority of changes to the non-motorized 

network involved inclusion of recently built 

off-street trails or improvements to the 

existing trails e.g., Bitterroot trail, as well as 

new on-street bike facilities. The scoring 

system that was used in 2010, to rate the 

travel utility and attractiveness of a non-

motorized facility has been retained without 

any changes during this model refresh. 

IV. TRIP GENERATION 

Traffic Analysis Zones 

Traffic analysis zones (TAZs) are small areas 

containing the land use data that is used as 

the foundation for trip-making in the travel 

model. For the Missoula MPO Model, the TAZ 

layer is identical to the 2000 Census block 

geography which was established as a part of 

the 2010 update. No changes were proposed 

to the TAZ structure due to the level of detail 

already available in the 2010 TAZ structure. 

2015 Socioeconomic Data 

The calibration and validation of the MPO 

travel model to 2015 base year requires 

2015 estimates of household and 

employment data. Since 2015 data was not 

readily available due to the project time line, 

data from 2014 was used. Updated 

household and employment data was 

available for Missoula County whereas growth 

was interpolated for Ravalli County based on 

the 2010–2040 household data. 

Missoula MPO provided the 2014 household 

data in GIS polygon format and included the 

number of dwelling units which was 

aggregated to the model TAZs. Dwelling unit 



information as converted to household data 

using occupancy rates. Various quality control 

checks were conducted to the household 

data for reasonableness, such as comparing 

the 2014 household data to 2010 data at a 

TAZ level, 2014 ACS data, and also by 

reviewing the annual growth rates by TAZ. 

2014 Employment data was provided by the 

MDT as a GIS point layer. The employment 

data contained North American Industry 

Classification System (NAICS) code which 

was used to classify the employment into 

modeling categories. This approach is 

consistent with the 2010 employment data 

development efforts. The employment data 

by employment type was aggregated to TAZs 

and multiple quality control checks similar to 

household checks were conducted to verify 

the reasonableness of the 2014 employment 

data. 

Separate maps were created to illustrate the 

household and employment changes between 

2010 and 2014. The maps were reviewed in 

detail with MPO for locations where the 

changes seemed questionable. Household and 

employment for 2014 was modified 

appropriately based on information from the 

MPO to establish the base year household and 

employment data for the model. 

The trip generation model also includes 

average household size and income for each 

TAZ to determine the general trip making 

characteristics of a household. The average 

household size and income has been 

obtained from US Census data during the 

2010 model development. The model uses 

household disaggregation models to estimate 

the univariate distribution of households by 

size and by income group for each TAZ. Once 

these distributions have been estimated, the 

model uses an iterative proportional factoring 

process to develop bivariate distributions of 

households by income and size for each TAZ. 

Since this data is available from the 

Decennial census data at a block level and 

not available from the ACS data, no 

modifications were made to the univariate or 

bivariate distributions of household size and 

income. The average household size from 

2010 was used with the number of 

households to estimate the total population 

of the county which was confirmed with ACS 

population data as a reasonableness check. 

Table 2: 2010 and 2015 Household and Employment by County 

County Socioeconomic Data Variable 2010 2015 Growth 

Missoula County 

Households 39,847 40,537 2% 

Population 92,158 96,245 4% 

Retail Employment 8,839 9,955 13% 

Service Employment 20,684 21,800 5% 

Basic/Production Employment 13,536 12,069 -11%

Educational Employment 5,204 4,774 -8%

Healthcare Employment 10,274 11,457 12% 

Leisure/Hospitality Employment 7,670 9,155 19% 

Ravalli County 

Households 22,975 24,438 6% 

Population 55,050 58,197 6% 

Retail Employment 3,185 2,920 -8%

Service Employment 7,146 6,555 -8%

Basic/Production Employment 8,336 5,741 -31%

Educational Employment 1,699 1,718 1% 

Healthcare Employment 2,257 2,302 2% 

Leisure/Hospitality Employment 2,395 2,608 9% 



Production Rates 

Trip purpose is used in travel models to 

categorize various types of household-based 

trips that have similar characteristics, such as 

location of production or attraction end, trip 

length, auto occupancy, and others. The 2010 

travel model consisted of the following 6 trip 

purposes  

 Home-Based Work (HBW): Commute 

trips between home and work and 

vice versa (e.g., includes trips 

between work and home). 

 Home-Based Shop (HBS): Trips 

between home and shopping 

locations for the purpose of shopping. 

 Home-Based University (HBU): Trips 

between home and the university 

campus for school related purposes 

by people not employed by the 

University (i.e., students and visitors). 

 Home-Based Other (HBO): All other 

trips that have one end at home. 

These can include trips between 

home and appointment, home and 

recreation, etc. 

 Work-Based Other (WBO): Work-

related trips without an end at home. 

 Other-Based Other (OBO): Trips with 

neither an end at home nor a work-

related purpose. 

All of the trip purposes were retained for this 

model update and no modifications were 

proposed. 

2010 Missoula model used a bivariate trip 

production model with household size and 

income as the two variables. Production rates 

from 2010 model were used as an initial 

estimate and the production rates were 

adjusted during the 2015 model validation to 

represent the trip activity (traffic counts) in 

the region. 

 

 

Attraction Rates 

Attraction rates are used to identify the ends 

of trips that occur at locations other than the 

trip-maker’s home. For home-based trips, the 

attraction end of a trip occurs at a non-

residential location, or occasionally at 

another person’s home. For WBO trips, trip 

productions occur at the trip maker’s 

workplace and the trip attraction occurs at 

the non-work end of the trip. For OBO trips, 

the trip production and attraction are 

synonymous with trip origin and destination. 

For non-home-based trip purposes, allocation 

models and special procedures are used to 

properly locate the production and attraction 

end of each trip. Similar to production rates, 

attraction rates from 2010 model were used 

as an initial estimate but adjusted during 

model validation.  

Special Generator 

Missoula is home to the University of 

Montana (UM) which was represented as a 

Special Generator in the 2010 model due to 

its unique trip patterns with a majority of 

students living on the campus. The travel 

model uses a production allocation model to 

represent the geographical distribution of the 

trips made by the university students. The 

special generator inputs include the student 

enrollment and the total number of 

employees at the university which determine 

the magnitude of university trips whereas the 

student address information was used in the 

calibration of the production allocation model 

mentioned earlier.  

Missoula MPO obtained the enrollment data, 

employment data, and student addresses 

from the University of Montana. The 2014 

enrollment and employment data suggested 

a decrease from 2010 values which were 

confirmed by both the University and the 

MPO. The special generator values in the 

model were updated to represent 2014 data. 

 



Table 3: 2015 Trip Production Rates 

Trip Purpose Household Income 

Household Size 

1 2 3 4 5+ 

HBW 

Low Income  

($0 - $19,999) 
0.41 0.74 1.49 1.49 1.49 

Medium Income ($20,000 - $74,999) 0.95 2.62 2.28 2.57 3.45 

High Income  

($75,000 -more) 
1.07 2.62 3.03 2.51 3.37 

HBO 

Low Income  

($0 - $19,999) 
1.39 1.90 4.09 5.53 9.98 

Medium Income ($20,000 - $74,999) 1.39 2.03 4.39 7.53 9.91 

High Income  

($75,000 -more) 
1.61 2.16 5.49 8.17 17.01 

HBS 

Low Income  

($0 - $19,999) 
0.49 1.28 1.40 1.40 1.40 

Medium Income ($20,000 - $74,999) 0.61 1.61 0.86 1.71 1.71 

High Income  

($75,000 -more) 
0.80 1.61 1.25 1.70 1.70 

OBO 

Low Income  

($0 - $19,999) 
1.43 1.43 2.09 2.09 2.09 

Medium Income ($20,000 - $74,999) 1.29 1.54 2.75 4.15 4.15 

High Income  

($75,000 -more) 
1.29 1.53 3.17 4.70 4.70 

WBO 

Low Income  

($0 - $19,999) 
0.31 0.59 0.69 0.69 0.69 

Medium Income ($20,000 - $74,999) 0.52 0.65 1.10 1.10 1.10 

High Income  

($75,000 -more) 
0.91 1.14 1.20 1.58 1.64 

HBU 

Low Income  

($0 - $19,999) 
0.86 0.86 0.86 0.86 0.86 

Medium Income ($20,000 - $74,999) 0.86 0.86 0.86 0.86 0.86 

High Income  

($75,000 -more) 
0.86 0.86 0.86 0.86 0.86 

 

Table 4: 2015 Trip Attraction Rates 

Socioeconomic Variable HBW HBS HBO WBO OBO HBU WBO_PA 

Basic Employees 1.41 0.01 0.23 0.05 0.13 0 0.80 

Retail Employees 1.15 2.59 2.25 1.77 5.60 0 0.54 

Service Employees 1.20 0.05 1.40 0.27 0.69 0 1.01 

Education Employees 1.16 0.36 12.84 0.91 3.03 0 0.88 

Health Employees 1.06 0.01 2.43 0.40 0.96 0 0.74 

Leisure Employees 0.99 1.91 1.11 2.02 2.87 0 0.38 

Total Households 0.00 0.01 0.53 0.08 0.29 0 0.00 

 



No changes were suggested to the university 

allocation model parameters as a review and 

comparison of the student address 

information with 2010 data did not reveal 

significant differences in spatial distribution. 

Table 5: UM Employment and Enrollment 

Faculty 771 

Staff 1,300 

Total Faculty and Staff 2,071 

On-Campus Students 3,730 

Off-Campus Students 9,628 

Total Enrollment 13,358 

 

External Trips 

In addition to the internal-internal trips that 

occur entirely within the modeling area, the 

model must include external travel from 

outside of the region. Trips with one end 

inside the modeling area and the other 

outside of the area are called Internal-

External (IE) and External-Internal (EI) trips. 

Through trips, or External-External (EE) trips, 

are those that pass through the modeling 

area without stopping (or with only short 

convenience stops). 

External travel is modeled explicitly at the 

external stations where roadways cross the 

model boundary. The seven (7) external 

stations in the MPO model are consistent 

with the 2010 travel model. The external trips 

were determined using the 2014 traffic 

counts at these external stations which were 

obtained from the MDT. IE/EI and EE volumes 

were developed using the 2014 traffic counts 

and an approach consistent to the 2010 

approach. 

Sub-Region Trip Rate Factors 

During the model validation in 2010, sub-

region trip rate factors were used to properly 

represent the differences in trip making 

characteristics between different jurisdictions 

of the modeling area. 2010 trip rate factors 

were updated to the following values during 

the 2015 model validation. 

 

Table 6: 2015 University Special Generator Values 

Trip Purpose Trip Rate Unit Initial Special Generator Value 

HBW Productions 0.22 On Campus Students 821 

HBW Attractions 1.6 FTE Employment 3,314 

HBS Productions 0.2 On Campus Students 746 

HBS Attractions n/a n/a 0 

HBU Productions n/a n/a 0 

HBU Attractions 3.8 Off Campus Student 36,586 

HBO Productions 0.5 On Campus Students 1,865 

HBO Attractions n/a n/a 0 

WBO Production  0.37 FTE Employment 766 

WBO Attractions 0.19 Off Campus Student 1,829 

OBO Productions 0.25 Off Campus Student 2,407 

OBO Attractions 0.25 Off Campus Student 2,407 

 



 

Table 7:  2014 External Travel Assumptions 

External Station Location Total Volume % EE % IE/EI EE Trips IE/EI Trips 

5001 Hwy 93 S 540 6% 94% 31 509 

5002 I-90 East 8,190 48% 52% 3,961 4,229 

5003 I-90 West 7,120 48% 52% 3,434 3,686 

5004 Hwy 93 N 7,370 7% 93% 485 6,885 

5005 Hwy 200 E 2,540 6% 94% 153 2,387 

5006 Hwy 83 N 1,020 0% 100% 0 1,020 

5007 Hwy 12 W 790 6% 94% 46 744 

 

Table 8: 2014 24-hour EE Trip Table  
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5001 Hwy 93 S 0 0 0 0 16 0 16 

5002 I-90 East 0 0 1,660 243 0 21 1,924 

5003 I-90 West 0 1,709 0 0 59 0 1,768 

5004 Hwy 93 N 0 250 0 0 0 0 250 

5005 Hwy 200 E 16 0 57 0 0 1 74 

5007 Hwy 12 W 0 22 0 0 2 0 24 

TOTAL 16 1,980 1,717 243 76 23 4,055 

 

Table 9: Jurisdictional Trip Rate Factors 

Subregion 

HBW HBS HBU HBO WBO OBO WBO

_PA P A P A P A P A P A P A 

1 CBD 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 

2 Urban MPO 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 

3 Suburban MPO 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 

4 Rural MPO 0.64 0.75 0.64 0.64 1 1 0.64 0.64 0.75 0.64 0.75 0.64 0.75 

5 
Missoula County 

(Non-MPO) 
0.61 1 0.61 0.61 1 1 0.61 0.61 1 0.61 1 0.61 0.61 

6 Ravalli County 0.75 0.96 0.53 0.86 1 1 0.53 0.64 0.86 0.53 0.96 0.53 0.53 

99 
Regional 

Commercial 
1 1 1 3.75 1 1 1 

3.12

5 
1 3.75 3.75 3.75 1 

 



V. TRIP DISTRIBUTION 

Trip distribution is the second phase of the 

traditional 4-step demand model. Trip 

distribution is the process through which 

balanced person trip productions and 

attractions from the trip generation model 

are apportioned among all zone pairs in the 

modeling domain by trip purpose. The 

resulting trip table matrix contains both 

intrazonal (e.g., trips that don’t leave the 

zone) on the diagonal and interzonal trips in 

all other zone interchange cells for each trip 

purpose. 

The Missoula MPO Model uses a standard 

gravity model equation and applies friction 

factors to represent the effects of impedance 

between zones. As the impedance (e.g., travel 

time, spatial separation) between zones 

increases, the number of trips between them 

will decrease as represented by a decreasing 

friction factor. The frictions factors for HBW 

trip purpose of the 2010 model were 

calibrated using reported work time from 

2000 Census Transportation Planning 

Package and the friction factors for other trip 

purposes were calibrated on a pivot-point 

analysis using data from the Colorado North 

Front Range (NFR). During the 2015 model 

validation and calibration no new data was 

available in regards to the average trip times. 

Hence, the friction factors for all the trip 

purposes were calibrated to the 2010 model 

data. 

Table 10:  Friction Factor Gamma Parameters 

Trip Purpose Alpha Beta Gamma 

HBW 1000 -0.301 0.096 

HBS 1000 -0.776 0.205 

HBO 1000 -0.776 0.205 

HBU 1000 -0.776 0.205 

WBO 1000 -0.550 0.200 

OBO 1000 -0.900 0.300 

 

VI. MODE CHOICE 

The Missoula model produces and distributes 

all person trips including non-motorized, 

carpool, and transit trips. The mode choice 

model separates the resulting person trip 

tables into the drive alone, shared ride (i.e., 

carpool), transit (walk access and drive 

access), and non-motorized (bicycle and walk) 

modes. Information about transit routes and 

the quality of bicycle and pedestrian facilities 

provides important input to the mode choice 

model. The mode choice model also 

considers trip lengths produced by the gravity 

model, resulting in sensitivity to higher 

density and mixed use areas. Such areas will 

produce shorter trips which are more likely to 

be made using non-motorized modes. 

The Missoula mode choice is a nested logit 

model and no modifications were conducted 

to the structure of this model. The 2010 

Missoula mode choice component was 

calibrated to reproduce observed mode 

shares. The observed mode share for transit 

is based on the number of boardings from 

Mountain Line’s Automatic Passenger Counts 

(APC) data whereas the non-motorized shares 

were obtained from the 2000 Census 

Transpiration Planning Package (CTPP). No 

observed data or data from Census was 

available for the 2015 model update. Mode 

share percentages from 2010 model update 

were used as targets for the calibration of 

mode choice. 2014 average daily transit 

boardings were provided by Mountain Line for 

transit calibration. The percentage 

distribution of transit trips by trip purpose 

were derived from the 2010 model. A similar 

approach was used for vehicle trips (Drive 

Alone, Shared Ride2, Shared Ride2+), bicycle 

and walk modes. No modifications were 

made to the auto occupancy rates from the 

2010 model. However, the 2015 mode 

choice calibration involved changes to the 

alternative specific constants and did not 

involve any modifications to the mode choice 

coefficients, value of times, or any of the cost 

variables. 



Table 11: 2015 Fixed Route Boardings 

Route 

Average 

Weekday 

Boardings 

Mountain Line Route 1 542 

Mountain Line Route 2 484 

Mountain Line Route 3 67 

Mountain Line Route 4 170 

Mountain Line Route 5 84 

Mountain Line Route 6 319 

Mountain Line Route 7 255 

Mountain Line Route 8 134 

Mountain Line Route 9 67 

Mountain Line Route 11 120 

Mountain Line Route 12 292 

Mountain Line Route 14 63 

UM Transit - Red Line 1,342 

UM Transit - Purple  Line 500 

UM Transit - Blue  Line 789 

UM East Broadway Park and 

Ride  
500 

 

Table 12: 2015 Transit Trip Targets 

Transit 

Provider Boardings 

Boardings 

per Trip  

Total 

Trips 

Mountain 

Line 
2,596 1.46 1,778 

UM Transit 3,131 1 3,131 

Total 5,727 1.2 4,909 

 

VII. TRAFFIC ASSIGNMENT 

The traffic assignment involves the time of 

day component where the vehicle trip tables 

are distributed into AM peak, PM peak, and 

off peak periods. The model uses time of day 

factors developed using the traffic count that 

is available. Time of day factors was 

developed during the 2010 model 

development. The time of day factors and the 

peak period definitions for the 2015 model 

were kept consistent with 2010. 

No modifications were deemed necessary for 

assignment algorithms, closure criteria, or 

roadway volume delay parameters for the 

2015 model update. The 2015 model also 

included the speed feedback procedure that 

was implemented during the 2010 model 

development. The speed feedback 

methodology and speed feedback 

convergence criteria remained same as well. 

VIII. TRAFFIC ASSIGNMENT 

VALIDATION 

Roadway volumes resulting from traffic 

assignment were compared against traffic 

count data. This process, called traffic 

assignment validation, ensures that the 

model is reasonably representing observed 

traffic patterns. Traffic count data was 

obtained from various sources and placed on 

the roadway network. Travel model results 

were then compared to traffic count data 

using a variety of techniques, including 

regional comparisons, screenline 

comparisons, and visual inspection of 

individual link data. 

While the model should accurately represent 

the overall level of activity, it is also important 

to verify that the model has an acceptably 

low level of error on individual links. It is 

expected that the model will not perfectly 

reproduce count volumes on every link, but 

the level of error should be monitored. 

The model validation for this update did not 

involve any changes to the structure of the 

model or its individual components but only 

modifications to the model parameters. The 

validation of the 2015 model included 

modifications to the free flow speed factors, 

trip generation rates, sub-region trip rate 

factors, gamma parameters for average trip 

time/length, and alternative specific 

constants. The following tables and figure 

show various validation checks or statistics 

that were used as a guideline for the model 

validation.  



  

Table 13: 2015 Alternative Specific Constants 

Trip Purpose Drive Alone Shared Ride Walk to Transit Drive to Transit Walk Bike 

HBW 0 -1.948 -1.916 0 -0.586 -0.801 

HBS 0 -0.206 -2.292 0 0.189 -1.695 

HBU 0 -1.201 -0.101 -1.384 0.746 0.266 

HBO 0 0.144 -2.090 0 2.046 -0.957 

WBO 0 -1.737 -2.965 0 -0.177 -1.966 

OBO 0 0.129 -2.845 0 0.443 -2.043 

 

Table 14: 2014 Regional Activity Validation 

Link Type Number of Counts Model Volume/Count Volume Model VMT/Count VMT Target 

Freeway 12 21.1% 15.7% +/- 10% 

Principal Arterial 81 2.0% 9.0% +/- 10% 

Minor Arterial 71 -15.7% -9.7% +/- 15% 

Collector 179 -19.2% -18.5% +/- 25% 

Local 63 -16.2% -16.4% n/a 

CBD 18 -8.2% -12.0% n/a 

Urban 198 -9.8% -9.8% n/a 

Suburban 132 3.1% 14.1% n/a 

Rural 61 18.1% 15.5% n/a 

Total  406 -4.90% 7.20% +/- 5% 

 
Table 15: 2014 VMT and VHT Totals 

 

VMT VHT 

Freeway 764,881 10,544 

Principal Arterial 1,399,432 31,058 

Minor Arterial 392,235 9,701 

Collector 416,923 11,794 

Local 602,602 19,219 

CBD 25,844 1,216 

Urban 674,267 24,186 

Suburban 820,016 19,750 

Rural 2,207,856 42,787 

Total  3,727,982 87,939 

Total per Household 57 1.4 

Total per Person 24 0.6 

 



 

 

Table 16: Model % Root Mean Square Error 

 

Number of Counts %RMSE Validation Target 

Freeway 12 29.5% 30% 

Principal Arterial 81 20.5% 40% 

Minor Arterial 71 36.2% 40% 

Collector 179 59.1% n/a 

Local 63 133.1% n/a 

CBD 18 40.8% n/a 

Urban 198 32.5% n/a 

Suburban 132 40.1% n/a 

Rural 61 49.9% n/a 

Total  406 36.8% 40% 

 

Table 17: Root Mean Square Error by Volume Group 

Low High Mid-Point Number of Counts % RMSE 

0 5,000 2,500 242 74% 

5,000 10,000 7,500 67 39% 

10,000 20,000 15,000 69 30% 

20,000 30,000 25,000 20 14% 

30,000 40,000 35,000 11 5% 

40,000 50,000 45,000 0 n/a 

 

Figure 2: Model Count/Volume Comparison 
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Appendix G 
 
DATE:  29 September 2017 
SUBJECT: 2016 Long Range Transportation Plan Amendment #1 
 
Background 
 
Project 540 – Gerald Avenue Sidewalk Improvements (UPN 9445) 
This safety project will enhance pedestrian crossings along Gerald Avenue between Connell and S 4th St 
W, including replacement of ADA ramps, installation of curb bulb-outs, rectangular rapid flashing 
beacons, and improved signing and striping at S 5th St and S 6th St. The Gerald Ave Sidewalk 
Improvement Project will also add improved pedestrian crossings at Hellgate High School between 
Connell and S. 6th Street, and will potentially improve pedestrian streetscape elements on the east side of 
Gerald near the high school. The project is estimated to cost approximately $511,600 and was selected for 
Transportation Alternatives funding for the 2018 and 2019 fiscal years. 
 
Long Range Plan Amendment 
The Long Range Plan is amended to include Project 540 – Gerald Avenue Sidewalk Improvements (UPN 
94445), in the “Committed” project list (Table 1). This amendment serves as an update to Appendix B 
and all additional tables and references in the 2016 Long Range Transportation Plan that are affected by 
the amended project. 
 
Table 1 – Amended Committed Roadway Projects in Appendix B 

 

2016
Status State/Local Federal State/Local Federal State/Local Federal

94 #N/A Bitterroot Branch Trail Improved Crossing at Russell City STPU $1,500,000 $2,897,650 $388,865 $2,508,786

100 #N/A
Bitterroot Trail: Improve at-grade trail crossings to increase visibility/safety for 
bicyclists and pedestrians City TA $284,600 $284,600 $38,200 $246,400

99 93.5
Complete Bitterroot Branch Trail between North and Livingston - Include crossing 
improvements at Johnson & South City MRA $1,000,000 $1,000,000 $1,000,000

540 #N/A Hellgate Pedestrian Corridor Safety Improvements MCPS TA $511,662 $511,662 $68,662 $443,000

198 118.5 Bitterroot Branch Trail - Pine to Spruce City Local $45,000 $59,804 $59,804
175 112.5 Complete North Bank Riverfront Trail from Eastgate to Easy Street City Local, MRA $414,300 $800,331 $800,331
402 110.5 City-wide Bicycle Greenways City Local $1,950,000 $2,591,507 $2,591,507

184 104.5
Convert Orange St from 1st St to Sixth St into a complete street and increase 
bicycle and pedestrian access City Local $302,000 $583,394 $583,394

359 98 Bike Facility Improvements -- W. Spruce from Orange to Railroad Tracks City Local $51,927 $69,009 $69,009

181 90
Reserve Street:  Develop Buffered Bike Lanes to Allow for Two Foot Painted Divider - 
US 93 to S. 3rd Street City Local $50,000 $66,449 $66,449

360 90 5th/6th Street improvements for bike/pedestrian access and safety City Local $159,643 $212,161 $212,161
534 90 Bike/Ped Bridge from Riverfront Triangle to McCormick Park City Local, MRA $2,500,000 $3,322,445 $3,322,445
399 88 Add Bicycle Lanes to N Russell St from Broadway north to the train tracks City Local $17,700 $34,192 $34,192
488 88 Bike lanes on Toole Ave (Northside Pedestrian Bridge to Spruce) City Local $12,500 $24,147 $24,147
188 86 Northbank Riverfront Trails per West Broadway Corridor Plan City Local, MRA $1,000,000 $1,931,767 $1,931,767
338 83.5 Emma Dickinson Learning Center-Council Grove Apartments bike-ped connection City Local $172,586 $333,396 $333,396
361 83.5 Highway 200 Multi-use path - Sha-Ron to Tamarack County STPU $2,565,018 $4,955,017 $664,963 $4,290,053
365 83 Bike Lanes - N. 5th St., Worden, Cooley City Local $139,205 $268,911 $268,911
433 83 Bicycle Lane: Paxson St from the Southgate Mall to 39th St City Local $16,800 $32,454 $32,454
189 82.5 Northbank Riverfront Trail - Russell to Reserve City Local $1,000,000 $1,931,767 $1,931,767
388 80.5 Bike lane on Johnsons from South to 3rd st City Local $37,500 $72,441 $72,441
382 78.5 Reconfigure N. 2nd St to complete street City Local $360,000 $695,436 $695,436
183 78 Stephens Avenue:  Add bike lanes from Brooks to South City Local $25,000 $48,294 $48,294
187 73.5 Construct Reserve Bike/Ped Crossings at Spurgin, 7th, and River Rd. City Local $3,000,000 $5,795,300 $5,795,300
353 73.5 North Avenue Bike Path: Clements - 37th County STPU $368,955 $712,734 $95,649 $617,085
179 71 Develop Whitaker Bike and Pedestrian Facilities to/from SW Higgins Avenue City Local $238,000 $459,760 $459,760
367 71 Trail - Scott St. to Interstate Greenway City Local, MRA $490,110 $946,778 $946,778

177 70
Install Sidewalk in the South Hills (Gharrett, 23rd, Hillview Way, 55th, Country 
Club) City Local $159,000 $307,151 $307,151

369 68.5 Shared-use path connection - Strand to Burlington City Local, MRA $47,333 $91,436 $91,436
536 68.5 Post Siding Road shared-use path connection City Local $368,000 $710,890 $710,890
431 68 Bicycle Lane: Beckwith/Walnut from Stephens to 1st St City Local $22,800 $44,044 $44,044
349 66 Bitterroot Branch Trail River Crossing City Local $1,500,000 $2,897,650 $2,897,650

355 66
Intersection Improvements at:
 Clements & Mount
, Clements & Spurgin
, 
Clements & S. 7th W, South Ave.& 40th Ave. County STPU $300,000 $579,530 $77,773 $501,757

475 66 Mullan Road Trail – Flynn Lane to Reserve Street City Local $775,000 $1,497,119 $1,497,119
518 66 Milwaukee Trail connection to Hawthorne school City/County Local $100,000 $193,177 $193,177
519 66 Bike/Ped bridge - Missoula College to Kim Williams trail City Local, MRA $2,500,000 $4,829,417 $4,829,417
466 65.5 Intersection of Higgins and Brooks Bicycle Slip Lane City/MDT Local $15,000 $28,977 $28,977

Co
m

m
itt

ed
 

Pr
oj

ec
ts

Re
co

m
m

en
de

d 
Pr

oj
ec

ts

2031-20452016-2020 2021-2030
ID Score PROJECT Agency Funding Source

Total Cost ($) 
Current Year

Cost ($) Future 
Year



METROPOLITAN PLANNING ORGANIZATION 

435 RYMAN • MISSOULA, MT 59802 - 4297 • (406) 552-6670 • FAX: (406) 552-6053 

Air Quality Conformity 
The 2016 LRTP air quality conformity analysis remains valid and no further air quality analysis is 
necessary/required. 

Fiscal Constraint 
The amended “committed” projects are fully funded through the funding sources indicated in Appendix 
G. The Transportation Alternatives funding is a competitive grant program managed by the Montana
Department of Transportation, and will increase the funding received by the MPO by the amount of the
estimated project costs.
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Appendix H: Performance Measures and Targets 

1. Background

The Moving Ahead for Progress in the 21st Century Act (MAP-21) transformed the Federal-aid highway 
program by establishing requirements for performance management to promote the most efficient 
investment of Federal transportation funds. The Fixing America’s Surface Transportation (FAST) Act 
continues this performance-based approach to increase the accountability and transparency of this 
program and to support improved investment decisions through a focus on performance outcomes for 
national transportation goals.  

Establishing performance measures encourage Metropolitan Planning Organizations (MPOs) and State 
Transportation Departments to maximize the allocation of resources in their respective areas, as well as 
monitor the performance of the system for eventual use of future resources. The required performance-
based approach establishes the following performance goals with respect to decision-making processes 
in support of 23 U.S.C. 150(b) and 49 U.S.C. 5301: 

• 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.

• Congestion Reduction - To achieve a significant reduction in congestion on the NHS.
• System Reliability - To improve the efficiency of the surface transportation system.
• 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.

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

• 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
eliminating delays in the project development and delivery process, including reducing regulatory 
burdens and improving agencies' work practices.

2. Performance Measures and Targets

Performance measures and targets are established at both State and local levels and both State and local 
agencies are required to set performance targets for national performance measures. MPO’s may also 
choose to adopt additional performance targets to support local goals and priorities. Through the federal 
rule-making process, the USDOT established performance measures pertaining to national highways and 
transit, for which both MDT and the Missoula MPO are responsible for establishing performance targets. 
Local authorities may choose to forgo establishing individual targets and adopt state targets, as well as 
decide to adopt additional targets related to national highways.  

Performance measures and targets must be included in existing and future transportation planning and 
programming processes and documents such as the Missoula Long Range Transportation Plan (LRTP) and 



the Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) as a part of the performance-based planning process. The 
inclusion of projects and programming that help forward performance goals in transportation planning 
documents ensure that Federal transportation goals are integrated into local planning processes.  

Performance measures highlight priorities and desired trends in transportation planning and help to 
provide target metrics for comparison when tracking the progress towards Federal, State, or local goals. 
They also help to identify the effectiveness of individual programs, plans, or projects in achieving those 
goals.  

2.1 National Performance Measures 

National performance measures are identified by the USDOT and include three main Federal-aid 
Programs, in addition to Transit Asset Management measures: the Highway Safety Improvement 
Program (HSIP), the National Highway Performance Program (NHPP), and the Congestion Management 
and Air Quality (CMAQ) Program. MDT and the Missoula MPO must use the information provided by the 
USDOT and FHWA to inform local transportation planning and programming decisions, and must align 
with the following performance measures established by FHWA in accordance with 23 U.S.C. 150(c): 

• Serious injuries per vehicle miles traveled (VMT)
• Fatalities per VMT
• Number of serious injuries
• Number of fatalities
• Number of combined non-motorized fatalities and non-motorized serious injuries
• Pavement condition on the Interstate System
• Pavement condition on the non-Interstate National Highway System (NHS)
• Bridge condition on the NHS
• Traffic congestion
• On-road mobile source emissions
• Freight movement on the Interstate System
• Performance of the Interstate System
• Performance of the non-Interstate NHS
• The percentage of non-revenue, support-service and maintenance vehicles that have either met

or exceeded their useful life benchmark (ULB)
• The percentage of rolling stock vehicles that have either met or exceeded their ULB
• The percentage of track segments with performance restrictions for rail fixed guideway, track,

signals, and systems
• The percentage of facilities rated below condition 3 on the Transit Economic Requirements

Model (TERM) scale

2.2 State Performance Measures 

As required by federal rules, state DOTs were required to establish performance targets for each 
performance measure under the federal aid categories. MDT has established the following performance 
targets, consistent with national performance measures: 



SAFETY PERFORMANCE 

Performance Measure 2018 Target (5-Year Average) 
Number of Fatalities 192.6 
Fatality Rate 1.527 
Number of Serious Injuries 925.5 
Serious Injury Rate 7.338 
Number of combined non-motorized fatalities and 
non-motorized serious injuries 

72.5 

PAVEMENT AND BRIDGE CONDITION 

Performance Measure 2-Year Target 4-Year Target
NHS Pavement Condition N/A 54% = Good Condition 

3% = Poor Condition 
Non-Interstate NHS Pavement 
Condition 

44% = Good Condition 
6% = Poor Condition 

44% = Good Condition 
6% = Poor Condition 

NHS Bridge Condition (Bridge 
Deck Area) 

12% = Good Condition 
9% = Poor Condition 

12% = Good Condition 
9% = Poor Condition 

SYSTEM PERFORMANCE AND FREIGHT MOVEMENT 

Performance Measure 2-Year & 4-Year Targets
Interstate Travel Time Reliability 
(% Reliable – person miles) 

98% 

Non-Interstate Travel Time Reliability 
(% Reliable – person miles) 

80% 

Interstate Truck Travel Time Reliability 
(Truck Travel Time Reliability Index) 

1.30 

CMAQ ON-ROAD EMISSIONS SOURCES 

Performance Measure 2-Year & 4-Year Targets
CO Emissions 

> 0 kg/dayPM10 Emissions 
PM2.5 Emissions 

*Targets for each criteria pollutant are based on quantitative emissions benefits reported in the CMAQ Public Access System – 
Missoula’s mandatorily funded projects. This limits future performance to certain projects funded in the Missoula MPO area.

2.3 Missoula Metropolitan Planning Organization Performance Measures 

MPOs are required to establish performance measure targets within 180 days of the date that the state 
DOT sets targets, consistent with the performance measures listed in 23 U.S.C. 150 and following the 
framework outlined in 23 U.S.C. 490. Each MPO has the option to either support the state-determined 
targets or establish local targets for each performance measure. The Missoula MPO, as directed by the 



Transportation Policy Coordinating Committee, supports the State targets for applicable performance 
measures for safety, pavement and bridge condition, system performance, freight, and CMAQ.  

The Missoula Urban Transportation District (MUTD) has until October 1, 2018 to set performance measure 
targets related to transit system assets, and the Missoula MPO will have an additional 180 days to adopt 
these asset management targets.  

3. Missoula Area LRTP Performance Measures

The Activate Missoula 2045 Long Range Transportation Plan was developed and adopted in March of 
2017. Performance-based planning requirements were in effect under the FAST Act at that time, 
however, final rule-making to establish and adopt State performance targets for each measure was still 
underway. Despite a lack of final targets, LRTP goals were developed in relation to the adopted 
performance measures. Therefore, project scoring using LRTP goals has, and will continue to support 
State performance targets. The following table illustrates how each of the LRTP’s eight goals interacts 
with adopted performance measures.  
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Percentage of pavements  on the Interstate System 
in Good condition

X X

Percentage of pavements  on the Interstate System 
in Poor condition

X X

Percentage of pavements  on the NHS (excluding 
the Interstate System) in Good condition

X X

Percentage of pavements  on the NHS (excluding 
the Interstate System) in Poor condition

X X

Percentage of NHS bridges  class i fied as  in Good 
condition

X X

Percentage of NHS bridges  class i fied as  in Poor 
condition

X X

Number of fata l i ties X
Rate of fata l i ties  per vehicle mi les  traveled (VMT) X
Number of serious  injuries X
Rate of serious  injuries  per VMT X
Number of combined non-motorized fata l i ties  and 
non-motorized serious  injuries

X X

Percent of rel iable person-mi les  traveled on the 
Interstate

X X X

Percent of rel iable person-mi les  traveled on the 
non-Interstate NHS

X X X

Percentage of Inters tate system mi leage providing 
for rel iable truck travel  time (Truck Travel  Time 
Rel iabi l i ty Index)

X X X

Tota l  emiss ions  reductions  for appl icable 
pol lutants

X X X

Percentage of non-revenue, support-service and 
maintenance vehicles  that have ei ther met or 
exceeded their useful  l i fe benchmark (ULB)

X X

Percentage of rol l ing s tock vehicles  that have 
ei ther met or exceeded their ULB

X X

Percentage of faci l i ties  rated below condition 3 on 
the Trans i t Economic Requirements  Model  (TERM) 
sca le

X X
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Table G. 1: Performance Measures & LRTP Goals 



4. Evaluation of Performance Targets

The Missoula MPO will include performance measures in the TIP and explain how they will be 
incorporated and prioritized amidst federal funding sources. Evaluation of performance measures will 
occur through target tracking and ongoing data sharing with MDT. LRTP project selection supports the 
performance-driven process through prioritizing the goals of the LRTP and scoring projects based on 
criteria established alongside performance measures and associated adopted targets.  
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METROPOLITAN PLANNING ORGANIZATION 
435 RYMAN  MISSOULA  MT 59802  4297   406.552.6670  FAX: 406.552.6053 

DATE: 
SUBJECT: 

June 17, 2019 
2016 Long Range Transportation Plan Amendment #3 

Background 

Project 360 
In 2015, City Council instructed staff to investigate residents’ concerns and complaints regarding safety issues 
along 5th and 6th Street between Higgins and Russell, especially regarding speeding, crashes, and a lack of 
safe/comfortable facilities for biking and walking. Council also allocated funding to study potential solutions to 
these issues, including multiple options for lane reduction and two-way conversion. Because these streets are on 
the federal aid system, MDT provided guidance on the study proposal, including requirements that LOS not be 
significantly reduced and that any signal timing changes be coordinated with the surrounding signals and 
submitted to MDT for approval. Studies showed that the streets were operating at 24-39% of their capacity and 
those rates were relatively stable for the past 30 years, that 277 occurred over an 8 year window (2007-20014), 
and that speeding is occurring at a staggering rate. 

In 2016, Alta Planning + Design developed and considered five alternative roadway configurations for 5th and 6th 
Street. From the five alternatives, Option 1C – a lane reduction that maintains turning lanes at the signalized 
intersections – proved most feasible (the other single lane options did not perform as well for vehicular LOS and 
the two-way conversion will require greater analysis and a much higher project cost to implement properly). 

On December 3, 2018 City Council decided to move forward with the 5th and 6th street reconfiguration project 
following configuration Option 1C. With this reconfiguration, both 5th and 6th Street will be reduced to a single 
lane to accommodate a buffered bicycle lane and wider on-street parking. The road configuration also includes 
turn lanes at signalized intersections. It is expected that the street improvements will significantly enhance actual 
and perceived safety for all users along this corridor, especially bicyclists and pedestrians. 

Long Range Plan Amendment 
The LRTP Amendment #3 proposes that the existing description of Project #360, “5th/6th Street improvements 
for bike/pedestrian access and safety,” be changed to “5th/6th Street improvements for bike/pedestrian safety: 
lane reconfiguration on each street between Higgins and Russel to include a single vehicular travel lane, turn 
lanes at signalized intersections, parking, and buffered bike lanes” (Table 1). The purpose of the adjustment to 
the project description is to better explain the road reconfiguration associated with the project. This amendment 
serves as an update to Appendix B and all additional tables and references in the 2016 Long Range 
Transportation Plan that are affected by the amended project. 



METROPOLITAN PLANNING ORGANIZATION 
435 RYMAN  MISSOULA  MT 59802  4297   406.552.6670  FAX: 406.552.6053 

Table 1: Amended Recommended Projects in Appendix B 

Air Quality Conformity 
The revised project lane configuration was modeled and included in a revised MOVES analysis for the proposed 
amended plan. The results of this analysis demonstrate that the Long Range Transportation Plan as amended 
continues to meet the regional budget for CO and PM-10. 

Fiscal Constraint 
The amended “recommended” projects are fully funded through the approved City funding sources, as indicated 
in Appendix B.  

2016
Status

94 #N/A Bitterroot Branch Trail Improved Crossing at Russell City STPU

100 #N/A
Bitterroot Trail: Improve at-grade trail crossings to increase visibility/safety for 
bicyclists and pedestrians City TA

99 93.5
Complete Bitterroot Branch Trail between North and Livingston - Include crossing 
improvements at Johnson & South City MRA

198 118.5 Bitterroot Branch Trail - Pine to Spruce City Local
175 112.5 Complete North Bank Riverfront Trail from Eastgate to Easy Street City Local, MRA
402 110.5 City-wide Bicycle Greenways City Local

184 104.5
Convert Orange St from 1st St to Sixth St into a complete street and increase 
bicycle and pedestrian access City Local

359 98 Bike Facility Improvements -- W. Spruce from Orange to Railroad Tracks City Local

181 90
Reserve Street:  Develop Buffered Bike Lanes to Allow for Two Foot Painted Divider - 
US 93 to S. 3rd Street City Local

360 90

5th/6th Street improvements for bike/pedestrian safety: lane reconfiguration on 
each street between Higgins and Russel to include a single vehicular travel lane, 
turn lanes at signalized intersections, parking, and buffered bike lanes City Local

534 90 Bike/Ped Bridge from Riverfront Triangle to McCormick Park City Local, MRA
399 88 Add Bicycle Lanes to N Russell St from Broadway north to the train tracks City Local
488 88 Bike lanes on Toole Ave (Northside Pedestrian Bridge to Spruce) City Local
188 86 Northbank Riverfront Trails per West Broadway Corridor Plan City Local, MRA
338 83.5 Emma Dickinson Learning Center-Council Grove Apartments bike-ped connection City Local
361 83.5 Highway 200 Multi-use path - Sha-Ron to Tamarack County STPU
365 83 Bike Lanes - N. 5th St., Worden, Cooley City Local
433 83 Bicycle Lane: Paxson St from the Southgate Mall to 39th St City Local
189 82.5 Northbank Riverfront Trail - Russell to Reserve City Local
388 80.5 Bike lane on Johnsons from South to 3rd st City Local
382 78.5 Reconfigure N. 2nd St to complete street City Local
183 78 Stephens Avenue:  Add bike lanes from Brooks to South City Local
187 73.5 Construct Reserve Bike/Ped Crossings at Spurgin, 7th, and River Rd. City Local
353 73.5 North Avenue Bike Path: Clements - 37th County STPU
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Appendix J 

DATE:  April 28, 2020 
SUBJECT: 2016 Long Range Transportation Plan Amendment #4 

Background 

Project 36 – Wye/Mullan Plan Collector Routes  
This amendment recategorizes the project from Illustrative to Committed and includes construction and 
extension of George Elmer Boulevard, England Boulevard and Mary Jane Boulevard to improve internal 
connectivity and connectivity to Highway 10 West (West Broadway), Mullan Road and Reserve 
Street. The project will include complete multi-modal roadway facilities and, to the extent possible, 
additional dedicated bicycle and pedestrian facilities.. Funding for the project would be provided through 
a Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) Better Utilizing Investments to Leverage Development 
(BUILD) grant for $13,000,000 and approximately $2,600,000 in local City and County funding. 

Long Range Plan Amendment 
The Long Range Plan is amended to include Project 36 – Wye/Mullan Plan Collector Routes, in the 
“Committed” project list (Table 1). This amendment serves as an update to Appendix B and all additional 
tables and references in the 2016 Long Range Transportation Plan that are affected by the amended 
project. 

Table 1 – Amended Committed Roadway Projects in Appendix B 
2016
Status State/Local Federal State/Local Federal State/Local Federal

7 N/A Russell Street and Bridge Reconstruction (Broadway to Dakota) MDT/City STPU, BR, EARMARK $36,750,900 $36,750,900 $4,931,973 $31,818,975
11 N/A 2nd half of Russell Street (Dakota to Mount Avenue) MDT/City STPU $19,640,309 $19,640,309 $208,200 $1,343,000 $2,427,558 $15,661,551
30 N/A Street Improvements: Wyoming (California to Russell) City Local $200,000 $200,000 $200,000
37 N/A Bitteroot River - W of Missoula (South Ave Bridge - MacClay Bridge) County BR $10,900,000 $9,657,980 $110,700 $714,300 $1,185,386 $7,647,594 $577,285 $3,724,388
39 N/A US 93: North of Desmet Interchange - North MDT NH $8,414,800 $8,414,800 $1,129,300 $7,285,500
40 N/A I-90: Missoula - East and West (Van Buran St, $5,821,000 interchange) MDT IM $8,918,200 $10,838,400 $949,400 $9,889,000

40.5 N/A I-90: Missoula - East and West (Orange Street, $1,969,000 interchange) MDT IM $3,925,800 $3,932,700 $344,500 $3,588,200
49 N/A Street Improvements: California (River Road to Dakota) City Local $400,000 $400,000 $400,000
54 N/A Van Buren Street Reconstruction (Elm to Missoula Ave) City Local $345,000 $345,000 $345,000

122 N/A Grant Creek Road right lane addition at I-90 MDT/City IM, Local funds $604,200 $604,200 $235,400 $368,800
131 N/A Huson - East MDT STPS $3,271,300 $3,271,300 $439,000 $2,832,300
347 N/A Higgins Avenue Bridge Improvements - UPN 8807 City/MDT BR $11,219,200 $11,219,200 $1,505,600 $9,713,600
485 N/A Intersection improvements - MT 200 and Old Hwy 10 MDT NH $1,153,600 $1,153,600 $154,800 $998,800
511 N/A Madison Street Bridge Improvements - UPN 8806 MDT BR $8,931,900 $8,932,000 $1,198,700 $7,733,300
538 N/A Mary Street - extend from Reserve over railroad to new Southgate Mall connector. City MRA $2,500,000 $2,500,000 $2,500,000
537 N/A I-90 Bridge replacement - Bonner MDT IM $20,027,800 $22,741,200 $1,992,100 $20,749,100

N/A Placeholder for future IM projects MDT IM $24,084,053 $24,084,053 $796,252 $8,293,383 $1,313,511 $13,680,907
N/A Placeholder for future NH projects MDT NH $9,954,825 $9,954,825 $329,120 $3,427,960 $542,922 $5,654,822
N/A Placeholder for future STPX/STPS/SFCN projects MDT STPX/STPS/SFCN $37,914,836 $37,914,836 $1,920,342 $12,389,210 $3,167,829 $20,437,454
N/A Placeholder for future BR projects MDT BR $10,269,362 $10,269,362 $1,378,148 $8,891,214

36 #N/A BUILD GRANT - Wye/Mullan Plan Collector Routes City/County BUILD $15,600,000 $15,600,000 $2,600,000 $13,000,000

528 132 Brooks St. (Reserve to Paxson) complete street City MRA $2,200,000 $2,923,751 $2,923,751

158 128
Complete Street Improvements: South Ave. (Reserve to 36th) including 
intersection improvements at Old Fort and South Ave City Local $4,660,000 $4,660,000 $4,660,000

394 118.5 East Missoula - Highway 200 complete street reconstruction County STPU $1,835,000 $3,544,792 $475,711 $3,069,081

469 113
Reconfigure Broadway within existing ROW - Orange St. to Madison, as per the 
Downtown Master Plan City MRA $2,500,000 $3,322,445 $3,322,445

152 104.5 Front/Main conversion to 2-way streets City MRA $5,000,000 $6,644,889 $6,644,889
154 103.5 Street Improvements: 3rd (Reserve to Hiberta) City/County STPU $1,400,000 $2,704,474 $362,940 $2,341,533
397 98 Reconstruct Curtis St to make it a complete street City Local $770,000 $1,023,313 $1,023,313
398 93.5 Reconstruct River Road from Russell to Reserve as a complete street City Local $1,210,000 $1,608,063 $1,608,063

14 93
Higgins Avenue: 3-Lane conversion from Brooks Street to Broadway as detailed in 
the Downtown Master Plan (excluding bridge) City Local $2,500,000 $3,322,445 $3,322,445

370 88.5 Reconstruction to Complete Street  standards - Russell St. from Mount to Brooks City Local $2,500,000 $4,829,417 $4,829,417
155 88 Street Improvements: California (3rd to Dakota) City MRA $1,000,000 $1,931,767 $1,931,767
336 87.5 Johnson Street: Extend from South Avenue to Brooks Street City MRA $2,500,000 $2,549,932 $2,549,932
379 83.5 Carousel Drive reconfiguration City Local $500,000 $965,883 $965,883
420 83.5 Intersection improvement at Mullan Rd & Mary Jane Blvd Local $100,000 $193,177 $193,177
132 73.5 Intersection Improvements: Bancroft/South Ave City Local $300,000 $579,530 $579,530
468 67.5 Brooks St. (Stephens to Mount) reconstruct to complete street City MRA $500,000 $965,883 $965,883
421 66 Intersection improvement at Higgins Ave & Pattee Creek Rd City Local $100,000 $193,177 $193,177
126 65 Intersection Improvements: W. Broadway& George Elmer MDT/City Local $500,000 $965,883 $965,883
422 63.5 Intersection Improvements at Gharrett St & 39th St City Local $100,000 $193,177 $193,177
147 63 Intersection Improvements: Arthur & South City Local $300,000 $579,530 $579,530

Tot als $ 3 9 3 ,4 7 3 ,5 8 4 $ 2 8 2 ,1 2 6 ,1 9 2 $ 2 1 ,3 0 4 ,6 7 3 $ 9 7 ,0 3 4 ,8 7 5 $ 2 8 ,1 0 3 ,5 6 4 $ 6 0 ,4 1 9 ,6 9 8 $ 2 1 ,7 6 5 ,7 0 3 $ 5 7 ,7 9 9 ,3 9 9
F e de r al $ 2 1 5 ,2 5 3 ,9 7 3
S t at e /Local $ 7 1 ,1 7 3 ,9 4 0
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METROPOLITAN PLANNING ORGANIZATION 

435 RYMAN • MISSOULA, MT 59802 - 4297 • (406) 552-6670 • FAX: (406) 552-6053 

Air Quality Conformity 
The 2016 LRTP air quality conformity analysis remains valid and no further air quality analysis is 
necessary/required. 

Fiscal Constraint 
The amended “committed” projects are fully funded through the funding sources indicated in Appendix I. 
The BUILD Grant funding is a competitive grant program managed by the Montana Department of 
Transportation, and will increase the funding received by the MPO by the amount of the estimated project 
costs. 
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Appendix K

DATE:  October 29, 2020 
SUBJECT: 2016 Long Range Transportation Plan Amendment #5 

Background 

Project 15 – Intersection improvements at W. Broadway and Mary Jane Blvd 
This amendment categorizes the project from Illustrative to Committed and eliminates the left-hand turn 
at Flynn Lane and W. Broadway.  Providing a signalized intersection at W. Broadway and Mary Jane 
Blvd. effectively reduces traffic pressure of off Flynn Lane which would be reclassified as a local street. 

MDT, City of Missoula, and Missoula County are collaborating to complete an intersection project at the 
intersection of Mary Jane and Broadway.  Initially MDT, the city, and county had agreed to work towards 
the transfer of HSIP funding directly to the BUILD project. However, the proposal to transfer funding to 
the BUILD project from HSIP was prohibited.  Additionally, when reviewing schedules, it was learned 
that if a signal was going to be constructed in conjunction with the BUILD project, that steps would need 
to be taken immediately in order to coordinate construction schedules. The first step in the process is to 
have the project listed in the Missoula TIP and recategorize Project #15 to the Committed Project list 
from the Illustrative Project list in the 2016 LRTP. 

The project scope includes installation of a signal at the future Broadway (N-132E) and Mary Jane 
intersection along with the reconfiguration of the existing Broadway and Flynn Lane intersection to 
eliminate the left turn from Flynn to westbound Broadway.  Providing a signalized intersection at W. 
Broadway and Mary Jane Blvd. effectively reduces traffic pressure of off Flynn Lane which would be 
reclassified as a local street. Although initial design concepts for the BUILD grant recommended a 
roundabout at this location, separation of the HSIP funding from the rest of the BUILD package increased 
the likelihood (or risk) that the two projects would not be delivered to construction simultaneously. 
Imminent development (Including a VA Hospital) is necessitating intersection access be available by 
November 1 2021. Construction phasing between the BUILD and Intersection Improvement Project is 
much more effective and possible with a signal intersection. While the roundabout intersection was 
initially recommended, the signal intersection was also acceptable and operated at high levels of service 
as well. For these reasons the signal intersection is now the selected design option.    

Long Range Plan Amendment 
The Long Range Plan is amended to include Project 15 – Intersection improvements at W. Broadway and 
Mary Jane Blvd in the “Committed” project list (Table 1). This amendment serves as an update to 
Appendix B and all additional tables and references in the 2016 Long Range Transportation Plan that are 
affected by the amended project. 

Table 1 – Amended Committed Roadway Projects in Appendix B 



METROPOLITAN PLANNING ORGANIZATION

435 RYMAN • MISSOULA, MT 59802 - 4297 • (406) 552-6670 • FAX: (406) 552-6053

Air Quality Conformity 
The 2016 LRTP air quality conformity analysis remains valid and no further air quality analysis is 
necessary/required. The project will not affect overall VMT, and will enhance operational flow of 
vehicles at the new Mary Jane Boulevard and existing Flynn Lane intersections. In coordination with the 
BUILD project, currently funded in the Long Range Transportation Plan and Transportation Improvement 
Program, will effectively reduce travel distance and times by enhancing network connectivity. The 
proposed signal will facilitate traffic as analyzed in LRTP Amendment #4, and was in fact included in the 
that project analysis at the time it was completed. 

Fiscal Constraint 
The amended “committed” projects are fully funded through the funding sources indicated in Appendix 
G. The BUILD Grant funding is a competitive grant program managed by the Montana Department of
Transportation, and will increase the funding received by the MPO by the amount of the estimated project
costs.

2016
Status State/Local Federal State/Local Federal State/Local Federal

7 N/A Russell Street and Bridge Reconstruction (Broadway to Dakota) MDT/City STPU, BR, EARMARK $36,750,900 $36,750,900 $4,931,973 $31,818,975
11 N/A 2nd half of Russell Street (Dakota to Mount Avenue) MDT/City STPU $19,640,309 $19,640,309 $208,200 $1,343,000 $2,427,558 $15,661,551
30 N/A Street Improvements: Wyoming (California to Russell) City Local $200,000 $200,000 $200,000
37 N/A Bitteroot River - W of Missoula (South Ave Bridge - MacClay Bridge) County BR $10,900,000 $9,657,980 $110,700 $714,300 $1,185,386 $7,647,594 $577,285 $3,724,388
39 N/A US 93: North of Desmet Interchange - North MDT NH $8,414,800 $8,414,800 $1,129,300 $7,285,500
40 N/A I-90: Missoula - East and West (Van Buran St, $5,821,000 interchange) MDT IM $8,918,200 $10,838,400 $949,400 $9,889,000

40.5 N/A I-90: Missoula - East and West (Orange Street, $1,969,000 interchange) MDT IM $3,925,800 $3,932,700 $344,500 $3,588,200
49 N/A Street Improvements: California (River Road to Dakota) City Local $400,000 $400,000 $400,000
54 N/A Van Buren Street Reconstruction (Elm to Missoula Ave) City Local $345,000 $345,000 $345,000

122 N/A Grant Creek Road right lane addition at I-90 MDT/City IM, Local funds $604,200 $604,200 $235,400 $368,800
131 N/A Huson - East MDT STPS $3,271,300 $3,271,300 $439,000 $2,832,300
347 N/A Higgins Avenue Bridge Improvements - UPN 8807 City/MDT BR $11,219,200 $11,219,200 $1,505,600 $9,713,600
485 N/A Intersection improvements - MT 200 and Old Hwy 10 MDT NH $1,153,600 $1,153,600 $154,800 $998,800
511 N/A Madison Street Bridge Improvements - UPN 8806 MDT BR $8,931,900 $8,932,000 $1,198,700 $7,733,300
538 N/A

y         g
connector. City MRA $2,500,000 $2,500,000 $2,500,000

537 N/A I-90 Bridge replacement - Bonner MDT IM $20,027,800 $22,741,200 $1,992,100 $20,749,100
N/A Placeholder for future IM projects MDT IM $24,084,053 $24,084,053 $796,252 $8,293,383 $1,313,511 $13,680,907
N/A Placeholder for future NH projects MDT NH $9,954,825 $9,954,825 $329,120 $3,427,960 $542,922 $5,654,822
N/A Placeholder for future STPX/STPS/SFCN projects MDT STPX/STPS/SFCN $37,914,836 $37,914,836 $1,920,342 $12,389,210 $3,167,829 $20,437,454
N/A Placeholder for future BR projects MDT BR $10,269,362 $10,269,362 $1,378,148 $8,891,214

36 #N/A BUILD GRANT - Wye/Mullan Plan Collector Routes
y

y BUILD $15,600,000 $15,600,000 $2,600,000 $13,000,000
15 #N/A Intersection Improvements:  W. Broadway & Mary Jane MDT/City HSIP $700,756

528 132 Brooks St. (Reserve to Paxson) complete street City MRA $2,200,000 $2,923,751 $2,923,751

158 128
Complete Street Improvements: South Ave. (Reserve to 36th) including 
intersection improvements at Old Fort and South Ave City Local $4,660,000 $4,660,000 $4,660,000

394 118.5 East Missoula - Highway 200 complete street reconstruction County STPU $1,835,000 $3,544,792 $475,711 $3,069,081

469 113
Reconfigure Broadway within existing ROW - Orange St. to Madison, as per the 
Downtown Master Plan City MRA $2,500,000 $3,322,445 $3,322,445

152 104.5 Front/Main conversion to 2-way streets City MRA $5,000,000 $6,644,889 $6,644,889
154 103.5 Street Improvements: 3rd (Reserve to Hiberta)

y
y STPU $1,400,000 $2,704,474 $362,940 $2,341,533

397 98 Reconstruct Curtis St to make it a complete street City Local $770,000 $1,023,313 $1,023,313
398 93.5 Reconstruct River Road from Russell to Reserve as a complete street City Local $1,210,000 $1,608,063 $1,608,063

14 93
Higgins Avenue: 3-Lane conversion from Brooks Street to Broadway as detailed 
in the Downtown Master Plan (excluding bridge) City Local $2,500,000 $3,322,445 $3,322,445

370 88.5
      

Brooks City Local $2,500,000 $4,829,417 $4,829,417
155 88 Street Improvements: California (3rd to Dakota) City MRA $1,000,000 $1,931,767 $1,931,767
336 87.5 Johnson Street: Extend from South Avenue to Brooks Street City MRA $2,500,000 $2,549,932 $2,549,932
379 83.5 Carousel Drive reconfiguration City Local $500,000 $965,883 $965,883
420 83.5 Intersection improvement at Mullan Rd & Mary Jane Blvd Local $100,000 $193,177 $193,177
132 73.5 Intersection Improvements: Bancroft/South Ave City Local $300,000 $579,530 $579,530
468 67.5 Brooks St. (Stephens to Mount) reconstruct to complete street City MRA $500,000 $965,883 $965,883
421 66 Intersection improvement at Higgins Ave & Pattee Creek Rd City Local $100,000 $193,177 $193,177
126 65 Intersection Improvements: W. Broadway& George Elmer MDT/City Local $500,000 $965,883 $965,883
422 63.5 Intersection Improvements at Gharrett St & 39th St City Local $100,000 $193,177 $193,177
147 63 Intersection Improvements: Arthur & South City Local $300,000 $579,530 $579,530

Totals $394,174,340 $282,126,192 $21,304,673 $97,034,875 $28,103,564 $60,419,698 $21,765,703 $57,799,399
Federal $215,253,973
State/Local $71,173,940

Rec & Illustr $158,447,500
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