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Existing and Projected 
Conditions 

1.0. INTRODUCTION 
Gallatin County has experienced significant growth over the past 40 years. The county has consistently 
outpaced the population growth of other Montana counties. This growth can be attributed to the 
evolving economies of the county’s largest cities, Bozeman and Belgrade, the continued expansion of 
Montana State University in Bozeman, and in-migration resulting from the high quality of life that the 
county offers. As Gallatin County continues to grow, it is important to understand growth trends to 
properly accommodate and prepare for the county’s current and future transportation needs.   

To better understand transportation conditions within the county, existing and projected conditions 
were evaluated and potential areas of concern were identified. For this plan, existing traffic data from 
a variety of sources were used to establish the existing conditions on major road segments within the 
study area. The existing data were then projected out to the year 2040 using growth rates derived from 
analysis of historic and projected growth patterns as discussed in the Socioeconomics and Land Use 
Technical Memorandum. With this data, the operational characteristics and potential traffic issues over 
the 2040 planning horizon were identified. A variety of data were used to help evaluate the system, 
including: 

• Existing functional classification; 
• Existing traffic data; 
• Existing bicycle and pedestrian data; 
• Current intersection turning movement counts; 
• Existing intersection and roadway configurations; 
• Existing structure condition and performance; 
• Existing pavement condition; 
• Socioeconomic trends; and 
• Historic crash data. 

1.1. Study Area Boundary 
The study area for the Greater Triangle Area Transportation Plan (GTATP) generally includes the 
areas between Four Corners, Belgrade, and Bozeman and extending south to Gallatin Gateway. It 
includes lands in Gallatin County where suburban development has occurred and is anticipated to 
occur in the future. The plan is intended to integrate with the previous and ongoing planning efforts of 
the cities of Bozeman and Belgrade but is focused on the areas outside of these communities. The 
GTATP study area, as presented in Figure 1.1, does not include the Bozeman and Belgrade urban 
boundaries. The urban boundaries shown in the figure are based on the 2010 census. The boundaries 
are anticipated to be revised when results of the 2020 census are finalized. Field analysis of 
transportation system conditions will only occur within the defined study area. Areas adjacent to the 
study area still influence the transportation system within the study area and the planning process will 
still consider growth and land use changes in adjacent areas. The plan relies on the 2017 Bozeman 
Transportation Master Plan (TMP)1 and the 2018 Belgrade Long Range Transportation Plan (LRTP)2 
for transportation recommendations within the respective planning areas.  
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Figure 1.1: Study Area 
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1.2. Background 
The last county-wide transportation plan was completed in 2007 with more recent updates completed 
for the urban areas of Bozeman and Belgrade. The GTATP is intended to complement, and integrate 
with, these transportation plans, current growth policies, and other relevant planning documents 
completed by the county, Bozeman, Belgrade, and other communities within the study area. These 
documents include analysis and recommendations for facilities or future improvements within the 
study area. The following sections provide a summary of the plans and studies as they relate to the 
transportation plan. 

1.2.1. Four Corners Community Plan (2006) 
The Four Corners Community Plan3 provides a vision statement, policies, 
and strategies for supporting development of the Four Corners 
community while protecting resources and existing neighborhoods and 
land uses within the community. Relating to transportation, the plan 
defines the following policies and strategies. 

2. Encourage a variety of uses by: 
2.2. Avoiding strip development along arterial roads. 
2.3. Having commercial development along major arterials (not to 
exceed approximately an 1/8 mile from the arterial), discouraging 
incompatible commercial development on secondary roads. 

5. Encourage the provision of economical and efficient public services by: 
5.2. Planning for street and infrastructure development which minimizes emergency (fire/ 
ambulance/police) response times. 
5.3. Planning for existing and anticipated utility requirements through linking easements and the 
efficient use of street and highway rights-of-way. 

6. Support a comprehensive transportation system by: 
6.1. Reviewing transportation impacts of new development. 
6.2. Extending a bicycle and pedestrian system that is separated from the road system. (Boulevard-
type sidewalks or traffic barriers are the preferred means of separation). 
6.3. Mitigating excessive traffic speeds. 
6.4. Exploring opportunities for better traffic flow patterns at and beyond major intersections. 
6.5. Exploring opportunities to separate local from through traffic with adequate distance, at a 
minimum two miles, between major thoroughfares, and supporting provision of different street 
types. 
6.6. Supporting adequate parking for commercial, public transportation, and carpooling purposes. 
6.7. Encouraging provision for adequate off-street residential parking. 
6.8. Encouraging adequate off-street residential parking within subdivisions. 

7. Promote quality streetscape by: 
7.1. Encouraging adequate and well-maintained setbacks along roads. 
7.2. Discouraging off-site advertising signs and billboards. 
7.3. Encouraging on-site identification signs. 
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1.2.2. Gallatin County Transportation Infrastructure Assessment and 
Recommendations (2006) 

In 2006, a study was undertaken to collect and integrate all available data 
for unpaved and paved roadways and bridges within the county. The intent 
of the Gallatin County Transportation Infrastructure Assessment and 
Recommendations4 was to supplement the Belgrade and Bozeman 
Transportation Plans and provide a basis for development of a countywide 
transportation plan. The study evaluated the condition of the county’s 
transportation infrastructure to help the county to respond to existing 
transportation infrastructure deficiencies and to plan for future 
infrastructure needs. Recommendations included paving existing gravel 
roads, widening or repaving existing paved roads, and replacing or 
repairing bridges and culverts. Several improvements were recommended 
to be completed over the 20 years following the study (2006 – 2026).  

1.2.3. Greater Bozeman Area Long Range Transportation Plan (2007) 
The 2007 Greater Bozeman Area Long Range Transportation Plan5 
documented changes and progress since the last plan was completed in 2001 
and emphasized non-motorized transportation planning. The study area 
boundary for the plan included the entire city limits of Bozeman, as well as a 
substantial portion of unincorporated lands surrounding the city. The bounds 
are generally consistent with the new GTATP study area. The plan lists several 
improvements for both the vehicle and non-motorized transportation networks. 
Table 1.1 lists the recommended projects that are located within the GTATP 
study area and their status for this plan. Improvements that were listed as 
committed projects are assumed to have been completed since completion of 
the plan and are not listed below.  

Table 1.1: Greater Bozeman Area Transportation Plan - Recommended Improvements 
ID Location Recommendation Status for GTATP 

MSN-6 
Cottonwood Road / Harper 
Puckett Road (Stucky Road 
to Valley Center) 

Widen Cottonwood Road from the intersection with Stucky Road north to its current termini 
and constructing an extension to Cottonwood Road from its current northern termini to 
Baxter Lane. It is also recommended that Harper Puckett Road be widened from the 
intersection 
with Baxter Lane north to the intersection with Hidden Valley Road and an extension be 
constructed north to intersect with Valley Center Road. This project should be constructed to 
a five-lane urban arterial standard.  

PARTIALLY COMPLETE 
Loyal Drive to Oak Street 
complete. 

MSN-7 Fowler/Davis Road (Stucky 
Road to Valley Center Road) 

Upgrade Fowler Road and Davis Road from the intersection with Stucky Road to the 
intersection with Valley Center Road to a three-lane urban arterial standard. New links will 
have to be constructed along this corridor between Oak Street and Babcock Street and 
between Garfield Street and Stucky Road. 

NOT COMPLETE 

MSN-9 Stucky Road (S. 19th 
Avenue to Gooch Hill Road) 

Upgrade Stucky road from the intersection with S. 19th Avenue west to the intersection with 
Gooch Hill Road to a two-lane urban collector roadway. NOT COMPLETE 

MSN-17 Frontage Road (N. 7th 
Avenue to Belgrade) 

The Frontage Road between N. 7th Avenue to Belgrade should be upgraded to a three-lane 
rural arterial roadway. Roadway shoulders should be included to facilitate bicycle travel. 

NOT COMPLETE 
MDT completed a corridor 
study on the Frontage 
Road in 2017 

MSN-21 Gallatin Road (Gallatin 
Gateway to Four Corners) 

Widen Gallatin Road to a three-lane rural arterial between Gallatin Gateway and Four 
Corners with one travel lane in each direction and a two-way center turn lane (TWLTL). COMPLETE 

MSN-22 Jackrabbit Lane (Four 
Corners to Frank Road) 

Widen Jackrabbit Lane to a five-lane arterial between Four Corners and Frank Road with 
two travel lanes in each direction and a TWLTL or raised median. COMPLETE 

MSN-28 Stucky Road / Elk Lane 
Extension 

Extend Stucky Road west from the intersection with Gooch Hill Road to the future 
intersection of Elk Lane and Love Lane. Construct segment to a two-lane collector standard NOT COMPLETE 
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ID Location Recommendation Status for GTATP 
with one travel lane in each direction as well as bike lanes, parking, and sidewalks on each 
side. 

TSM-14 Hulbert Road / Jackrabbit 
Lane 

Add left-turn lanes to the intersection of Hulbert Road and Jackrabbit Lane. Evaluate for 
additional traffic control. 

PARTIALLY COMPLETE 
Left-turn lanes installed, 
remains stop-controlled 

TSM-24 Highway 191 Speed Zone 
Study 

Complete a speed zone study to determine if the 50 mph speed zone can be extended north 
to Axtell Anceney Road and south to Cottonwood Road along Highway 191. Install signage 
at both ends of the speed zone to indicate “congested area next 2 miles” or “dangerous 
intersection ahead”. Also, determine if the speed differential can be eliminated between cars 
and trucks along the remainder of Highway 191 by posting a day speed of 65 mph and night 
speed of 60 mph. 

NOT COMPLETE 
 

TSM-25 Highway 191 / Mill Street 
Install a traffic signal with a pre-emptive traffic device at the intersection of Mill Street and 
Highway 191 to allow the Gallatin Gateway Fire Department safer and speedier access to 
the highway. 

NOT COMPLETE 

TSM-26 Highway 191 / Axtell 
Anceney Road Install designated turn lanes at the intersection of Highway 191 and Axtell Anceney Road. COMPLETE 

TSM-27 Highway 191 / Zachariah 
Lane Install designated turn lanes at the intersection of Highway 191 and Zachariah Lane. COMPLETE 

TSM-28 Highway 191 / Cottonwood 
Road Install designated turn lanes at the intersection of Highway 191 and Cottonwood Road. COMPLETE 

TSM-29 Access Management Plan 
on Highway 191 

Eliminate excessive curb cuts and access points on Highway 191 by restricting access as 
much as possible to major intersections with turn lanes. Require developers to provide 
frontage road access via intersections with turn lanes instead of multiple curb cuts. Conduct 
a formal access control study in preparation for an access control management plan for this 
corridor. 

NOT COMPLETE 
MDT completed a corridor 
study on US 191 in 2020 

TSM-30 Highway 191 / Huffine Lane Install a pre-emptive traffic device at the intersection to allow the Gallatin Gateway Fire 
Department safer and speedier access. NOT COMPLETE 

TSM-32 Truck Route Alternatives 
Study possible routes that would allow commercial trucks to bypass Mill Street when 
accessing Highway 191. Possible routes include Gateway South, Axtell Gateway, and /or 
Axtell Anceney. 

NOT COMPLETE 

TSM-33 Mill Street Speed Zone 
Study 

Conduct a Speed Zone study to determine if the 25 mph speed zone can be extended to the 
west at the intersection with Cottonwood Road, Axtell Gateway Road, and Gateway South 
Road. Also, determine if Gateway South Road from the intersection with Mill Road should be 
a 35 mph speed zone for 3 miles. 

NOT COMPLETE 
 

TSM-34 Implement Huffine Lane 
Access Control Plan 

Reference the Access Control Plan MDT adopted for Huffine Lane as improvements and/or 
developments are considered along the corridor. ONGOING 

TSM-35 Implement Jackrabbit Lane 
Access Control Plan 

Reference the Access Control Plan MDT adopted for Jackrabbit Lane as improvements 
and/or developments are considered along the corridor. ONGOING 

TSM-36 Development Review/ 
Coordination Efforts 

Implement a formal mechanism by which Streamline board and staff can participate in the 
development review process to allow for continued coordination of proper bus stop location 
and identification of appropriate bus bay design and locations. 

UNKNOWN 

TSM-37 Formalize Transit 
Representation on TCC 

Designate a formal, allocated seat on the Bozeman Transportation Coordinating Committee 
(TCC) for a member of Streamline. COMPLETE 

Sidewalk S 19th Ave (Babcock St to 
Patterson) 

Construct Sidewalks along entire segment, partially through S. 19th MDT project, partially 
through new development. 

PARTIALLY COMPLETE 
Babcock St to Kagy Blvd 
complete & Graf St to 
Blackwood Rd (west side) 
complete 

Bike 
Lane 

Baxter Lane (N. 19th Ave to 
Jackrabbit Ln) Build BLs with any new construction. (Gallatin Green to Ferguson already exists) NOT COMPLETE 

Bike 
Lane 

Cottonwood Rd (Huffine Ln 
to Blackwood Rd) As new development occurs. 

PARTIALLY COMPLETE 
SB bike lane complete 
Huffine Lane to Loyal 
Drive 

Bike 
Lane 

Fowler Ln (Oak St to 
Blackwood Rd) 

As new development occurs/ in conjunction with road projects. Improvements needed to E. 
side of St. only between Main and Durston. NOT COMPLETE 

Bike 
Lane 

Graf St (S 3rd Ave to 
Cottonwood Rd) Build BLs with all new segments. 

PARTIALLY COMPLETE 
Complete along 
constructed segments 



  November 19, 2021 
  Existing and Projected Conditions 

 Page 6 

ID Location Recommendation Status for GTATP 
Bike 
Lane 

Kagy Blvd (S 22nd Ave to 
Cottonwood Rd) Build BLs with any new construction. NOT COMPLETE 

Bike 
Lane 

Kagy Blvd. / Bozeman Trail 
Rd. (S. 19th Ave to I-90 
Interchange) 

Mostly striping & signage only on Kagy full road reconstruction on Bozeman Trail Road. NOT COMPLETE 

Bike 
Lane 

Durston Rd. (Springbrook 
Ave. to Western Terminus) Build BLs with any new construction. 

PARTIALLY COMPLETE 
Bike lanes end at 
Westgate Ave 

Bike 
Lane 

S Ferguson Ave (Huffine Ln 
to Southern Terminus) Build BLs with all new segments. NOT COMPLETE 

Bike 
Lane 

Valley Center Rd (N 19th Ave 
to Jackrabbit Ln) 

Build BLs with any new construction, retrofit existing improved roadway with 
signage and striping. NOT COMPLETE 

Shoulder 
Bikeway 

Blackwood Rd. (Cottonwood 
Rd. to US 191) In conjunction with road improvements. NOT COMPLETE 

Shoulder 
Bikeway 

Cameron Bridge Rd (Harper 
Puckett Rd to Jackrabbit Ln) In conjunction with road improvements. NOT COMPLETE 

Shoulder 
Bikeway 

Cottonwood Rd. (Blackwood 
Rd. to Terminus) In conjunction with road improvements. NOT COMPLETE 

Shoulder 
Bikeway 

Enders Rd. (S. Cottonwood 
Rd. to Gooch Hill Rd.) In conjunction with road improvements. NOT COMPLETE 

Shoulder 
Bikeway 

Gooch Hill Rd. (Durston Rd. 
to US 191) In conjunction with road improvements. NOT COMPLETE 

Shoulder 
Bikeway 

Frontage Rd. (N 7th Ave to 
Study Boundary) In conjunction with road improvements. 

NOT COMPLETE 
MDT completed a corridor 
study on the Frontage 
Road in 2017 

Shoulder 
Bikeway 

Frontage Rd. - N. Side of I-
90 (E. Main St. to Bozeman 
Trail Rd.) 

In conjunction with road improvements. 
NOT COMPLETE 
MDT completed a corridor 
study on the Frontage 
Road in 2017 

Shoulder 
Bikeway 

Jackrabbit Ln. (Huffine Ln. to 
Study Area Boundary) 

4-8 foot shoulders recommended. Shoulder should go into Belgrade as bike lane – not 
within Study Area. COMPLETE 

Shoulder 
Bikeway 

Johnson Rd. (Fowler Rd. to 
Gooch Hill Rd.) In conjunction with road improvements. NOT COMPLETE 

Shoulder 
Bikeway 

Love Ln. (Valley Center 
Dr. to Huffine Ln.) In conjunction with road improvements. NOT COMPLETE 

Shoulder 
Bikeway 

Mcilhattan Rd (Story Mill Rd 
to Sypes Canyon Rd) In conjunction with road improvements. NOT COMPLETE 

Shoulder 
Bikeway 

Monforton School Rd. 
(Huffine to Baxter Ln) In conjunction with road improvements. NOT COMPLETE 

Shoulder 
Bikeway 

Nash Rd (S 19th Ave to 
Sourdough Rd) In conjunction with road improvements. NOT COMPLETE 

Shoulder 
Bikeway 

Patterson Rd (S 3rd Ave to 
Cottonwood Rd) In conjunction with road improvements. NOT COMPLETE 

Shoulder 
Bikeway 

S. 3rd Ave. (Goldenstein Ln. 
to Bristol Ln.) In conjunction with road improvements. NOT COMPLETE 

Shoulder 
Bikeway 

Sourdough Rd (Kagy Blvd to 
Nash Rd) In conjunction with road improvements. NOT COMPLETE 

Shoulder 
Bikeway 

Springhill Rd. (Frontage Rd. 
to End of pavement) 

In conjunction with road improvements. Do not re-install rumble strip. If rumble strip is to be 
kept, keep it as far left as possible and use bike-friendly design. NOT COMPLETE 

Shoulder 
Bikeway 

Stucky Rd (S 19th Ave to 
Gooch Hill Rd) As new development occurs/with future county road improvements. NOT COMPLETE 

Shoulder 
Bikeway 

Fowler Ln. (Blackwood Rd. 
to S. 19th Ave.) In conjunction with road improvements. NOT COMPLETE 

Shoulder 
Bikeway 

US 191 (Huffine Ln. to Study 
Area Boundary) 

Ensure 4-ft minimum shoulder (outside of rumble strip area) in conjunction with any road 
improvements. COMPLETE 

SUP Bridger Canyon Dr. (I-90 to 
‘M’ Trailhead) Access to popular trailhead. COMPLETE 

SUP Fowler Ave. (Oak St. to S. 
19th Ave) Goal of GVLT to reach Hyalite Rd. NOT COMPLETE 
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ID Location Recommendation Status for GTATP 

SUP Huffine Ln. (Four Corners to 
Ferguson Ave.) Build as development occurs, both sides. 

PARTIALLY COMPLETE 
Advance Dr to Monforton 
School Rd incomplete 

SUP Jackrabbit Ln. (Huffine Ln. 
Study Area to Boundary) East side only. PARTIALLY COMPLETE 

Ends at Hulbert Rd 

SUP S Alaska Rd (Cameron 
Bridge Rd to I-90) Bozeman to Belgrade trail alternative – to be integrated with proposed interchange. NOT COMPLETE 

SUP Harper Puckett Rd (Baxter 
Ln to Cameron Bridge Rd) Bozeman to Belgrade trail alternative. NOT COMPLETE 

SUP E Valley Center Rd (Stream 
Corridor to Jackrabbit Ln) Bozeman to Belgrade trail alternative. COMPLETE 

SUP Cameron Bridge Rd (Harper 
Puckett Rd to Jackrabbit Ln) Bozeman to Belgrade trail alternative. NOT COMPLETE 

1.2.4. Gallatin Gateway Community Plan (2009) 
The Gallatin Gateway Community Plan is intended to complement 
the Gallatin Growth Policy and provide guidance for growth in Gallatin 
Gateway. The plan attempts to balance the rights of individuals with 
the desires of the community to allow growth that doesn’t infringe on 
the rights of existing neighbors, and to encourage a better school and 
emergency services, improve traffic controls on Highway 191, and 
preserve the open space and rural atmosphere of the community. 
The plan identifies a vision for the future, guiding principles, and 
policies for three defined areas of the planning jurisdiction, Downtown 
Gateway, Rural Gateway, and Highway 191. The guiding principle 
related to transportation expresses a desire for good, safe, and 
efficient traffic safety on Highway 191, traffic and pedestrian safety 
on Mill Street in Downtown Gateway, and additional paths and trails. 
The supporting policies include the following. 

Downtown Gateway: 
• Policy 3.5 Pattern of Streets and Alleys: New development in the Gallatin Gateway Town Core 

should continue the pattern of streets similar to the original townsite (grid pattern) where 
feasible. As new development occurs, this general pattern of connectivity shall continue to the 
north and the south to facilitate an even flow of car and bike, pedestrian, and equestrian traffic. 
To keep the small-town feel, current county subdivision standards may have to be waived. 
New development in the Town Core shall also provide a connection to the old town of Salesville 
where feasible. West of Highway 191, development in some areas will be constrained by the 
presence of the Gallatin River floodplain. Across Highway 191 to the east, new development 
should use pedestrian trails to connect with the pedestrian underpass. 

• Policy 3.7 Land Use Compatibility: [3.7.4] Study possible routes that would allow high-tonnage 
commercial vehicles to by-pass Mill St. when accessing Highway 191 […] Possible routes 
include Gateway South Road, Axtell Gateway Road, and/or Axtell Anceney Road.  

• Policy 3.11 Streamline Bus/Big Sky Shuttle System: This policy provides the basis for a future 
conversation regarding expansion of the Streamline Bus/Big Sky Shuttle system as Gallatin 
Gateway and the county continues to grow. Future expansion of the bus system offers more 
travel options and could improve traffic flow. Streamline should consult with local businesses 
on placement of bus stops to avoid conflicts with parking and traffic. 
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Highway 191 Corridor: 
• Policy 5.2 Commercial Development Along Highway 191: To ensure new development along 

Highway 191 meets the goal of discouraging strip commercial, the following actions will be 
taken: 

o 5.2.1 Commercial Nodes. The Montana Department of Transportation (MDT) has 
limited the number of access points from adjacent properties onto Highway 191. As 
new development occurs along the Highway 191 corridor, commercial uses shall be 
clustered around existing MDT encroachments. 

o 5.2.2 Site Design. The development standards and land use map will require the use 
of frontage roads connecting structures and properties, deep lots, landscaped 
buffers, and other site planning tactics along Highway 191 to ensure that strip 
development is discouraged. Additionally, the development standards will encourage 
parking lots and other impervious surfaces to be placed along the rear or side of 
structures. 

o 5.2.3 Connections. New development along Highway 191 must have safe, functional 
access for vehicles, pedestrians, and cyclists through the site, as well as have safe, 
functional connections with adjoining developments. 

• Policy 5.3 Highway 191 Improvements: The following improvements have been identified by 
the Gallatin Gateway community as potentially necessary as warrants are met. 

o Install a stoplight at the Mill Street/Highway 191 intersection, with a preemptive 
Traffic Device to allow the Gallatin Gateway Fire Department safer access to the 
highway. 

o Consider extension the 50-mph speed zone north to Axtell Anceney Road and south 
to Cottonwood Road.  

o Install signage at both ends of the speed zone to indicate “congested area next 2 
miles” or “dangerous intersection ahead”.  

o As warrants are met, consider installing turning lanes at the intersections of Highway 
191 and Axtell-Anceney Road, Zachariah Lane, and Cottonwood Road.  

o Continue evaluating the Mill Street/Highway 191/Rabel Lane intersection.  
o Continue to require traffic impact studies for all major development and install road 

improvements as determined by traffic studies. 
o Eliminate the speed differential between cars and trucks on Highway 191 by posting 

a day speed of 65 mph and night speed of 60 mph.  
o As warrants are met, consider installing turning lanes at the intersections of Highway 

191 and Low Bench Road, Williams Road, and Gateway South Road. 
• Policy 6.3 Pedestrian and Trail Opportunities: Explore opportunities to provide pedestrian 

and other trail opportunities within the core. Specifically: 
o Explore opportunities to provide pedestrian trails along major Roads. 
o Expand the pedestrian trail on the East side of Highway 191. 
o Explore options for a pedestrian trail west of Highway 191. 
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1.2.5. Gallatin Triangle Planning Study (2014) 
The 2014 Gallatin Triangle Planning Study6 was a joint effort 
between Gallatin County and the cities of Belgrade and Bozeman 
to identify and provide recommendations regarding coordination of 
planning activities of infrastructure, land use, and public services in 
the triangle area. It is intended to provide a framework for how the 
cities and county can work effectively and efficiently together in the 
future to meet the goals of their respective growth policies and 
ensure the public health, safety and welfare of existing and future 
generations of the citizens of the Gallatin Valley. The study 
developed and analyzed three land use scenarios for the planning 
area to understand how future growth and land use could impact 
issues such as public health, fiscal responsibility and environmental 
quality. The three scenarios—Gallatin Growth Policy, Fiscally 
Efficient, and Villages—are based on the same population increase 
but with different development and land use patterns. The 
scenarios are intended to demonstrate how policy decisions can 

have long term and permanent impacts on future infrastructure and services. Ultimately the following 
steps were recommended to enable regional cooperation. 

1. Create a planning coordinating committee. 
2. Review and update growth policies. 
3. Increase community participation. 
4. Continue the evaluation of items identified in this study. 

a. Items identified in the Stahly Wastewater Study. 
b. Coordination of infrastructure issues, including transportation, water and wastewater 

service.  
c. How to address impacts on services, such as schools and fire districts, in the Triangle 

area should continue to be evaluated. 

1.2.6. Bozeman Transportation Master Plan (2017) 
The 2017 Bozeman Transportation Master Plan is an update to 
the 2007 Greater Bozeman Area Long Range Transportation 
Plan1. The study area boundary for the TMP aligns with the 
growth boundary of the Bozeman Community Plan7 and includes 
the entire Bozeman urban boundary.  

Several future road connections are recommended in the plan, 
but all of those recommendations provide a connection to existing 
or planned county roadways within the GTATP study area. The 
TMP also provides several recommendations for pedestrian and 
bicycle facilities, it is important that the GTATP consider these 

recommendations and provide logical connections to these facilities to help promote continuity of the 
non-motorized transportation network in the study area. Table 1.2 lists the recommended projects that 
are located outside the Bozeman urban boundary and their current status for this plan. Improvements 
that were listed as committed projects are assumed to have been completed since completion of the 
plan and are not listed below. 
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Table 1.2: Bozeman Transportation Master Plan - Recommended Improvements 
ID Location Recommendation Status for GTATP 

MSN-12 Cottonwood Road (Oak Street to Cattail 
Street) 

Construct Cottonwood Road, from Oak Street to Cattail Street, to a five lane 
urban principal arterial standard. 

NOT COMPLETE 

MSN-16 Stucky Road (S. 19th Avenue to Gooch 
Hill Road) 

Reconstruct Stucky Road, from the intersection with S. 19th Avenue west to 
the intersection with Gooch Hill Road, to a three-lane urban collector 
roadway.  

NOT COMPLETE 

MSN-25 Kagy Boulevard / Bozeman Trail Road 
(Bozeman Trail Road to Interstate 90) 

Reconstruct Kagy Boulevard, from the intersection with Bozeman Trail Road 
east to Interstate 90, to a two-lane rural principal arterial standard.  

NOT COMPLETE 

MSN-26 Cottonwood Road (Loyal Drive to Graf 
Street) 

Reconstruct Cottonwood Road, from the intersection of Loyal Drive to Graf 
Street, to a five-lane urban principal arterial standard.  

NOT COMPLETE 

MSN-28 Gooch Hill Road (Huffine Lane to 
Durston Road) 

Reconstruct Gooch Hill Road, from Huffine Lane to Durston Road, to a five-
lane urban minor arterial standard.  

NOT COMPLETE 

MSN-32 Interstate 90 Corridor Planning Study Complete a pre-NEPA/MEPA Corridor Planning Study for Interstate 90, 
between the West Belgrade Interchange and the Bear Canyon Exit, to 
assess issues, constraints and opportunities regarding operations and 
access between Belgrade and east of Bozeman before entering the canyon.  

NOT COMPLETE 

MSN-46 S. 19th Avenue (Kagy Boulevard to 
Goldenstein Lane) 

Reconstruct S. 19th Avenue, from the intersection with Kagy Boulevard 
south to the intersection with Goldenstein Lane, to a five-lane principal 
arterial standard.   

NOT COMPLETE 

Future 
Connection 

Kagy Boulevard (Cottonwood Road to S 
19th Avenue) 

Construct to principal arterial road standard. NOT COMPLETE 

Future 
Connection 

Oak Street (Western termini to Bozeman 
TMP Study Area Boundary) 

Construct to principal arterial road standard. NOT COMPLETE 

Future 
Connection 

Johnson Road (Fowler Avenue to 
Private Approach) 

Construct to principal arterial road standard. NOT COMPLETE 

Future 
Connection 

Fowler Avenue (Garfield Street to 
Stucky Road) 

Construct to minor arterial road standard. NOT COMPLETE 

Future 
Connection 

Goldenstein Lane (Cottonwood Road to 
S. 19th Avenue) 

Construct to minor arterial road standard. NOT COMPLETE 

Future 
Connection 

Gooch Hill Road (Durston Road to 
Harper Puckett Road) 

Construct to minor arterial road standard. NOT COMPLETE 

Future 
Connection 

Catamount Street (Davis Lane to Love 
Lane) 

Construct to minor arterial road standard. NOT COMPLETE 

Future 
Connection 

Goldenstein Lane (Sourdough Road to 
Tayebeshockup Road) 

Construct to minor arterial road standard. NOT COMPLETE 

Future 
Connection 

Baxter Lane (Cottonwood Road to 
Bozeman TMP Study Area Boundary) 

Construct to minor arterial road standard. NOT COMPLETE 

Future 
Connection 

Durston Road (Gooch Hill Road to 
Bozeman TMP Study Area Boundary) 

Construct to minor arterial road standard. NOT COMPLETE 

Future 
Connection 

Ferguson Avenue (Huffine Lane to 
Johnson Road) 

Construct to collector road standard. NOT COMPLETE 

Future 
Connection 

Blackwood Road (Fowler Avenue to S. 
31st Avenue) 

Construct to collector road standard. NOT COMPLETE 

Future 
Connection 

S. 27th Avenue (Blackwood Road to 
Patterson Road) 

Construct to collector road standard. NOT COMPLETE 

Future 
Connection 

Johnson Road (S. 19th Avenue to 
Sourdough Road) 

Construct to collector road standard. NOT COMPLETE 

Future 
Connection 

Sir Arthur Drive (Subdivision access to 
Johnson Road) 

Construct to collector road standard. NOT COMPLETE 

Future 
Connection 

Goldenstein Lane (Tayebeshockup 
Road to Bozeman TMP Study Area 
Boundary) 

Construct to collector road standard. NOT COMPLETE 

Future 
Connection 

Fort Ellis Road (Termini to Goldenstein 
Lane) 

Construct to collector road standard. NOT COMPLETE 

Future 
Connection 

Cattail Street (Cottonwood Road to 
Bozeman TMP Study Area Boundary) 

Construct to collector road standard. NOT COMPLETE 

Future 
Connection 

Laurel Parkway (Valley Center Road to 
Oak Street) 

Construct to collector road standard. NOT COMPLETE 
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ID Location Recommendation Status for GTATP 
Future 
Connection 

Babcock Street (Water Lily to Bozeman 
TMP Study Area Boundary)  

Construct to collector road standard. PARTIALLY COMPLETE 

Future 
Connection 

Graf Street (Cottonwood Road to S 27th 
Avenue) 

Construct to collector road standard. NOT COMPLETE 

Bicycle 
Boulevard 

S. 15th Ave (Durston Rd to Goldstein 
Ln) 

Connection would provide critical north-south route west of 11th Avenue. 
Future improvements would need to allow bike/ped access from Babcock 
Street to Main Street. On south side, will connect to trails that have 
neighborhood connections. Will need coordination with Kagy Boulevard 
project design. 

NOT COMPLETE 

Bicycle 
Boulevard 

Annie St Still has some gaps, however as streets continue to develop, this route will 
be an important east-west corridor in Valley West. Volumes should be 
monitored. Some signage may exist, requires improved signage, wayfinding, 
shared lane markings and minor intersection treatments. 

PARTIALLY COMPLETE 

Bike Lane Babcock St (Terminus to Bozeman TMP 
Study Area Boundary) 

When road is reconstructed / development occurs. PARTIALLY COMPLETE 

Bike Lane Baxter Ln (Harper Puckett Rd to 
Bozeman TMP Study Area Boundary) 

When road is reconstructed / development occurs. NOT COMPLETE 

Bike Lane Blackwood Rd (S 3rd St to Bozeman 
TMP Study Area Boundary) 

When road is reconstructed / development occurs. NOT COMPLETE 

Bike Lane Durston Rd (Westgate Ave to Bozeman 
TMP Study Area Boundary) 

When road is reconstructed / development occurs. NOT COMPLETE 

Bike Lane Fowler Ln (Garfield St to Bozeman TMP 
Study Area Boundary) 

When road is reconstructed / development occurs. NOT COMPLETE 

SUP Goldenstein Lane (S 3rd St to 
Cottonwood Rd) 

Install shared use path. NOT COMPLETE 

SUP Huffine Lane (Cottonwood Road to Four 
Corners) 

Install shared use path. PARTIALLY COMPLETE  
Cobb Hill to Advance Drive 
incomplete 

Bike Lane Kagy Blvd (S 19th Ave to Cottonwood 
Rd) 

When road is reconstructed / development occurs. NOT COMPLETE 

SUP Kagy Blvd (S 19th Ave to Cottonwood 
Rd) 

Shared use path both sides of Kagy Blvd if/when roadway is reconstructed. NOT COMPLETE 

Bike Lane Kagy Blvd (Highland Blvd to Bozeman 
TMP Study Area Boundary) 

Install bike lanes. NOT COMPLETE 

Bike Lane Graf Street (S 27th Ave to Bozeman 
TMP Study Area Boundary) 

When road is reconstructed / development occurs. NOT COMPLETE 

SUP Graf Street (S 3rd St to Cottonwood Rd) Install shared use path. NOT COMPLETE 
Bike Lane Laurel Pkwy (Oak St to Valley Center 

Rd) 
When road is reconstructed / development occurs. NOT COMPLETE 

Bike Lane Oak St (Harper Puckett Rd to Bozeman 
TMP Study Area Boundary) 

When road is reconstructed / development occurs. NOT COMPLETE 

SUP Oak St (N 15th St to Bozeman TMP 
Study Area Boundary) 

Project involves creating a continuous 10 foot wide paved shared use path. 
Surface can be asphalt or concrete. May involve sidewalk widening and/or 
removal. Project links multiple facilities and gives valley west residents 
access to the fairgrounds, the Story Mill Park site, and the M trail. 

NOT COMPLETE 

SUP S. 19th Ave (Kagy Blvd to Nash Rd) As recommended in the Bozeman Area Alternative Transportation Study 
and PROST Plan. Full extents go to Hyalite Canyon Road. 

NOT COMPLETE 

SUP S. 3rd Ave (Goldstein Ln to Nash Rd) Could extend Gallagator Trail to Nash Road, this was also proposed in the 
Bozeman Area Alternative Transportation Study. 

NOT COMPLETE 

SUP Springhill to Story Mill Rd (Springhill Rd 
to Story Mill Rd) 

Conceptual project improves existing natural surface trails, utilizes PROST 
Plan recommendations and new proposed trail to create continuous route 
from Springhill Road to Story Mill Road. Alignment has high transportation 
and recreation potential. 

NOT COMPLETE 

Bike Lane S 27th Ave (Blackwood Rd to Patterson 
Rd) 

When road is reconstructed / development occurs. NOT COMPLETE 

Bike Lane Stucky Rd (S 11th Ave to Bozeman TMP 
Study Area Boundary) 

When road is reconstructed / development occurs. NOT COMPLETE 
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1.2.7. Belgrade Long Range Transportation Plan (2018) 
The 2018 Belgrade Long Range Transportation Plan2 is an update to the previous 
LRTP completed in 2002. The LRTP study area includes the entire Belgrade urban 
boundary limits as well as a small portion of the Bozeman urban boundary. The LRTP 
planning area shares a small border with the Bozeman TMP boundary.  

Similar to the TMP, the LRTP provides several recommendations for pedestrian and 
bicycle facilities which will be important to consider when recommending 
improvements to the non-motorized transportation network in the GTATP study area. 
Table 1.3 lists the recommended projects that are located outside the Belgrade urban 
boundary and their current status for this plan. Improvements that were listed as 
committed projects are assumed to have been completed since completion of the 
plan are not listed below. 

Table 1.3: Belgrade Long Range Transportation Plan - Recommended Improvements 
ID Location Recommendation Status for GTATP 

TSM-10 I-90 Corridor Study (Belgrade to 
Bozeman) 

An assessment of the Interstate System and interchanges between Belgrade and 
Bozeman is needed to evaluate current and future issues, constraints, and 
opportunities to ensure the safe operations. It is recommended that a pre-NEPA/MEPA 
Corridor Planning Study be completed for I-90 between Belgrade and Bozeman. 

NOT COMPLETE 

MSN-9 Amsterdam Road (Royal Road to 
Thorpe Road) 

It is recommended that the roadway be reconstructed to urban minor arterial standards 
to accommodate existing and future demand. 

NOT COMPLETE 

MSN-14 South Alaska Road (Frank Road 
to Valley Center Drive) 

It is recommended that the roadway be reconstructed to rural major collector standards 
to accommodate existing and future demands.  

NOT COMPLETE 

SUP-5 South Alaska Road (Frank Road 
to Valley Center Drive) 

Construct a shared-use path along Alaska Road South between Frank Road and Valley 
Center Road.  

NOT COMPLETE 

SUP-12 Frontage Road (Airway 
Boulevard to Belgrade LRTP 
Study Area Boundary) 

Construct a shared-use path along the north side of Frontage Road from Airway 
Boulevard to the eastern extent of the study area. 

NOT COMPLETE 

1.2.8. Triangle Community Plan (2020) 
The Triangle Community Plan8 was developed by the Policy Coordinating 
Committee (PCC) which was formed in 2016 in response to the Gallatin Triangle 
Planning Study. The PCC is comprised of 3 representatives from each jurisdiction 
in the triangle area: Gallatin County, Bozeman, and Belgrade. The intent of the 
community plan is to coordinate land use development patterns, deliver 
community services and infrastructure, and protect important environmental 
resources in the triangle area between Bozeman, Four Corners, and Belgrade, in 
a manner that supports community values and vision while responding to rapid 
growth pressures. 

The goals and policies in the community plan encourage future transportation planning and 
infrastructure that will support the existing transportation plans of Belgrade, Bozeman and Gallatin 
County, and will help set the stage for the anticipated future Metropolitan Planning Area (MPO) that is 
expected to be formed following the 2020 census. The plan recognizes that in some areas, maintaining 
a connected 1 mile and ½ mile grid system with extensions of existing roadways is an important goal 
for delivering essential services, expanding infrastructure, and managing increasing traffic volumes. 
The plan also prioritizes the development of a non-motorized transportation system with three levels: 
neighborhood trails, connector trails, and commuter pathways. 

The following goals related to transportation in the triangle area have been identified. Refer to the 
community plan for more detail about the policies established to support these goals. 
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• Provide an efficient transportation system for all users and modes. 
• Promote and develop design standards that ensure safety of all road users. 
• Preserve and protect important Rights of Way. 
• Provide for improved connectivity. 
• Support and improve opportunities for trail development and active transportation 

infrastructure for a variety of uses and users, from avid cyclists to pedestrians, and from 
children to the elderly. 

• Support public transportation systems in the Triangle to reduce traffic congestion, contribute 
to community sustainability goals, and support affordability. 

1.2.9. US 191 Corridor Study (2020) 
The Montana Department of Transportation (MDT) completed a corridor study for US 
Highway 191 (US 191) between the Four Corners intersection and Beaver Creek Road 
south of Montana Highway 64.9 The study identified 40 improvements ranging in scale, 
complexity, and implementation timeframes. Table 1.4 lists the recommended 
improvements within the GTATP study area. 

Table 1.4: US 191 Corridor Study - Recommended Improvements 
ID Location Recommendation 

S1 Four Corners Intersection (RP 81.9) Modify business access; install second westbound left-turn lane; add pedestrian crossing treatments 
S2 3rd Street to 2nd Street (RP 81.4 – 81.3) Replace or widen bridge based on future needs of the highway 
S3 Bozeman Hot Springs/Cobb Hill/Lower 

Rainbow Road (RP 81.1 – 81.0) 
Consolidate approaches and realign intersection; improve intersection/ roadway lighting 

S4 Violet Road/Upper Rainbow Road (RP 80.1) Install traffic control as warranted 
S5 Zachariah Lane (RP 77.8) Consolidate approaches; improve intersection lighting; install turn lane as warranted 
S6 Mill Street/Rabel Lane (RP 76.3) Install traffic control as warranted 
S7 Cottonwood Road (RP 75.7) Install additional traffic control and realign intersection as warranted 
S11 Turn Lanes at Spot Locations Install turn lanes at spot locations as warranted (Axtell-Anceny Road, Zachariah Lane, and Cottonwood Road). 
S14 Bridge Replacements Replace or widen existing bridges to meet current standards. RP 81.5 – Spain Ferris Ditch (5913): Replace with 

5-lane structure, RP 76.7 – South Cottonwood Creek (5911): Replace with 5-lane structure 
C3-a US 191/MT 84/MT 85 to Gateway South 

Road (RP 81.9 to 75.7) 
Widen roadway shoulders to 8 feet where feasible 

C5 Speed Considerations Conduct speed studies in response to a local government request 
C6 Mailbox Relocation Consolidate individual mailboxes and move clusters to mailbox turnouts or side streets 
C7 Access Management Manage existing approaches as needed 
C8 Access Control Plan Develop and execute Access Control Plan between RP 81.9 and 70.5 
C9 Vegetation Management Plan Develop and implement Vegetation Management Plan 
C10 Wildlife-Vehicle Conflict Management Install appropriate wildlife accommodations resulting from MDT project nomination/ development process and 

through opportunities identified through the Montana Wildlife and Transportation Steering Committee 
A1 Four Corners to Gallatin Gateway Shared 

Use Path 
Extend the existing shared use path from its terminus at Zachariah Lane to the Four Corners intersection 

A2 Four Corners Intersection Pedestrian 
Improvements (RP 81.9) 

Install pedestrian accommodations at the intersection 

A4 Skyline Bus Add additional Skyline bus trips between Bozeman and Big Sky; purchase additional motorcoaches 
A5 Bus Stop Turnouts Install bus stop turnouts 
A7 Park-and-Ride/Carpool Lots Construct a park-and-ride/carpool lot in the Four Corners area and as warranted with future large developments 

along corridor 
R1 US 191/MT 84/MT 85 to Blackwood Road 

(RP 81.9 to 79.5) 
Construct additional lane in each direction with center TWLTL 

R2 Blackwood Road to Cottonwood Road (RP 
79.5 to 75.7) 

Construct additional lane in each direction with center TWLTL between Zachariah Lane and Cottonwood Road 
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1.2.10. Gallatin County Growth Policy (2021) 
The 2021 Gallatin County Growth Policy Update, Envision Gallatin10, acts as the 
County's overarching land use policy document, replacing the previous Growth 
Policy completed in 2003. The growth policy is intended to guide other plans and 
regulations such as neighborhood plans, zoning districts, and subdivision 
regulations. The policy also provides a vision, goals, and policy statements to 
guide identification, evaluation, and mitigation of impacts resulting from new 
development as the county grows. Goals relevant to the Greater Triangle Area 
Transportation Plan include the following, refer to the growth policy for more 
information about the supporting policies for the goals. 

• Recreation Goal 1: Support creation of a regional recreation network. 
• Transportation Goal 1: Plan for a safe and efficient transportation system. 
• Infrastructure Goal 1: Prioritize high-quality infrastructure that promotes efficiencies and 

reduces maintenance costs.  

1.2.11. Triangle Area Trails Plan (Ongoing) 
The Triangle Area Trails Plan11 was initiated in 2020 and is anticipated to be 
completed in 2021. The plan is a collaboration between Gallatin County and the 
Gallatin Valley Land Trust, with additional support from Belgrade and Bozeman. 
The plan is a direct result of Triangle Community Plan in response to public 
comments highlighting the need for a coordinated trail plan in the Gallatin Valley. 
The purpose of the Trails Plan is to guide development of non-motorized 
pedestrian and bicycle recreation and transportation infrastructure in future 
developments to strengthen connectivity between Bozeman, Belgrade, and 
unincorporated areas of the Triangle area. The plan defines the following five 
vision statements for the future of trails in the Triangle Area.  

• Connected Network: The trail network should connect communities and neighborhoods to 
places people want to go with continuous routes and convenient connections. This includes 
destinations such as home, school, employment, shopping, recreation, public services and 
transit. The existing and proposed multi-use trails should connect seamlessly to the greater 
transportation and recreational trails networks. 

• Safe and Welcoming: Routes should be physically safe and perceived as safe and welcoming 
by all users. Safe means minimal conflicts with vehicular traffic and easy to navigate routes 
that are well marked. 

• Inclusive for All: Trails should accommodate the non-motorized mobility of residents of all 
ages and abilities. The network should employ principles of universal design. 

• Consistent Standards: The network should use consistent standards that span across 
jurisdictions. 

• Achievable Implementation: The plan should establish clear and economical methods for 
completing the network to complement adjacent private development. 

The plan proposes several trail connections and shared use paths along existing and planned 
roadways. These connections should be considered and complimented by any potential improvements 
proposed in this transportation plan. 
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2.0. EXISTING TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM 
Current information about the transportation system was analyzed to establish the existing traffic 
conditions and to determine current problem areas. The following analysis of transportation conditions 
includes a planning level examination of the roadway network within the GTATP study area corridor 
based on existing traffic data, vehicle crash history, field observations, pavement and structure 
condition data, aerial imagery, and geographic information system data. Existing data were provided 
by MDT and Gallatin County. Additional data were collected by RPA in June 2021 to supplement the 
available information. Using a combination of the supplied and collected data, the existing operational 
characteristics of the transportation network were established.  

2.1. Transportation Network 
A transportation network is made up of multiple connected road segments to facilitate vehicular 
movement, as well as public transportation, bicycles, pedestrians, freight, rail, and other modes of 
transportation. Gaining a thorough understanding of each component of the transportation network 
will help ensure that all modes of transportation are able to navigate the transportation network safely 
and efficiently. 

2.1.1. Major Street Network 
A transportation system is made up of a hierarchy of roadways classified according to certain 
parameters. The parameters include but are not limited to geometric configuration, traffic volumes, 
spacing in the community’s transportation grid, speed, and adjacent land use. These characteristics 
help define the role that each segment of roadway plays within the overall network. The method by 
which these roles are defined is widely known as functional classification, which defines the nature of 
travel within the network in a logical and efficient manner by defining the objectives that any particular 
road or street should meet to effectively move trips through the entire network. 

For this evaluation, emphasis was placed on roadways within the study area that are functionally 
classified as collectors, minor arterials, or principal arterials. Local streets, which are the lowest ranking 
roadways, were not examined in detail due to the assumption that if the major street network is 
functioning at an acceptable level, the local roadways should not be used beyond their intended 
function. However, if problems begin to occur on the major street network, then the resulting issues 
will begin to infiltrate the local road network. As such, the overall health of a community’s transportation 
system can be characterized by the health of the major street network. 

Included in the study area are roadways with the functional classifications of interstate principal 
arterial, other principal arterial, minor arterial, collector street, and local street. For this plan, these 
functional classifications are neither limited to, nor defined by, “urban” or “rural” settings, though some 
entities often make a distinction between urban and rural functional classes. Rural roadways in the 
study area generally carry a smaller volume than their urban counterparts. Although traffic volumes 
may differ between urban and rural sections of a roadway, it is important to still maintain coordinated 
right-of-way standards to allow for efficient operation and potential urban development.  

Figure 2.1 presents the existing major street network for the study area. The functional classifications 
shown in the figure were established based on a review of the federally approved functional 
classification system as well as the major street networks presented in the Bozeman TMP and 
Belgrade LRTP. Efforts were made to maintain consistency with these networks, however, some parts 
of the network were updated to reflect changed conditions from previous planning efforts. The 
classifications are used for planning purposes and may not be fully representative of actual conditions. 
Rather, they are intended to reflect how the systems currently functions, as viewed by the responsible 
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implementing agency. The following list provides general descriptions of these functional 
classifications. 

2.1.1.1. Interstate System 
The main purpose of the interstate system is to provide for 
both regional and interstate transportation of people and 
goods. Primary users range from local residents and 
commuters to long-distance travelers and freight 
operators. Interstates characteristically have fully 
controlled access (provided by a limited number of 
interchanges), high design speeds, and a high priority on 
driver comfort and safety. The interstate system has been 
designed as a high-speed facility with all road intersections 
being grade separated. Interstate 90 (I-90) traverses the 
study area as a four-lane divided highway. 

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

The spacing between principal arterials may vary from less 
than one mile in highly developed areas to five miles or 
more on the urban fringes. Principal arterials mainly 
connect to other principal arterials or to the interstate 
system. The major purpose of the principal arterial is to 
provide expedient movement of traffic, not access to 
abutting lands. 

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

The spacing of minor arterial streets may vary from several 
blocks to half a mile in highly developed areas of a town, 
to several miles in the urban fringes. They are typically 
spaced more than one mile apart in fully developed areas.  

The Four Corners Intersection is the junction 
of Jackrabbit Lane, Huffine Lane, and Gallatin 
Road, all principal arterials within the study 
area. 

I-90 passes through the study area and 
provides both regional and interstate 
transportation. 

Bridger Canyon Road is functionally classified 
as a minor arterial within the study area.  
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2.1.1.4. Collector Street System 
The collector street network provides links from residential, 
commercial, and industrial areas to the arterial street 
network. This type of roadway differs from those of the 
arterial system in that collector roadways may traverse 
residential neighborhoods. The collector system distributes 
trips from the arterials to the user’s ultimate destinations 
while also collecting traffic from local streets in the 
residential neighborhoods and channeling the traffic to the 
arterial system.  

 

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

Cottonwood Road is functionally classified as 
a collector street between South 19th Avenue 
and Gallatin Road.  

East of Cottonwood Road, Johnson Road is 
functionally classified as a collector. West of 
Cottonwood Road, Johnson Road transitions 
to an unpaved local road. 
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Figure 2.1: Major Street Network 
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2.1.2. Multimodal Transportation Network 
As awareness of the physical and environmental benefits of alternative transportation modes 
increases, communities have experienced a heightened demand for facilities which accommodate 
active transportation options and public transportation choices. The communities within the study area 
are no exception. The focus of the multimodal transportation network will be on non-motorized mode 
choices, such as biking and walking, but will also include the public transportation options available to 
residents. Figure 2.2 shows the existing pedestrian and bicycle transportation network in the study 
area.  

2.1.2.1. Bicycle and Pedestrian Facilities 
In general, the study area has limited dedicated bike and pedestrian facilities due to its rural nature. 
The following sections describe the existing bicycle and pedestrian facilities in the study area. The 
data provided in this section is from data gathered from the Gallatin Valley Land Trust (GVLT), City of 
Bozeman GIS Department, Bozeman TMP, Belgrade LRTP, and the Triangle Trails Plan. Existing 
facilities within the Bozeman and Belgrade urban areas are shown for future connectivity purposes. 

Shared Use Paths 
Shared use paths are off-street paved trails that are 
designated for the use of bicyclists, pedestrians, and other 
non-motorized users such as skateboarders and 
rollerbladers. Examples include the Gallatin Gateway 
shared use path, which is a 9-ft wide asphalt path along 
the east side of US 191 beginning at the intersection of 
Zachariah Lane ending at Rabel Lane/Mill Street. 
Approximately four miles remain to complete the trail 
connection into Four Corners at Lower Rainbow Road.  

Bike Lanes and Bike Boulevards 
Bike lanes are a type of separated bikeway that uses 
signage and striping to delineate the right-of-way assigned 
to bicyclists and motorists. Bike lanes encourage 

predictable movement by both bicyclists and motorists. Bicycle boulevards are streets with low 
motorized traffic volumes and speeds, designated and designed to give bicycle travel priority. Bicycle 
boulevards use signs, pavement markings, and speed and volume management measures to 
discourage through trips by motor vehicles and create safe, convenient bicycle crossings of busy 
arterial streets. There are several bike lanes within Bozeman and Belgrade urban areas, but no 
existing bike lanes or bike boulevards within the triangle study area. 

Natural Surface Trails 
There are several natural surface trails in the study area. 
This type of facility can serve both transportation and 
recreational purposes. Within the study area, the natural 
surface trails are primarily located near subdivisions and 
tend to serve more of a recreational purpose.  

Sidewalks 
There are sidewalks alongside some of the main streets and 
within some of the subdivisions in the study area, however 
there are still many locations where the existing pedestrian 
facilities lack connectivity. There is not a current inventory of 
sidewalks available within the GTATP study area. 

The Gallatin Gateway shared use path is 
planned to provide a connection between 
Four Corners and Gallatin Gateway. 
Approximately four miles of trail remain to be 
completed. 

While the trail network within Bozeman is 
very robust, connections to rural parts of 
the study area are lacking. Most natural 
surface trails within the study area are 
located near subdivisions. 
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Figure 2.2: Existing Bicycle and Pedestrian Facilities 
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2.1.2.2. Transit Services 
Some transit services are available within the GTATP study area, although the primary service area 
is Bozeman. The sections below provide a summary of available transit routes within the study area 
operated by Streamline, Galavan, and Skyline. 

Streamline Bus 
Streamline provides fixed route public transportation in 
Bozeman, Belgrade, and Livingston. Streamline began as 
a partnership between the Human Resource 
Development Council (HRDC), District IX, and the 
Associated Students of Montana State University 
(ASMSU). The partnership now includes the cities of 
Bozeman and Belgrade and the President’s Office at 
Montana State University. Streamline was recently 
honored as one of five urban transit systems throughout 
the nation to be awarded an Outstanding Service Award 
by the Federal Transit Administration. Since its inception, 
the Streamline has operated on a “fare free” system to 
encourage ridership from people of all demographics. 

Prior to August of 2021, Streamline operated two transit lines within the study area, the Greenline 
Express and a Livingston Route. The Greenline Express offered daytime service between Bozeman, 
Four Corners, and Belgrade via Huffine Lane and Jackrabbit Lane. Streamline also operated weekday 
service between Bozeman and Livingston via I-90. These routes were replaced with new routes on 
August 15, 2021. Streamline’s new Blueline, Goldline, Purpleline, Brownline, and Pinkline began 
hourly service on Monday, August 16, 2021. The LateNight route, Livingston route, Goldline 1/2-hour 
service, Purpleline 1/2-hour service, and Blueline 1/2-hour service will begin later in the fall of 2021. 
Service to the county areas is greatly reduced on the new routes, with service to Four Corners being 
removed entirely. Service to Belgrade and Livingston continues. 

The daytime hourly service now includes routes from Blueline, Goldline, Purpleline, Brownline, and 
Pinkline, none of which operate within the study area. All but Pinkline also provide weekend service.  

Once in operation, the Livingston route, which operates partially within the study area, will run on a 
seasonal basis, from approximately mid-October to mid-April. The route includes 12 stops, with the 
first stop at the Oak St Walmart in Bozeman and the last stop at Printing for Less off US Highway 10 
in Livingston. The intent is to provide transportation that accommodates the typical winter weather 
road conditions between the Bozeman and Livingston.12  

While daytime service was previously offered between Belgrade, Bozeman, and Four Corners, all 
service to Four Corners has been discontinued. This is due to Four Corners now being considered a 
microtransit zone, along with several other areas within Belgrade and Bozeman. This means that the 
density or urban design of the Four Corners area is not likely to support fixed route service. To address 
the need for transportation to this area, Redesign Streamline 202012, the organization’s transit 
development plan (TDP), recommends that an agreement be made with Skyline Bus to allow fare-free 
transport between Four Corners and Bozeman in the future. 

Streamline Ridership Trends 
System ridership and the level of service investment have grown significantly since Streamline was 
formed. In Fiscal Year 2019, Streamline reported over 280,000 boardings, almost four times the annual 
ridership of Streamline’s first year, as illustrated in Figure 2.3.  

The Streamline Bus is the primary transit 
provider in Bozeman and Belgrade. Service to 
Four Corners was removed in August 2021 
when new routes were implemented. 
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Figure 2.3: Streamline Annual Ridership13 

In 2019, the MSU Strand Union Building was the highest ridership stop with nearly 53 percent of all 
stops on the selected sample of data evaluated by Streamline. The activity at MSU stops indicates 
that student ridership continues to constitute a large share of system ridership and travel within the 
City of Bozeman, particularly near the university and Downtown Bozeman, are the strongest-
performing segments of the system. Average weekday daily ridership is relatively low in the Four 
Corners area compared to Bozeman ridership.   

Pedestrian and Bicycle Connectivity to Transit 
Service availability for Streamline is lower in the study area compared to the urbanized area of 
Bozeman. In Four Corners immediately surrounding the intersection of Huffine Lane and Jackrabbit 
Lane, bus stops are within a half-mile walk from residences, whereas walking access is farther within 
the remainder of the study area.   

The TDP notes that in some cases, a lack of pedestrian infrastructure makes it unsafe or unpleasant 
to walk to a bus stop on a main road. The TDP calls for coordination between HRDC and jurisdictional 
transportation agencies to identify and improve these locations.  

Stakeholder outreach conducted for the plan indicated it is desirable to consider Streamline stop 
locations in prioritizing sidewalk improvements. A street and sidewalk network that promotes 
walkability and access can increase pedestrian convenience in accessing the transit network and 
improve connectivity between destinations. One of the plan’s defined service strategies is to match 
transit service to market demand in part through coordination with Gallatin County to foster safe and 
attractive pedestrian access to transit.  

Galavan 
In addition to Streamline, HRDC administers and operates Galavan, an 
on-call, door-to-door paratransit transportation service for seniors and 
individuals with disabilities. 
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Paratransit services in the 
study area are provided by 
Galavan. 
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Skyline Bus 
The Skyline bus provides transit services primarily in Big Sky 
but has expanded their service to serve areas of Bozeman, Four 
Corners, and Gallatin Gateway as well. The bus runs seven 
days a week, except during the off-season when it runs Monday 
through Friday. Skyline charges a fare for rides on the Link 
Express between Bozeman and Big Sky with cash fares, 
seasonal passes, and punch card options available for riders.  

The Link Express buses run between Bozeman and Big Sky with 
stops in Four Corners and Gallatin Gateway.14 During the 
summer, the Link makes five trips from Bozeman to Big Sky with 
the first bus leaving Bozeman at 6:05 AM and the last bus 
leaving Bozeman at 4:00 PM. The Link also makes five trips from 

Big Sky to Bozeman with the first bus leaving Big Sky at 8:05 AM and the last bus leaving Big Sky at 
11:05 PM. During the shoulder seasons, the Link only makes two of the five trips. The winter bus 
schedules were not available at the time of writing this report. 

2.1.3. Freight and Rail Network 
Freight movement is critical to Montana’s economy, providing access to important commodities, 
creating jobs, and encouraging investment and economic growth. Montana’s location between 
midwestern and northwestern port markets and continued growth in consumer demand for goods has 
resulted in strong freight service demand. As noted in the Montana Freight Plan15, 96 percent of freight 
by weight in Montana moves by trucks, trains and pipelines. Understanding how freight and rail within 
the study area interact with the rest of the transportation network will help ensure that as the demand 
for goods and services fluctuates, other transportation modes can continue to move safely and 
efficiently through the transportation network. 

2.1.3.1. Freight and Heavy Vehicles 
Outside the Bozeman and Belgrade areas, the main freight routes 
within the study area include Montana Highway 85 (MT 85), which 
extends south from Belgrade and meets with US Highway 191 
(US 191) connecting south to Gallatin Gateway and east to 
Bozeman. Additionally, Montana Highway 84 (MT 84) extends to 
the west from Four Corners. At the outer edges of the study area, 
I-90 connects to Livingston and Bozeman to the east and to Butte 
and Interstate-15 (I-15) to the west. These routes serve regional, 
national, and international trade, enabling freight vehicles to travel 
through the area in a safe and effective manner. 

Traffic counts from MDT along the US 191 corridor indicate that the annual average daily traffic (AADT) 
of commercial vehicles ranged from approximately 850 to 1,000 representing roughly 5 to 7 percent 
of the total traffic along this segment between 2018 and 2020. Over the same time period, 1,370 
commercial vehicles were consistently recorded on US 85 within the study area, representing about 8 
to 9 percent of the total vehicles on this corridor. On I-90 in the Belgrade to Bozeman corridor, 
commercial volumes ranged from about 2,500 to 3,700 representing approximately 11 to 16 percent 
of all vehicles between 2018 and 2020.16  

The 2016 MDT Montana Freight Infrastructure17 map identifies I-90 as part of the Primary Highway 
Freight System (PHFS) and the Montana Interim Multimodal Freight Network. Additionally, it notes the 
presence of a year-round ADA Access Rest Area and grain elevator along I-90 in Bozeman, a forest 

The Skyline Link to the Peak! Bus 
provides transit services between 
Bozeman and Big Sky with stops in 
Four Corners and Gallatin Gateway. 

There are several gravel pits in the 
study area that heavy vehicles 
frequently travel to and from. 
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facility and commercial airport along I-90 in Belgrade, and a Motor Carrier Services (MCS) weigh 
station on US 191 south of Four Corners.  

Figure 2.4 presents areas that generate truck activity within the study area located on MT 85 and US 
191, such as lumber yards, industrial areas, and commercial businesses producing or receiving freight 
shipments. The figure also shows gravel pits, truck stops, and other truck destinations within the study 
area. The percentage of heavy vehicle traffic observed at the study intersections discussed in Section 
2.2.2 are also shown on the map.  

2.1.3.2. Rail 
According to the 2010 Montana State Rail Plan, the majority of 
rail freight in the state by both tonnage and revenue is 
generated by through trips (i.e., passing through the state but 
not originating or terminating in Montana). The main rail line 
through the study area is currently owned by BNSF Railway 
(BNSF) and is leased to Montana Rail Link (MRL). The Class II 
line is designated according to MRL Operating District 
Subdivision Two – Spurling to Helena. Speed limits range from 
50 to 60 miles per hour on the main track.18 

At-grade rail crossings within the Bozeman and Belgrade urban 
boundaries are located at Thorpe Road, Jackrabbit Lane, 
Broadway Street, Oregon Street, Valley Center Road, Red 
Wing Drive, Griffin Drive, Rouse Avenue, L Street/Wallace 
Street, Rocky Creek Rd, and Kelly Canyon Road. Additionally, 
at the edge of the study area, an at-grade rail crossing is located 
east of Bozeman at Moffit Gulch Road (refer to Figure 2.4).  

The only at-grade rail crossing within 
the GTATP study area is located at 
Moffit Gulch Road. 
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Figure 2.4: Freight and Rail Network 
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2.2. Transportation Conditions 
An evaluation of traffic operations for the study area was completed using available data provided by 
Gallatin County and MDT in addition to supplemental field-collected data. Turning-movement counts 
were conducted at 10 intersections within the study area over a 24-hour period. Mainline traffic volume 
data for existing and historic conditions were available at multiple locations within the study area. 
Visual observations were made for driver behavior, vehicle queuing, and general traffic characteristics. 
The following sections provide details about the existing traffic characteristics for the study area.  

2.2.1. Existing Roadway Volumes 
Existing roadway traffic data were provided by MDT and Gallatin County. Additional roadway volumes 
were collected by RPA to supplement the data available from other sources. The data were used to 
establish existing traffic conditions and to provide reliable data on historic traffic volumes.  

The existing AADT along the major street network is presented in Figure 2.5. Available AADT counts 
are provided for the years 2018 through 2021 on the roadways within the study area. Where data is 
available for the same site from multiple sources, the most recently available count was used. 
Currently, high traffic volumes are experienced along the main principal arterials within the study area 
including Jackrabbit Lane between Four Corners and Belgrade, Huffine Lane between Four Corners 
and Bozeman, and on US 191 south of Four Corners. Increasingly high volumes are also experienced 
on the collector roadways connecting Belgrade, Four Corners, and Bozeman including South Alaska 
Road, East Valley Center Road, Love Lane, and Baxter Road. 

2.2.2. Intersection Operations 
Intersection performance is evaluated in terms of vehicle delay. 
The amount of vehicle delay experienced at an intersection 
correlates to a measure called level of service (LOS). LOS is 
used as a means for identifying intersections that are 
experiencing operational difficulties, as well as a means for 
comparing multiple intersections. The LOS scale represents 
the full range of operating conditions. The scale is based on the 
ability of an intersection or street segment to accommodate the 
amount of traffic using the intersection. The scale ranges from 
“A” which indicates little, if any, vehicle delay, to “F” which 
indicates significant vehicle delay and traffic congestion. Table 
2.1 shows the relationship between LOS and operating 
conditions. 

The Transportation Research Board’s Highway Capacity Manual (HCM) is the most widely used 
reference in determining the performance of existing roads and intersections, and for providing input 
into estimating future performance.19 As such, the HCM methods are implemented in the GTATP 
intersection LOS analysis. Key inputs for the analysis include intersection layout, traffic volumes, traffic 
control, and signal timings. The observed volumes are adjusted by peak hour and seasonal adjustment 
factors and are used to calculate the ideal flow rate through the intersection. This flow rate helps 
calculate the true capacity of the intersection. With this information, total vehicle delay and LOS can 
be calculated for the intersection.  

Data was collected at 10 study 
intersections within the study area to 
gather AADT counts as well as to 
evaluate intersection operations. 
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Figure 2.5: Existing AADT 
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Table 2.1: Intersection LOS Descriptions 

 

A total of 10 intersections were evaluated within the study area. Data were collected during June of 
2021 at the study intersections (2 signalized and 8 unsignalized locations). Each intersection was 
counted over a 24-hour period to obtain turning movement counts during the AM (7:00 AM to 9:00 
AM), noon (11:00 AM to 1:00 PM), and PM peak hours (4:00 PM to 6:00 PM), as well as overall AADTs 
for each intersection leg. The intersections evaluated are presented in Figure 2.6. 

Note that in this analysis intersections were analyzed on an individual basis. This means that LOS 
was determined based on the total number of vehicles traveling through the intersection during the 
peak hour. Consequently, intersection queues that form as a result of delay at nearby intersections 
were not accounted for in this analysis. In other words, at many of the intersections in the study area, 
peak hour traffic causes gridlock which only allows low volumes of traffic to travel through the 
intersection, numerically, this results in a better LOS.  

Signalized Intersections  
For signalized intersections, the LOS is based on the average stopped delay per vehicle. The 
relationship between LOS and average stopped delay per vehicle is shown in Table 2.1. The 
procedures used to evaluate signalized study intersections use detailed information on geometry, lane 
use, signal timing, peak hour volumes, arrival types, and other parameters. An intersection is typically 
determined to be functioning adequately if it is operating at LOS C or better.  
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Unsignalized Intersections  
LOS for two-way stop controlled (TWSC) intersections are based on the delay experienced by each 
individual movement within the intersections, rather than on the average stopped delay per vehicle at 
the intersection. This difference from the method used for signalized intersections is necessary since 
the operating characteristics of a stop-controlled intersection are substantially different. Driver 
expectation and perceptions are entirely different. For two-way stop-controlled intersections, the 
through traffic on the major (uncontrolled) street experiences little to no delay at the intersection. 
Conversely, vehicles turning left from the minor street experience more delay than other movements 
and at times can experience significant delay. Vehicles on the minor street which are turning right or 
going across the major street generally experience less delay than those turning left from the same 
approach. Due to this situation, the intersection delay and LOS are based on the average delay 
incurred at the worst performing movement. 

Intersection Level of Service 
Table 2.2 presents the LOS and average vehicle delay for the signalized intersections during the AM, 
noon, and PM peak hours. The existing intersection LOS is shown in Figure 2.6. Detailed results are 
provided in Appendix A.  

Table 2.2: Existing Intersection Level of Service 

ID Intersection 
Intersection 

Control* 

AM Peak Hour Noon Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 
Delay 
(sec) LOS 

Delay 
(sec) LOS 

Delay 
(sec) LOS 

01 S 19th Avenue / Fowler Lane TWSC 10.7 B 12.3 B 12.2 B 
02 Gooch Hill Road / Blackwood Road TWSC 11.3 B 10.4 B 13.6 B 
03 Love Lane / Durston Road TWSC 21.5 C 19.2 C 43.3 E 
04 E Valley Center Road / Love Lane TWSC 21.9 C 15.9 C 34.0 D 
05 E Valley Center Road / Harper Puckett Road TWSC 14.8 B 14.0 B 17.6 C 
06 E Valley Center Road / S Alaska Road TWSC 32.8 D 19.9 C 76.4 F 
07 Cameron Bridge Road / S Alaska Road TWSC 19.9 C 16.2 C 26.5 D 
08 Cameron Bridge Rd / Thorpe Road TWSC 12.8 B 11.0 B 15.0 C 
09 Amsterdam Road / Thorpe Road S 25.0 C 26.2 C 24.0 C 
10 Huffine Lane / Gooch Hill S 27.2 C 34.2 C 47.6 D 

* TWSC = Two Way Stop Control, S = Signalized Intersection 

All of the study intersections are shown to operate at acceptable levels of service during the AM and 
Noon peak hours with the exception of the East Valley Center Road and South Alaska Road 
intersection which operates at LOS D in the AM peak hour. During the PM peak hour, half of the study 
intersections operate at a LOS D or worse. The poor operations at these intersections can be primarily 
attributed to traffic traveling between Bozeman and Belgrade using Love Lane, East Valley Center 
Road, and South Alaska Road as a primary route.  

Note, the LOS calculations presented in Table 2.2 do not account for additional delay resulting from 
queueing and network effects. As such, the LOS at some of the intersections may not fully represent 
the real-life conditions.  
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Figure 2.6: Existing Intersection Level of Service 
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2.2.3. Active Transportation Data 
Providing an accurate picture of pedestrian and bicycle activity within any community is difficult. Data 
are typically not available or not comprehensive enough to form a complete picture of active 
transportation behavior. Data for vehicles is, by comparison, much more readily available. The 
following subsections summarize available data pertaining to active transportation. 

2.2.3.1. Journey to Work/Commuting (ACS) 2015-2019 Data 
The US Census has long been one of the only readily available sources of data to measure general 
levels of transportation choices. The data are limited to commute-based trips and do not reflect the 
spectrum of potential trip types available. The American Community Survey (ACS) has supplemented 
the 10-year cycle of the US Census to provide additional annual data. For smaller geographic areas 
with smaller sample sizes, annual data are not statistically valid, therefore five-year averages are used. 
This method provides some insight, however, it is slow to note changes over time. For walking and 
bicycling, the margins of error are relatively high. Estimates of the total share of workers who commute 
or work at home, the transportation modes used by commuters, and the mean travel times to work for 
commuters are presented in Table 2.3 for workers in Gallatin County and the study area communities. 

Table 2.3: Commute Mode Share and Travel Time 

Mode Share 
State of 
Montana 

Gallatin 
County 

City of 
Bozeman 

City of 
Belgrade 

Four Corners 
CDP 

Gallatin 
Gateway CDP 

Walking 5.1% 5.9% 9.1% 1.0% 1.9% 4.1% 
Biking 1.2% 2.6% 4.8% 0.3% 0.0% 0.0% 
Driving 85.4% 82.0% 78.0% 91.2% 88.1% 82.5% 

Drove Alone 75.9% 72.6% 69.4% 79.8% 81.8% 65.2% 
Public Transportation 0.7% 0.5% 0.6% 0.7% 0.3% 0.0% 
Worked from Home 6.5% 8.1% 6.7% 5.8% 9.2% 13.4% 

Travel Time to Work (mean) 18.3 min 18.3 min 14.4 min 19.0 min 19.3 min 28.5 min 
Data: American Community Survey (ACS) Five Year Estimates, 2015-2019 

Commuting patterns have changed slightly when compared with those of the 2000 and 2010 Census. 
While the margin for error inherent in the ACS is significant, the inconsistency in the data makes it 
difficult to make any concrete conclusions about travel patterns. In 2000, Gallatin County reported that 
6.9 percent of residents walked to work, 1.9 percent biked, and 0.3 percent used public transportation. 
In 2010, walking decreased to 5.3 percent while biking and public transportation increased to 2.7 and 
1.8 percent, respectively. Trends in walking and biking have stayed relatively steady in the last decade 
(5.9 percent walking and 2.6 percent biking), while public transportation has dropped to 0.5 percent. 
Although the margin of error in this dataset is high, it is important to note this trend. The downward 
trend of active transportation users could be due to a larger number of households being constructed 
at a greater distance from destinations such as an increase of workers living in Belgrade or Four 
Corners and commuting to Bozeman or Big Sky. Additionally, the county has seen an increase in 
personal vehicle ownership (98.1 percent in 2010, 98.3 percent in 2015 and 98.6 percent in 2019), 
suggesting that workers are opting to use their personal vehicles to commute rather than to use any 
active transportation modes. 

2.2.3.2. National Household Travel Survey (NHTS) 2017 Data 
Data from the National Household Travel Survey (NHTS) provides mode share data aggregated at the 
national level for all trips and not just commute to work trips. For example, NHTS indicates that for 
every one bike to work trip, there are another 1.5 utilitarian bike trips (shopping/errands, transporting 
others, medical or dental visits, meals, or other reasons), 0.5 bike to school trips, and 1.7 social or 
recreational trips. Overall bike to work trips represent only approximately 12.5 percent of all bike trips 
nationally. It should be noted that approximately 42 percent of bike trips counted by NHTS are return 
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home trips, indicating many bicyclists perform the initial part of their round trip by other means. While 
it is likely that travel patterns in the study area, particularly recreational based travel, do not match the 
national averages, it is very likely that the ACS commute mode share noted previously in Table 2.3 
under represents overall mode share in the study area. 

2.2.4. Asset Condition 
Effectively managing transportation assets is a vital part of ensuring good condition and performance 
for all transportation users. Two assets that often monitored by transportation agencies include 
structures (bridges, culverts, stockpasses, tunnels, etc.) and pavement. Condition and performance 
ratings for these assets are important to consider when planning preservation, rehabilitation, and 
reconstruction projects. The following sections summarize the existing conditions of the structures and 
pavement within the study area. 

Structure Condition 
MDT performs regular condition inspections of all in-service 
publicly owned structures in accordance with the National 
Bridge Inspection Standards. All inspections are entered into 
Montana’s Structure Management System database. This 
information is used to identify structures needing repair and 
inform funding decisions. Appendix B contains a list of bridges 
within the study area including the structure location, physical 
characteristics, and National Bridge Inventory (NBI) item ratings 
of key elements for the structures owned and maintained by 
Gallatin County within the study area.   

NBI item ratings are determined based on MDT inspections, and 
vary on a scale from 0-9, with 0 depicting an element that is out 
of service and beyond corrective action (repair) and 9 depicting 
an item that is new or in excellent condition. An overall structure 
rating is given based on the lowest substructure or superstructure rating for the structure. Table 2.4 
tabulates the structural ratings for the bridges in the study area based on the structure owner. Figure 
2.7 shows the structures within the study area color coded based on their overall structural rating. 

When a structure is constructed, its structural elements are designed to have a weight capacity to 
meet anticipated use. When a bridge is inspected, signs of deterioration or damage that might reduce 
capacity are noted and a load, or weight, restriction may be recommended to preserve the integrity of 
the structure. Structures with load restrictions are noted in Table 2.4 and Figure 2.7. 

Table 2.4: GTATP Study Area Structure Ratings 

Structure Owner Total Structures 

Overall Structural Rating 
Load Restrictions 

 
New 
(9) 

Good 
(7-8) 

Fair 
(5-6) 

Poor 
(4 or Less) 

Gallatin County 32 0 8 22 2 6 
MDT 12 0 1 11 0 0 
Sum 44 0 9 33 2 6 

As seen in Table 2.4, there are 44 structures within the study area, of which 32 are owned and 
maintained by Gallatin County. The remaining 12 bridges are owned and maintained by MDT. Of the 
county-owned structures, six have posted load restrictions. The table also shows that two of the 
county-owned bridges received an element rating of 4 or less.  All other bridges in the study area 
received a rating of 5 or higher for all elements.  

There are 44 structures within the 
study area. This bridge, on Baxter 
Lane, has a ‘Good’ overall structure 
rating. 
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Pavement Condition 
The pavement condition index (PCI) is a numerical index 
between 0 and 100, which is used to indicate the general 
condition of a pavement section. The PCI is widely used by 
municipalities to measure the performance of their road 
infrastructure. The PCI rating assessment is based on visual 
surveys performed by county staff. Each segment of road is 
evaluated based on the number, type, and severity of 
distresses in the pavement. Pavement distress types for 
asphalt pavements include cracking, bleeding, swelling, 
raveling, rutting, potholes, patching, and ride quality, among 
others. A PCI score of 86-100 is rated as “good,” 71-85 as 

“satisfactory”, 56-70 as “fair”, 41-55 as “poor”, and 25-40 as “very 
poor”. Any PCI rating below 25 is considered failing. 

The PCI history of a pavement section can help establish its rate of deterioration and identify future 
major rehabilitation needs. PCI values are also typically used in prioritizing, funding and executing 
maintenance and repair efforts. Figure 2.7 shows the 2020-2021 PCI values for select roads in the 
GTATP study area as provided by the Gallatin County Road and Bridge Department. As shown in the 
figure, the pavement within the study area is in generally good condition. A few segments, such as 
Cottonwood Road, Love Lane, South 19th Avenue, and Frank Road, are rated as fair and are 
candidates for pavement preservation. A segment of South 19th Avenue between Cottonwood Road 
and Cougar Drive has a PCI rating of 52.7 which indicates the pavement is in poor condition and is in 
need of rehabilitation. 

Gallatin County recently repaired the 
pavement at the Love Lane and 
Durston Road intersection.  
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Figure 2.7: Asset Condition 
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3.0. SAFETY 
Crash data within the study area were analyzed to determine problem areas, “hot-spot” crash 
locations, and behavioral characteristics. The following sections provide an analysis of available crash 
data to help identify crash trends and contributing factors. 

3.1. Study Area Crash Analysis 
Crash data were provided by the MDT Traffic and Safety Bureau for the three-year period between 
January 1st, 2017, and December 31st, 2019. The crash reports are a summation of information from 
the scene of the crash provided by the responding officer. As such, some of the information contained 
in the crash reports may be subjective. 

According to the MDT crash database, there were 1,042 crashes reported within the GTATP study 
area (outside of the Bozeman and Belgrade urban boundaries) during the three-year analysis period. 
The number of crashes per year decreased from 485 crashes in 2017 to 436 crashes in 2018. In 2019, 
the number of yearly crashes increased to 480 crashes. The number of crashes causing injury 
mimicked the same trend, decreasing from 96 to 79 then increasing to 94 in 2017, 2018, and 2019, 
respectively. Non-injury crashes followed the same trend decreasing from 389 crashes in 2017 to 357 
in 2018 then increasing to 386 in 2019. Figure 3.1 presents the total, injury, and non-injury crashes 
per year for the three-year analysis period. 

 
Figure 3.1: Number of Crashes per Year 

The spatial distribution of all crashes was plotted based on the reported crash locations. The density 
of crashes within the study area is displayed in Figure 3.2. Locations with higher traffic volumes 
appear to have a higher number of crashes. A detailed crash analysis for the study intersections and 
select hot spot locations is presented in Sections 3.2 and 3.3.  
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Figure 3.2: Crash Density 
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3.1.1. Crash Severity 
Crash severity is categorized based on the most severe injury resulting from the crash. For example, 
if a crash results in a possible injury and a suspected serious injury, the crash is reported as a 
suspected serious injury crash. The distribution of reported crash severity is presented in Figure 3.3. 
The locations of the severe (suspected serious and fatal injury) crashes are shown in Figure 3.2. A 
suspected serious injury is defined as an injury, other than a fatality, which prevents the injured 
individual from walking, driving, or normally continuing the activities they were capable of performing 
before the injury. 

During the three-year analysis period, there were a total of 269 injury crashes, of which about 10 
percent were severe. There were 3 fatal crashes, each resulting in 1 fatality, and 25 suspected serious 
injury crashes, resulting in 47 total injuries. As a result of multiple individuals being injured in a single 
crash, a total of 362 individuals were injured during the crash analysis period. The majority of crashes 
within the study area, approximately 79 percent, resulted in property damage only (PDO).  

 
Figure 3.3: Crash Severity 

3.1.2. Crash Period  
Crash data for the study area were evaluated based on the period of time when the crash occurred. 
With regards to the time of day, two prominent peaks can be seen: one between 7:00 and 9:00 AM 
(13 percent of crashes) and the other between 4:00 and 7:00 PM (24 percent of crashes). 
Approximately 68 percent of the reported crashes occurred between the hours of 7:00 AM and 7:00 
PM. The distribution of injury and non-injury crashes generally follows the same pattern as total 
crashes. The time of day distribution is presented in Figure 3.4. 
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Figure 3.4: Crash Time of Day Distribution 

Figure 3.5 shows the distribution of reported crashes based on the month of the year in which the 
crash occurred. The month of November represents the month with the highest reported number of 
crashes. December and January had the next two highest number of reported crashes. Approximately 
38 percent of all crashes occurred during these three months. Inclement weather conditions often exist 
during the winter months (November to March) in Montana which can contribute to an increase in the 
number of crashes. There is also a slight increase in crashes during the summer months (June to 
August) when traffic volumes are higher due to increased travel and tourism. 

 
Figure 3.5: Crash Month of the Year Distribution 

With respect to the day of the week in which crashes occurred, weekdays had a higher number of 
crashes than weekends. Thursday had the highest number of reported crashes, accounting for about 
16 percent of all crashes. Weekend crashes (Saturday and Sunday) accounted for approximately 23 
percent of all crashes. The distribution of crashes based on day of the week in which the crash 
occurred is presented in Figure 3.6. 

0
20
40
60
80

100
120
140
160

Crashes by Time of Day

Injury Crashes Non-Injury Crashes Total Crashes

0

50

100

150

200

250

Crashes by Month of Year

Injury Crashes Non-Injury Crashes Total Crashes



  November 19, 2021 
  Existing and Projected Conditions 

 Page 39 

 
Figure 3.6: Crash Day of Week Distribution 

3.1.3. Crash Type 
Crashes can be categorized as either single vehicle or multi-vehicle crashes. Multi-vehicle crashes 
accounted for 49 percent of all reported crashes with a total of 682 crashes. The most common multi-
vehicle crashes were rear-end crashes, accounting for 40 percent of all multi-vehicle crashes. Right 
angle crashes were listed as the manner of crash in 212 crashes, or 31 percent of multi-vehicle 
crashes. 

Single vehicle crashes represented 51 percent of crashes with 720 total crashes. Fixed object crashes 
were the most commonly reported single-vehicle crash type with 369 crashes, accounting for 51 
percent of crashes. The most common fixed objects in these crashes were ditches (97 crashes), 
post/pole/support (73 crashes), and fences (81 crashes). Roll over and wild animal crashes were the 
next two most common crashes with 160 and 145 crashes, respectively. Figure 3.7 presents the 
distribution of both multiple and single vehicle crashes within the study area. 

 
Figure 3.7: Crash Type by Number of Vehicles Involved  
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3.1.4. Crash Location 
Figure 3.8 shows the distribution of crashes and their respective relationship to junctions and the 
roadway. Approximately 60 percent, or 839 crashes, were reported to have occurred at non-junction 
locations while about 33 percent, or 464 crashes, were reported to have occurred at an intersection or 
were intersection-related. Crashes occurring on the roadway accounted for 57 percent of crashes for 
a total of 802 crashes. About 37 percent of crashes, or 524 crashes, occurred off the roadway.  

 
Figure 3.8: Crash Location 

Figure 3.9 shows the distribution of crashes based on the functional class of the roadway in which the 
crash occurred. The reported functional classification is based on the federally approved designations. 
The greatest number of crashes occurred on non-interstate principal arterials (34 percent, or 474 
crashes). As seen in Figure 3.2, many of the crashes occurred on Huffine Lane/Gallatin Road (US 
191) and Jackrabbit Lane where traffic volumes are highest. Approximately one-third of the crashes 
occurred on local roads (408 crashes).  

 
Figure 3.9: Crash Location by Roadway Functional Class 

839 crashes, NON-
JUNCTION, 60%

281 crashes, 
INTERSECTION, 20%

183 crashes, 
INTERSECTION-
RELATED, 13%

98 crashes, 
OTHER, 7%

Relation to Junction

802 crashes, ON 
ROADWAY, 57%

524 crashes, OFF 
ROADWAY, 37%

9 crashes, 
SHOULDER, 1%

67 crashes, 
OTHER, 5%

Relation to Roadway

78 crashes, 6%

474 crashes, 34%

62 crashes, 4%

223 crashes, 16%

157 crashes, 11%

408 crashes, 29%

0% 5% 10% 15% 20% 25% 30% 35% 40%

Interstate Principal Arterial

Non-Interstate Principal Arterial

Minor Arterial

Major Collector

Minor Collector

Local

Crashes by Functional Class



  November 19, 2021 
  Existing and Projected Conditions 

 Page 41 

3.1.5. Environmental Factors 
Crash data were reviewed to determine if any trends exist in relation to environmental factors such as 
weather, roadway surface, and lighting conditions. The weather condition was reported as clear in 40 
percent of all crashes. Cloudy weather accounted for an additional 41 percent of crashes. With respect 
to the road surface condition, approximately 57 percent of crashes were reported as having occurred 
on dry roads, while 21 percent of crashes were reported as having occurred on icy or frost covered 
roads. About 63 percent of crashes were reported as having occurred under daylight conditions. An 
additional 29 percent were reported as occurring under dark, not lighted conditions. Figure 3.10 
presents the distribution of crashes based on environmental factors. 

In summarizing the environmental factors, several factors were combined for the sake of clarity. For 
weather conditions, the “other” category includes blowing snow; sleet/hail/freezing rain/drizzle; fog, 
smog, or smoke; severe crosswinds, blowing sand, soil, and dirt; and unknown. For road surface 
conditions, the “other” category includes slush; mud, dirt, or gravel; oil; and unknown. For lighting 
conditions, the “other” category includes dusk, dawn, and unknown. 

 

 
Figure 3.10: Crash Statistics for Environmental Conditions 
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The charts presented in Figure 3.10 show the breakdown of crashes based on a single attribute, for 
example weather condition. Table 3.1 was produced to better understand the relationship between 
the three environmental factors: weather conditions, road surface conditions, and lighting conditions. 
The data tabulated represents the number of crashes that occurred under a particular combination of 
all three of the environmental factors. For example, there were 22 crashes reported to have occurred 
during snow conditions on icy or frost covered roads during dark-not lighted conditions. From Table 
3.1, it can be seen that many of the reported crashes, 297 crashes (21 percent), occurred during clear 
weather on dry roads during daylight conditions. 

Table 3.1: Relationship between Environmental Conditions 
Weather Condition Road Surface Condition 

Lighting Condition Dry Ice/Frost Snow Wet Other Total 
Clear 447 79 27 7 6 566 

Daylight 297 39 16 5 5 362 
Dark-Not Lighted 116 32 7 2 1 158 
Dark-Lighted 17 5 2 - - 24 
Other 17 3 2 - - 22 

Cloudy 338 139 53 36 13 579 
Daylight 223 81 32 23 7 366 
Dark-Not Lighted 94 46 19 10 4 173 
Dark-Lighted 11 2 - 2 1 16 
Other 10 10 2 1 1 24 

Snow 1 60 93 3 10 167 
Daylight - 31 57 2 10 100 
Dark-Not Lighted 1 22 32 1 - 56 
Dark-Lighted - 4 2 - - 6 
Other - 3 2 - - 5 

Rain 3 - - 49 1 53 
Daylight 3 - - 34 1 38 
Dark-Not Lighted - - - 11 - 11 
Dark-Lighted - - - 1 - 1 
Other - - - 3 - 3 

Other 8 14 5 - 10 37 
Daylight 6 9 1 - 4 20 
Dark-Not Lighted 1 5 3 - 3 12 
Other 1 - 1 - 3 5 

Total 797 292 178 95 40 1,402 

3.1.6. Driver Impairment 
Impaired driving is defined as operating a vehicle while under the influence of drugs or alcohol. In 
Montana, driving under the influence is when the driver’s blood alcohol content is 0.08 or higher. 
Impairment of marijuana in Montana is defined as exceeding a 5ng/ml per se threshold for THC in 
blood for anyone operating a motor vehicle. Within the study area, approximately 11 percent of crashes 
(154 crashes) were determined to have involved an impaired driver. Two of the three fatal crashes 
and seven of the suspected serious injury crashes involved an impaired driver. Overall, 32 percent of 
the severe crashes observed over the three-year analysis period involved a driver that was under the 
influence of drugs or alcohol.  

3.1.7. Vehicle Type 
Over the three-year analysis period, 2,145 vehicles were involved in crashes within the study area. Of 
these vehicles, 33 percent were passenger cars/vans, 31 percent were pickups, and 28 percent were 
sport utility vehicles. Large trucks or buses were involved in about three percent of crashes while 



  November 19, 2021 
  Existing and Projected Conditions 

 Page 43 

motorcycles were involved in less than one percent of crashes. There were two bicycle and three 
pedestrian crashes that occurred within the analysis period. None of the non-motorist involved crashes 
resulted in severe injuries. As shown in Figure 3.2, one of the bicycle crashes and one of the 
pedestrian crashes occurred at the Four Corners intersection. 

3.2. Intersection Crashes 
The 10 intersections that were studied for LOS analysis were also investigated for crashes. The crash 
information was analyzed to identify those intersections with crash characteristics that may warrant 
further study. 

The number of crashes at each intersection was determined spatially from the GIS crash database. 
Any crash located within 150 feet was included in the evaluation for that intersection. Intersection 
traffic volumes were determined from PM peak hour turning movement counts. A design hourly vehicle 
(DHV) factor of 12.45 was applied to the peak hour counts to estimate daily traffic volumes based on 
the average DHV determined from nearby count locations with 24 hours of continuous data collected. 

Crash rates were used to 
compare the number of crashes 
to the daily traffic volume. The 
rate is expressed as the number 
of crashes per million entering 
vehicles (MEV). Equation 1 was 
used to calculate crash rate. 

The severity index was calculated by applying multipliers to crashes based on severity. For the severity 
index, crashes were broken into three categories of severity: property damage only (PDO), 
possible/suspected minor injury, and fatal or suspected serious injury crashes. Each of these three 
types was given a different multiplier: 1.0 for PDO, 3.0 for injury, and 8.0 for fatal or suspected serious 
injury crashes. Equation 2 was used to calculate the severity index. The severity rate is calculated by 
multiplying the crash rate by the severity index. Table 3.2 presents the crash rates and severity indices 
for each of the study intersections. 

Table 3.2: Intersection Crash Rate, Severity Index, and Severity Rate 

ID Intersection 
Total 

Crashes 
Fatal/ Incap. 
Injury Crash 

Injury 
Crash 

PDO 
Crash 

Crash 
Rate 

Severity 
Index 

Severity 
Rate 

01 S 19th Avenue / Fowler Lane 8 0 2 6 2.52 1.50 3.78 
02 Gooch Hill Road / Blackwood Road 5 0 1 4 1.18 1.40 1.65 
03 Love Lane / Durston Road 15 0 2 13 1.73 1.27 2.19 
04 E Valley Center Road / Love Lane 8 0 2 6 0.91 1.50 1.37 
05 E Valley Center Road / Harper Puckett Road 1 0 0 1 0.15 1.00 0.15 
06 E Valley Center Road / S Alaska Road 7 0 2 5 0.73 1.57 1.15 
07 Cameron Bridge Road / S Alaska Road 9 0 5 4 1.19 2.11 2.52 
08 Cameron Bridge Road / Thorpe Road 6 0 2 4 1.14 1.67 1.90 
09 Amsterdam Road / Thorpe Road 18 0 3 15 1.05 1.33 1.40 
10 Huffine Lane / Gooch Hill Road 42 1 7 34 1.38 1.50 2.07 

Crash rate analysis of the relative safety of an intersection takes into account exposure data derived 
from traffic volumes. The crash rate is calculated to determine relative safety compared to other similar 
intersections. The severity rate then helps prioritize locations where the frequency of crashes may be 
lower, but the severity of the crashes is higher. For example, although the Huffine Lane / Gooch Hill 
Road intersection has both the highest number of overall crashes as well as the highest number of 

Equation 1: 
𝑇𝑇𝑇𝑇𝑇𝑇𝑇𝑇𝑇𝑇 𝑁𝑁𝑁𝑁𝑁𝑁𝑁𝑁𝑁𝑁𝑁𝑁 𝑇𝑇𝑜𝑜 𝐶𝐶𝑁𝑁𝑇𝑇𝐶𝐶ℎ𝑁𝑁𝐶𝐶 × 1,000,000 𝑉𝑉𝑁𝑁ℎ𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑇𝑇𝑁𝑁𝐶𝐶

𝑉𝑉𝑁𝑁ℎ𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑇𝑇𝑁𝑁𝐶𝐶 𝑝𝑝𝑁𝑁𝑁𝑁 𝑑𝑑𝑇𝑇𝑑𝑑 × 𝑁𝑁𝑁𝑁𝑁𝑁𝑁𝑁𝑁𝑁𝑁𝑁 𝑇𝑇𝑜𝑜 𝑌𝑌𝑁𝑁𝑇𝑇𝑁𝑁𝐶𝐶 × 365 𝑑𝑑𝑇𝑇𝑑𝑑𝐶𝐶 𝑝𝑝𝑁𝑁𝑁𝑁 𝑑𝑑𝑁𝑁𝑇𝑇𝑁𝑁
= 𝐶𝐶𝑁𝑁𝑇𝑇𝐶𝐶ℎ 𝑅𝑅𝑇𝑇𝑇𝑇𝑁𝑁 

Equation 2: 
(#𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃 × 1.0) + (#𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝑁𝑁𝑁𝑁𝑑𝑑 × 3.0) + (#𝐹𝐹𝑇𝑇𝑇𝑇𝑇𝑇𝑇𝑇 𝑇𝑇𝑁𝑁 𝑆𝑆𝑁𝑁𝑁𝑁𝑖𝑖𝑇𝑇𝑁𝑁𝐶𝐶 × 8.0)

𝑇𝑇𝑇𝑇𝑇𝑇𝑇𝑇𝑇𝑇 𝑁𝑁𝑁𝑁𝑁𝑁𝑁𝑁𝑁𝑁𝑁𝑁 𝑇𝑇𝑜𝑜 𝐶𝐶𝑁𝑁𝑇𝑇𝐶𝐶ℎ𝑁𝑁𝐶𝐶
= 𝑆𝑆𝑁𝑁𝑆𝑆𝑁𝑁𝑁𝑁𝑖𝑖𝑇𝑇𝑑𝑑 𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝑑𝑑𝑁𝑁𝐼𝐼 
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injury crashes, the severity rate is lower due to the fact that there is more traffic traveling through the 
intersection resulting in a greater likelihood for conflicts. As shown in Table 3.2, the South 19th Avenue 
/ Fowler Lane has a relatively high crash rate combined with a higher severity index resulting in the 
highest severity rate of all study intersections. The Cameron Bridge Road / South Alaska Road 
intersection has the highest severity index of all intersections evaluated and a relatively high frequency 
of crash occurrences.  

01. S 19th Avenue / Fowler Lane 
During the three-year data analysis period, there were eight crashes 
that occurred at the intersection of South 19th Avenue and Fowler 
Lane. The crash types included rear-end (3), right angle (2), fixed 
object (2), and roll over (1). All occurred in daylight, except for one 
crash being listed as ‘unknown’ for the lighting conditions. One of 
these crashes resulted in a minor injury, and one was listed as a 
possible injury crash. The road surface condition was listed as ‘wet’ 
for one of the crashes and was considered to be a contributing factor 
for the crash. A total of 13 vehicles were involved in the crashes. 
About half were travelling northbound (6), 3 were southbound, 2 
were westbound, and 2 were eastbound.  

02. Gooch Hill Road / Blackwood Road 
A total of five crashes occurred at the intersection of Gooch Hill 
Road and Blackwood Road during the three-year data analysis 
period. The majority of these crashes were right angle crashes (4), 
and the remaining crash was classified as fixed object. One of the 
crashes resulted in a minor injury, the remaining crashes were 
PDO crashes. The road surface condition (ice/frost) was listed as 
a contributing factor for one of the crashes. One of the crashes 
occurred in dark not-lighted conditions, while the rest occurred in 
daylight.  

A total of nine vehicles were involved in the crashes. Of these, 3 vehicles were traveling southbound, 
2 were eastbound, 2 were northbound, and 2 were westbound. Impaired drivers were involved in two 
of the crashes.  

03. Love Lane / Durston Road 
The intersection of Love Lane and Durston Road experienced 
15 crashes during the analysis period, with minor injuries 
resulting from 2 of the crashes. Nearly two-thirds of these were 
right angle crashes (9) with other crash types including rear-
end (5) and fixed object (1) crashes. Only 2 crashes occurred 
in dark lighting conditions, while the remainder (13) all occurred 
in daylight. Adverse road conditions (ice/frost, snow, oil) were 
listed as contributing factors for four of the crashes. 

A total of 31 vehicles were involved in the crashes. About half (15) were westbound at the time of the 
crashes. The other vehicles were traveling southbound (10) and northbound (6). One of the crashes, 
a fixed object crash, involved an impaired driver.  
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04. E Valley Center Road / Love Lane 
A total of eight crashes were observed at the East Valley Center Road 
and Love Lane intersection during the analysis period. One of these 
crashes resulted in a minor injury, and one crash was listed as a 
possible injury crash. The crash types included rear-end (3), right 
angle (2), fixed object (2), and left turn in the opposite direction (1). 
The majority occurred in daylight while 2 crashes occurred in dark 
not-lighted conditions. The road surface condition (ice/frost) was 
listed as a contributing factor for one of the crashes. 

There were 14 vehicles involved in the crashes. Of these, 5 vehicles were traveling northbound, 4 
were westbound, 4 were eastbound, and 1 was southbound. One crash, a fixed object crash, involved 
an impaired driver. 

05. E Valley Center Road / Harper Puckett Road 
The intersection of East Valley Center Road and Harper 
Puckett Road was the location for one crash during the 
data analysis period. This was a right-angle crash that 
resulted in property damage only. The crash occurred 
during daylight with dry road conditions. The two vehicles 
involved in the crash were traveling eastbound and 
northbound.  

06. E Valley Center Road / S Alaska Road 
The East Valley Center Road and South Alaska Road 
intersection experienced seven crashes during this analysis 
period with two of the crashes being listed as possible injury 
crashes. Over half of the crashes were rear-end crashes (4) 
and the other crash types included fixed object (2) and right 
angle (1) crashes. The majority of crashes occurred in daylight 
while two occurred in dark not-lighted conditions. The road 
surface condition was listed as ice/frost for two of the crashes, 
which was also listed as a contributing factor for both crashes.  

There were a total of 12 vehicles involved in the crashes. Over half were traveling southbound (7) 
when the crashes occurred. The other vehicles were traveling westbound (2), eastbound (2), and 
northbound (1).  

07. Cameron Bridge Road / S Alaska Road 
The intersection of Cameron Bridge Road and South Alaska Road 
was the location for nine crashes during the data analysis period. 
The most common type of crash was right angle (5) with other 
crash types including left turn in the opposite direction (2), fixed 
object (1), and rear-end (1). Over half of the crashes resulted in 
minor injuries (3) or possible injuries crash (2). The remaining four 
crashes resulting in property damage only. The majority of the 
crashes occurred in daylight, while two of the crashes occurred in 
dark not-lighted conditions. Adverse road conditions (ice/frost, 
snow) were listed as a contributing factor for four of the crashes. 
All other crashes occurred on dry roads.  



  November 19, 2021 
  Existing and Projected Conditions 

 Page 46 

A total of 18 vehicles were involved in the crashes. Of these, 7 were traveling northbound at the time 
of the crashes, 6 were southbound, 4 were eastbound, and 1 was listed as ‘unknown’ for travel 
direction.  

08. Cameron Bridge Road / Thorpe Road 
The intersection of Thorpe Road and Cameron Bridge Road 
was the location for six crashes over the three-year analysis 
period. The majority were right angle crashes (5) and 1 was 
a rear-end crash. All but one of the crashes occurred in the 
daylight. The remaining one occurred in dark not-lighted 
conditions. The road surface condition (ice/frost) was listed 
as a contributing factor for one of the crashes. Minor injuries 
resulted from two of the crashes. A total of 12 vehicles were 
involved in the crashes. Of these, 5 were traveling 
southbound, 5 were westbound, and 2 were northbound.  

09. Amsterdam Road / Thorpe Road 
Another intersection in the study area that has shown a crash 
trend is the intersection of Thorpe Road and Amsterdam 
Road. This intersection was the location of 18 crashes during 
the analysis period. The crash types included right angle (7), 
rear-end (6), left turn in the opposite direction (2), sideswipe 
in the same direction (2), and head on (1). Minor injuries 
resulted from two of these crashes, and one crash was listed 
as a possible injury crash. Winter road conditions (snow, 
ice/frost) were listed as contributing factors for five of the 
crashes. All but two crashes occurred in daylight, which 
occurred in dark lighted and dark not-lighted conditions.  

There were 37 vehicles involved in the crashes. Of these, 11 were traveling westbound, 9 were 
northbound, 9 were southbound, and 8 were eastbound.  

10. Huffine Lane / Gooch Hill Road 
Over the three-year analysis period, the Huffine Lane and 
Gooch Hill Road intersection experienced 42 crashes. Nearly 
half were rear-end crashes (20), which are typical of high 
volume roads in urban areas. The other crash types included 
right angle (7), left turn (6), sideswipe (5), head on (2), fixed 
object (1), and wild animal (1). About 86 percent of the crashes 
occurred in daylight. The remainder occurred in dark lighted 
conditions (3), dark not-lighted conditions (2), and at dawn (1). 
Road conditions (snow, ice/frost) were listed as a contributing 
factor for seven of the crashes. 

There were 89 vehicles total involved in the crashes. The most common directions of travel at the time 
of the crashes were northbound (28) and eastbound (28). The remaining vehicles were westbound 
(24) and southbound (9). An impaired driver was involved in five of the crashes. These crash types 
included head on (2), rear end (1), right angle (1), and sideswipe in the same direction (1) crashes.  
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3.3. Crash Clusters 
Spatial analysis of the crashes occurring within the study area was conducted to identify locations with 
an unanticipated crash trend. On roadways with higher traffic volumes, crashes are more likely to 
occur more frequently due to an increased number of potential conflicts. This section focuses on the 
intersections and segments of roadway that experienced higher numbers of crashes than would be 
anticipated when considering the roadways’ lower traffic volumes. 

Amsterdam Road (Gallatin River to Stagecoach Trail Road) 
The section of Amsterdam Road between the Gallatin River and 
Stagecoach Trail Road experienced 12 crashes during the three-
year data analysis period. The majority of these crashes were 
property damage only, with one crash resulting in minor injury and 
another crash resulting in serious injury. The crash types reported 
include fixed object (6), wild animal (3), rear-end (2), and rollover 
(1). Most occurred during dark not-lighted conditions (7), while 4 
occurred in daylight and 1 occurred at dusk. 

There were 15 vehicles involved in the crashes. The majority were traveling west (10), while 3 were 
eastbound, 1 was northbound, and 1 was southbound.  

Blackwood Road (Beatty Road to Gooch Hill Road) 
In the last three years, 5 crashes occurred on the section of 
Blackwood Road between Beatty Road and Gooch Hill Road, with 
2 crashers reported as causing minor injuries. The crash types 
were fixed object (3) and rollover (2). The majority occurred in 
daylight, with only one occurring in dark not-lighted conditions. 
The road surface condition was reported as the contributing 
circumstance in three of the crashes, while the other two crashes 
occurred on dry road conditions.  

Of the 5 total vehicles involved, 4 were reported as negotiating a curve at the time of the crashes, with 
3 travelling eastbound and 1 westbound.  

Blackwood Road (Lehrkind Way) 
Another portion of Blackwood Road that has shown a crash trend 
is the corner located just north of Lehrkind Way. During the three-
year data analysis period, four crashes occurred on this corner. 
The road conditions were reported as dry for two of the crashes 
and as ice/frost for the other two crashes.  

All four events were single-vehicle fixed object crashes causing 
property damage only. In each case, the vehicle was negotiating 
the curve at the time of the crash. An impaired driver was involved 
in one of the crashes and was travelling eastbound. The other 
three vehicles were traveling westbound.  
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Cameron Bridge Road (Powl Lane to Gallatin River) 
The section of Cameron Bridge Road between Powl Lane and 
the Gallatin River was the location of five crashes during the 
analysis period. The majority were single vehicle crashes, with 
only one crash involving two vehicles. Of the five crashes, two 
caused property damage only, two caused serious injury, and 
one caused a minor injury. The crash types included fixed object 
(3), rollover (1), and right angle (1). The road surface condition 
was reported as dry for three of the crashes and as ice/frost for 
the other two crashes.  

An impaired driver was involved in two of the crashes. Both were fixed object crashes where the driver 
was negotiating a curve while travelling westbound. The road conditions for both were reported as dry, 
and the light conditions for were both reported as dark not-lighted.  

There was a total of six vehicles involved in the crashes. The vehicle intent was reported as negotiating 
a curve for four of the vehicles, and as travelling essentially straight for the other two. Half of the 
vehicles were travelling west at the time of the crash and the other half were eastbound.  

Cottonwood Road (Derek Way to Enders Road) 
Cottonwood Road follows the southern boundary of the study 
area. There were 21 crashes on the section between Derek Way 
and Enders Road. One of these crashes resulted in a fatality, two 
caused serious injuries, one caused a minor injury, and one was 
reported as a possible injury. The crash types were fixed object 
(14), rollover (4), rear-end (2), and fire/explosion (1). The majority 
of crashes occurred in dark not-lighted conditions (13), while 8 
occurred during daylight and 1 occurred at dusk. Most crashes 
were reported as occurring at non-junctions, but four were 
reported as occurring at a driveway or intersection.  

A total of 24 vehicles were involved in the crashes. Most were traveling westbound (10), while 8 were 
southbound, 5 were northbound, and 1 was eastbound. The majority of vehicles were negotiating a 
curve at the time of the incidents (16). 

Gooch Hill Road / Enders Road 
The intersection of Gooch Hill Road and Enders Road was the 
location for 6 crashes during three-year analysis period. One of 
these crashes resulted in a minor injury, and one was listed as a 
possible injury crash, the other four crashes caused property 
damage only. The crash types reported include roll over (3) and 
fixed object (3). Two-thirds of the crashes occurred during 
daylight (4), and the other two occurred in dark not lighted 
conditions. Adverse road surface conditions (ice/frost, snow) 
were listed as contributing factors for two of the crashes.  

A total of 6 vehicles were involved in the crashes. Of these, 3 were traveling northbound, 2 were 
eastbound, and 1 was southbound. Two-thirds (4) of the vehicles were negotiating a curve at the time 
of the crashes.  
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Gooch Hill Road / Gant Road 
Another portion of Gooch Hill Road that has shown a crash trend 
is the intersection with Gant Road. This intersection was the 
location for five crashes during the analysis period. The majority 
of these crashes were fixed object (4), and the other one was a 
roll over crash. No injuries were reported for any of the crashes. 
Adverse road surface conditions (ice/frost) were listed as a 
contributing factor for one of the crashes.  

All of the crashes were single-vehicle crashes. At the time of the crashes, 3 vehicles were traveling 
eastbound, 1 was northbound, and 1 was southbound. Three of the vehicles were reportedly 
negotiating a curve at the time of the crash.  

Penwell Bridge Road (Roundup Boulevard to Stimson Lane) 
In the section of Penwell Bridge Road between Roundup 
Boulevard and Springhill Road there are three 90-degree 
curves. Over the three-year analysis period, nine crashes 
occurred at these three curves. One of the crashes resulted in 
a minor injury while the other eight crashes caused property 
damage only. The reported crash types were fixed object (4), 
roll over (3), and ‘other’ (2). Road surface conditions were listed 
as a contributing factor for 5 of the crashes. Over half occurred 
in dark not-lighted conditions (5) while 2 occurred in daylight, 1 
occurred at dawn, and 1 occurred in unknown lighting 
conditions.  

All of the crashes were single-vehicle crashes. About half of the vehicles were traveling westbound (5) 
at the time of the crashes, and the other half were traveling eastbound (4). Two of the crashes involved 
impaired drivers. One was a fixed object crash and the other was a roll over. 

S 19th Avenue (Balsam Drive to Hodgeman Canyon Drive) 
The section of South 19th Avenue between Balsam Drive and 
Hodgeman Canyon Drive was the location for 7 crashes during 
the analysis period. There is a long curve with several roadways 
and driveways intersecting with the curve. Over half of the 
crashes occurring in this section were fixed object crashes (4), 
two were roll overs, and one crash involved a wild animal. One 
crash resulted in a minor injury while the other crashes resulted 
in property damage only. The light condition was listed as daylight 
for four crashes, dark not-lighted for two, and dawn for one crash.  

All of the crashes were single-vehicle crashes. Over half were traveling northbound (4) at the time of 
the crash, 1 was eastbound, 1 was southbound, and 1 was westbound. The vehicle intent was listed 
as negotiating a curve for six of the seven vehicles. 
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S 19th Avenue (Fowler Road to Cottonwood Road) 
South 19th Avenue from Fowler Road to Cottonwood Road was the 
location of nine crashes during the analysis period. The majority of 
these crashes were property damage only, while two crashes 
resulted in minor injuries and one crash was listed as a possible 
injury crash. The crash types included wild animal collisions (4), 
fixed object (3), right angle (1), and roll over (1). The majority of the 
crashes occurred in daylight (5), while three occurred in dark not-
lighted conditions and one occurred at dawn. Road surface 
conditions (ice/frost, wet) were listed as a contributing factor for 
three of the crashes.  

A total of 10 vehicles were involved in the crashes in this section. The majority were traveling 
westbound (5), two were northbound, two were southbound, and one was eastbound at the time of 
the crash. There were three vehicles that were negotiating a curve at the time of the incidents. These 
crashes were reported as right angle (2) and roll over (1) crash types. There was one fixed object 
crash that involved an impaired driver. 

Springhill Road (Sypes Canyon Road to Airport Road) 
The section of Springhill Road from Sypes Canyon Road to 
Airport Road experienced 20 crashes during the analysis period. 
Crash types included wild animal (8), right angle (5), roll over (2), 
rear-end (2), fixed object (2), and sideswipe (1) crashes. Two of 
these crashes resulted in minor injuries, and three were listed as 
possible injury crashes. Adverse road conditions (ice/frost) were 
listed as a contributing factor for five of the crashes. Over half of 
the crashes occurred in daylight (11), while 2 occurred at dusk 
and 7 occurred in dark not-lighted conditions.  

A total of 29 vehicles were involved in the 20 crashes. The majority (17) of vehicles were traveling 
northbound at the time of the crashes. The other vehicles were traveling southbound (8) and 
westbound (4). 

Thorpe Road (Rottweiler Lane to Frontage Road) 
During the three-year data analysis period, 24 crashes were 
reported in the section of Thorpe Road between Rottweiler Lane 
and the Frontage Road. The majority of these crashes were 
property damage only, while six were reported as minor injury 
crashes. The crash types reported include rollover (11), fixed 
object (9), right angle (1), wild animal (1), jackknife (1), and not 
fixed object or debris (1). Over half occurred during dark not 
lighted conditions (13), and 11 occurred during daylight. The road 
condition was reported as dry for most of the crashes, and 10 
occurred on wet/ice/snow conditions. An impaired driver was 
involved in 6 of the 24 crashes.  

There was a total of 25 vehicles involved in the crashes. The majority of these vehicles were travelling 
northbound (13), while 6 were southbound, 3 were eastbound, and 3 were westbound. The vehicle 
intents reported include negotiating a curve (15), movements essentially straight ahead (9), and 
overtaking/passing (1). 
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The curve located north of Richman Road was the location of 11 of the crashes. The majority of the 
vehicles involved in crashes on this curve were traveling northbound (8) with all eight of the vehicles 
departing the roadway on roadside right. The reported crash types included six rollover crashes, and 
two fixed object crashes, both involving a traffic sign support. 

Weaver Road (Bollinger Road to Spooner Road) 
A 90-degree curve on Weaver Road, located between 
Bollinger Road and Spooner Road, was the location of 4 
crashes during the analysis period. All crashes caused 
property damage only. There were two rollover crashes, 
one fixed object crash, and one jackknife crash. Winter 
road conditions (snow) contributed to two of the crashes. 
Half of the crashes occurred in daylight, while the other 
two occurred at dusk and in dark not-lighted conditions. 
These were all single-vehicle crashes. Half of the 
vehicles were traveling eastbound at the time of the 
crashes, and the other half were traveling westbound.  
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4.0. PROJECTED TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM  
An analysis of the projected transportation system was performed to estimate how traffic patterns and 
characteristics may change from the existing conditions in the future. The inputs for this analysis 
include the 2020/2021 baseline conditions and the 2040 housing and employment forecasts for the 
GTATP, Bozeman, and Belgrade planning areas. Provided in this section is a description of the 
forecasting effort that was conducted to predict future travel conditions. The intent of this effort was to 
identify areas of the transportation system where growth and congestion may occur due to anticipated 
development. 

4.1. Projected Development 
To forecast 2040 future conditions, the planning team developed future socioeconomic projections for 
housing and employment. The growth was then allocated within the GTATP forecasting area as 
described in the Socioconomics and Land Use Technical Memorandum.20 The allocations were then 
combined with the future growth forecasts developed for the Bozeman TMP and Belgrade LRTP. An 
aggregate of the growth within the rural areas of the GTATP study area is shown in Figure 4.1. For 
simplicity, the areas are generalized and grouped into three categories which are defined as follows. 

• HIGH DENSITY GROWTH: Dense commercial and mixed-use business parks and multi-level 
residential buildings with large numbers of units such as apartment buildings. 

• MODERATE DENSITY GROWTH: Small retail and service businesses frequently required by 
neighborhood residents and residential buildings with a small number of units such as 
townhomes and condominiums. 

• LOW DENSITY GROWTH: Small businesses with few employees and residential areas 
occupied primarily by single family homes with large lot sizes. 

4.2. Projected Traffic Volume Growth 
To visualize where growth is projected to occur within the GTATP study area, and to aid in the planning 
process, a map of the projected traffic volume growth on the transportation network was prepared. 
Figure 4.1 shows where high traffic growth is expected to occur given the future land use assumptions 
made for the GTATP as well as the Bozeman TMP and Belgrade LRTP.  

The corridor growth shown on the map is intended to represent additional traffic that could be added 
to the existing network should development occur in the manner projected. This visualization helps 
identify which roads may need additional investment to accommodate future growth. While some roads 
currently have little traffic volume and do not currently have capacity issues, future growth may greatly 
increase traffic volumes and could cause capacity issues if road improvements are not made. The 
following descriptions explain the corridor growth categories. 

• HIGH GROWTH: Higher density developments are anticipated to occur near the corridor and 
are expected to have greater impacts on the adjacent transportation facilities. 

• MODERATE GROWTH: A mix of both high- and low-density developments is anticipated near 
the corridor. Moderate impacts to the adjacent transportation system are anticipated. 

• LOW GROWTH: Lower density developments are anticipated to occur near the corridor. 
Minimal impacts to the adjacent transportation system are anticipated. 
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Figure 4.1: Anticipated Future Growth 
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As shown in Figure 4.1, high residential grown is anticipated near the Belgrade and Bozeman urban 
boundaries. High commercial growth is projected to occur along the major highways in the study area 
such as Jackrabbit Lane and Huffine Lane. Moderate growth is anticipated in the Four Corners and 
Gallatin Gateway areas, while low growth is anticipated to occur in the more rural areas. If 
development occurs in the manner projected, this growth is anticipated to have a high impact on the 
transportation system, especially on the corridors connecting the Belgrade and Bozeman areas. These 
connecting corridors anticipated to experience high growth include Jackrabbit Lane, Huffine Lane, 
East Valley Center Road, South Alaska Road, Cameron Bridge Road, Love Lane, Baxter Lane, and 
Durston Road. Other high growth corridors, located on the perimeters of the urban boundaries include 
Stucky Road, Bollinger Road, Cottonwood Road, and South 19th Avenue.  

As growth continues south and west of the urban areas, into Four Corners, Gallatin Gateway, 
Amsterdam, and Manhattan, there are several corridors that can be expected to experience low to 
moderate traffic growth. These corridors include Blackwood Road, Gooch Hill Road, Beatty Road, 
Fowler Lane, Johnson Road, Thorpe Road, and Amsterdam Road. Less growth is anticipated to occur 
north and east of the GTATP study area.  

4.3. Projected Intersection Operations 
Projections for intersection traffic operations were made for the 10 intersections analyzed previously 
in Section 2.2.2. These projections were based on the projected population growth rate determined 
in the Socioeconomics and Land Use Technical Memorandum. The memorandum anticipates that the 
population in Gallatin County will increase at a compound annual rate of 2.5 percent per year over the 
next 20 years. The growth rate was applied to each intersection as a whole. The results of this analysis 
are tabulated in Table 4.1 and are presented in Figure 4.2. Detailed results for individual turning 
movements are provided in Appendix C. 

Recall that LOS and delay for TWSC intersections are reported for the worst performing movement. 
For all other intersection control types, LOS and delay are based on average delay of all vehicles at 
the intersection.  

Table 4.1: Existing Intersection Level of Service 

ID Intersection 

 AM Peak Hour Noon Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 
Intersection 

Control* 
Delay 
(sec) LOS 

Delay 
(sec) LOS 

Delay 
(sec) LOS 

01 S 19th Avenue / Fowler Lane TWSC 12.4 B 16.2 C 16.7 C 
02 Gooch Hill Road / Blackwood Road TWSC 15.0 C 11.9 B 24.1 C 
03 Love Lane / Durston Road TWSC 141.7 F 69.5 F 1,398.1 F 
04 E Valley Center Road / Love Lane TWSC 238.1 F 53.7 F 542.3 F 
05 E Valley Center Road / Harper Puckett Road TWSC 26.9 D 22.8 C 47.6 E 
06 E Valley Center Road / S Alaska Road TWSC 547.9 F 158.3 F 1,542.2 F 
07 Cameron Bridge Road / S Alaska Road TWSC 88.4 F 27.6 D 323.6 F 
08 Cameron Bridge Rd / Thorpe Road TWSC 22.0 C 13.9 B 36.9 E 
09 Amsterdam Road / Thorpe Road S 88.2 F 34.8 C 77.0 E 
10 Huffine Lane / Gooch Hill S 21.1 C 72.7 E 150.6 F 

* TWSC = Two Way Stop Control, S = Signalized Intersection 

Note that this analysis is based on a single growth rate, derived from anticipated population growth, 
applied to all legs of each intersection. Traffic growth may not follow the same trend as the projected 
county-wide population growth especially in areas where dense development could potentially occur. 
Likewise, changes in travel patterns and volumes resulting from new road connections, revised 
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intersection configurations, and new development are likely and could influence traffic volumes and 
intersection operations at a given location. The delay and LOS presented in Table 4.1 are intended to 
provide an estimate for planning purposes. Intersections should be reevaluated as development 
occurs and when improvements are needed. 

As shown in Table 4.1, all but two of the study intersections are projected to operate at poor levels of 
service during one or more peak hour. The South 19th Avenue/Fowler Lane and Gooch Hill 
Road/Blackwood Road intersections are both projected to operate at LOS B and C during all peak 
hours based on projections using the population growth rate. Relatively low growth is expected in 
these areas and anticipated corridor growth is low, as shown in Figure 4.1. Contrarily, the Love 
Lane/Durston Road, East Valley Center Road /Love Lane, and East Valley Center Road/South Alaska 
Road intersections all demonstrate failing (LOS F) intersection operations during all peak hours under 
projected conditions. The remaining five intersections are projected to operate under poor to failing 
conditions (LOS D, E, and F) during one or more peak hour by 2040. 

Based on the anticipated growth corridors presented in Figure 4.1, the Love Lane, East Valley Center 
Road, South Alaska Road, and Huffine Lane intersections may experience greater traffic growth than 
assumed for the LOS calculations if development occurs in the manner predicted. In which case, the 
amount of delay and intersection LOS may also be greater or failing operations may be realized sooner 
than predicted. 
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Figure 4.2: Projected Intersection Operations 
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4.4. Projected Multimodal Growth 
It is important to also consider the future needs of multimodal transportation users including bicyclists, 
pedestrians, and transit riders. As the triangle area population continues to grow, there will likely be 
an increased demand for facilities and services to accommodate these users. The following sections 
summarize projected needs for multimodal users from other planning documents. 

4.4.1. Bicycle and Pedestrian Growth 
The Bozeman PROST (Parks, Recreation, Open Space, and Trails) Plan21 was completed in 2007 
and is scheduled to be updated in 2021. The PROST analyzed the existing trail and path inventory, 
usage, and level of service to project future trail and path mileage needs. The plan found that the city 
should aim to provide 1.5 miles of trail per 1,000 people. Based on the city’s population projections 
and this recommended service standard, the City of Bozeman will need 133 miles of facilities by 2025.  

In 2017, the Bozeman TMP listed an inventory of 115 miles of trails and paths within the TMP 
boundary. Similarly, the Belgrade LRTP listed an inventory of 9.5 miles of trails and shared use paths 
within the LRTP boundary. In 2021, the Triangle Trail Plan inventoried approximately 58 miles of 
facilities within the triangle area. Note, there is significant overlap in these values.  

The Socioeconomics and Land Use Technical Memorandum projected the 2040 population for the 
greater triangle study area to be 16,797. Note, this value does not include the population within the 
Bozeman and Belgrade urban boundaries. Applying the same recommended service standard from 
the PROST Plan to this population projection, approximately 25 miles of trails and paths will be needed 
in the triangle area by 2040, including existing trails and paths.  

The Belgrade Parks and Recreation Master Plan22 was completed in 2019 and is the first of its kind 
for the community. In addition to park facility upgrades, the plan provides recommendations for future 
bicycle and pedestrian recreational facilities over the next 10 years. The plan finds that parks, trails, 
and programs will need to accommodate an increasing population and be weighted towards the largest 
age groups (20 to 39 and children 15 and under). Due to a need for more businesses and density 
downtown, as well as a high level of commuters entering Belgrade, funding for these improvements 
should be distributed accordingly. To accommodate future growth, facilitate regional non-motorized 
travel, and provide recreational access, trails and shared use paths connecting to the Gallatin River, 
Madison River, Bridger Mountain trailheads, and nearby communities (Four Corners, Manhattan, and 
Bozeman) are proposed.  

The Great American Rail Trail, proposed to run from Washington D.C. to the state of Washington), is 
currently planned to go through the Bozeman/Belgrade areas but the exact route is not finalized. 
Collaboration with community partners suggest a route along Jackrabbit Lane to Amsterdam Road 
towards the Gallatin River, heading north. 

The Triangle Trails Plan serves as an extension and complement to the existing Bozeman and 
Belgrade parks and recreation plans discussed previously, ensuring future trail development and 
connectivity within the triangle area. The plan recognizes that a coordinated effort between Gallatin 
County, Bozeman, Belgrade, stakeholders, and private landowners and developers will be needed to 
complete and maintain the proposed bicycle and pedestrian networks. The future network should 
connect neighborhoods to destinations such as schools, employment and shopping centers, 
recreation opportunities, public transit, and other services. The proposed network is based on 
anticipated future growth patterns, although changes may be needed if growth is realized in a manner 
different from what is anticipated. Future trails and paths should be constructed with private 
development, as part of transportation projects within the public right-of-way, and by private 
landowners if desired. 
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4.4.2. Transit Growth 
The Streamline TDP used the most recent version of the Bozeman Travel Demand Model, maintained 
and updated by the Western Transportation Institute (WTI) and MDT to generate 2040 population and 
employment projections to determine future transit needs. The model found that population density is 
expected to increase most notably along the west and south boundaries of Bozeman, as well as in the 
core of Belgrade (on both sides of Main Street) and the River Rock development just west of Belgrade. 
These changes may warrant additional service investment in Belgrade and the west side of Bozeman. 

Most of the projected growth in jobs is expected to occur in Bozeman, particularly north of Baxter Lane 
within City of Bozeman boundaries and the southern portion of Bozeman city limits. Modest job growth 
is also projected for Belgrade, but the vast majority of growth is expected to occur on the outer edges 
of the City of Bozeman.  

The TDP notes that the combination of fast job growth and a growing share of the population in the 
retirement age bracket has led to very low levels of unemployment in Gallatin County in recent years. 
The tight labor market in the Bozeman area may limit employment growth if the labor market does not 
grow proportionally. Transit service should be developed around market demand and the travel 
patterns of the labor market, students, and retirees must all be considered, especially as students and 
retirees will continue to make up such a large share of the population of the Streamline service area. 

Additionally, the need for transit service to the Bozeman-Yellowstone International Airport is discussed 
briefly in the TDP. The proposed Route D, which provides the only service to Belgrade, operates close 
to the airport. Although service to the airport on this route is not recommended in the short term due 
to convenience and timing, the long-term plan suggests that Streamline’s Route D could serve the 
airport once the route begins operating seven days per week. However, it is recommended that Route 
D would only serve the airport in one direction (toward Belgrade in the morning and toward Bozeman 
in the evening) to maintain connections with other routes and maintain a 60-minute frequency. 

The US 191 Corridor Study also discusses the need for transit services from the airport. Specifically, 
the study discusses the need for service between the airport and Big Sky. While charter transportation 
services to shuttle seasonal visitors between the airport and Big Sky currently exist, more frequent 
service is desired. Although the airport currently does not allow fixed-route transit services, the 
possibility could be explored through future discussions. Skyline anticipates the need for five to six 
scheduled airport pick up times to transport visitors and residents between the airport and Big Sky.  

The corridor study also discusses the need for increased transit service between Bozeman and Big 
Sky. With the continued growth in Big Sky, and the lack of affordable housing, more and more 
employees are expected to commute on a daily basis from the greater Bozeman area to Big Sky. To 
accommodate these passengers and offer more frequent service, Skyline anticipates the need for 18 
roundtrip buses each day during the winter season, 8 roundtrip buses during the summer season, and 
4 roundtrip buses during the shoulder seasons. 
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5.0. AREAS OF CONCERN AND CONSIDERATION 
This section provides a list and description of areas of concern within the study area which should be 
taken into consideration as recommendations are developed for the GTATP. These areas were 
identified through review of existing traffic data, growth projections, field review, public comment, and 
other resources. More discussion has already been provided in the previous sections and is reiterated 
here as appropriate. 

5.1. Existing Transportation System 
• FUNCTIONAL CLASSIFICATION: A transportation system is made up of a hierarchy of 

roadways classified according to parameters such as geometric configuration, traffic volumes, 
spacing, speed, and adjacent land use. Although traffic volumes may differ between urban and 
rural sections of a roadway, it is important to still maintain coordinated right-of-way standards 
to allow for efficient operation and potential urban development. 

• BICYCLE AND PEDESTRIAN FACILITIES: The study area has limited dedicated bike and 
pedestrian facilities due to its rural nature. The network of shared use paths is developing and 
continues to grow in size. Natural surface trails are primarily located near subdivisions and 
tend to serve more of a recreational purpose.  

• TRANSIT: Transit service within the study area is somewhat limited. Prior to August of 2021, 
Streamline operated two transit lines within the study area. On August 16, 2021, Streamline 
began operating new routes. Service to the county areas is greatly reduced on the new routes, 
with service to Four Corners being removed entirely. Service to Belgrade and Livingston 
continues. Four Corners is considered a microtransit zone because it is unlikely to support 
fixed route service. The Skyline provides service to Bozeman and Big Sky with stops in Four 
Corners and Gallatin Gateway. Galavan provides on-call, door-to-door paratransit 
transportation service for seniors and individuals with disabilities. 

• FREIGHT: The main freight routes within the study area include MT 85, US 191 and MT 84. 
At the outer edges of the study area, I-90 connects to Livingston to the east and to Butte and 
I-15 to the west. Truck traffic makes up roughly 5 to 9 percent of the vehicle mix on the 
roadways within the study area, excluding I-90 which carries roughly 11 to 16 percent 
commercial traffic. 

• RAIL: The main rail line through the study area is currently owned by BNSF and is leased to 
MRL. The line runs parallel to I-90 with at-grade crossings on the east and west ends of the 
study area at Thorpe Road and Moffit Gulch Road. 

• AADT: High traffic volumes are experienced along Jackrabbit Lane, Huffine Lane, and US 
191. Increasingly high volumes are also experienced on the collector roadways connecting 
Belgrade, Four Corners, and Bozeman including South Alaska Road, East Valley Center 
Road, Love Lane, and Baxter Road. 

• INTERSECTION LOS: All of the 10 study intersections are shown to operate at acceptable 
levels of service during the AM and Noon peak hours with the exception of the East Valley 
Center Road and South Alaska Road intersection which operates at LOS D in the AM peak 
hour. During the PM peak hour, half of the study intersections operate at a LOS D or worse. 
The poor operations at these intersections can be primarily attributed to traffic traveling 
between Bozeman and Belgrade using Love Lane, East Valley Center Road, and South Alaska 
Road as a primary route. 
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• COMMUTE MODE SHARE: Trends in walking and biking within Gallatin County have stayed 
relatively steady in the last decade (5.9 percent walking and 2.6 percent biking), while public 
transportation has dropped to 0.5 percent. The downward trend of active transportation users 
could be due to a larger number of households being constructed at a greater distance from 
destinations such as an increase of workers living in Belgrade or Four Corners and commuting 
to Bozeman or Big Sky. 

• STRUCTURES AND PAVEMENT: There are 38 structures within the study area that are 
owned and maintained by Gallatin County. Of these structures, five are load restricted. Two 
bridges received an element rating of 4-Poor.  A few road segments, such as Cottonwood 
Road, Love Lane, South 19th Avenue, and Frank Road, have pavement conditions rated as 
fair. The pavement on South 19th Avenue between Cottonwood Road and Cougar Drive is in 
poor condition. 

5.2. Safety 
• TOTAL CRASHES: A total of 1,042 crashes were reported within the GTATP study area 

(outside of the Bozeman and Belgrade urban boundaries) between January 1st, 2017, and 
December 31st, 2019. There were 269 injury crashes reported with about 10 percent of those 
crashes being severe. Three fatalities were reported over the three-year period. 

• CRASH PERIOD: There was an increase in crash occurrences between 7:00 and 9:00 AM 
(13 percent of crashes) and between 4:00 and 7:00 PM (24 percent of crashes). The highest 
number of crashes were reported during the winter months with another slight increase in 
crashes during the summer months. 

• CRASH TYPE: The most common multi-vehicle crash types were rear-end and right angle 
crashes while the most common single-vehicle crash types were fixed object, rollover, and 
wild animal crashes. 

• CRASH LOCATION: About 60 percent of crashes occurred at a non-junction and roughly 33 
percent of crashes were at or related to an intersection. The greatest number of crashes 
occurred on non-interstate principal arterials where traffic volumes are greater. About 29 
percent of the crashes occurred on local roads. 

• ENVIRONMENTAL CONDITIONS: Crashes occurred most commonly on clear or cloudy days 
with dry roads and daylight. Approximately 40 percent of crashes occurred under inclement 
road conditions. About one-third of crashes occurred under dark lighting conditions. 

• IMPAIRMENT: About one-third of severe crashes and 11 percent of all crashes involved an 
impaired driver. 

• VEHICLE TYPE: Large trucks or buses were involved in about three percent of crashes while 
motorcycles were involved in less than one percent of crashes. There were two bicycle and 
three pedestrian crashes that occurred within the analysis period. 

• INTERSECTION ANALYSIS: The South 19th Avenue/Fowler Lane and Love Lane/Durston 
Road intersections experienced high crash rates (2.52 and 1.73 crashes MEV, respectively). 
The Cameron Bridge Road/South Alaska Road, Cameron Bridge Road/Thorpe Road, and 
East Valley Center Road/South Alaska Road intersections experienced high severity rates 
(2.11, 1.67, and 1.57, respectively). The study intersections with the highest severity rates 
include South 19th Avenue/Fowler Lane (3.78), Cameron Bridge Road/South Alaska Road 
(2.52), and Love Lane/Durston Road (2.19). 
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• CRASH CLUSTERS: Through spatial analysis, 13 intersections and segments of roadway 
experiencing higher numbers of crashes than anticipated were identified and analyzed for 
crash trends. Many of the crashes occurred on sharp horizontal curves. 

5.3. Projected Transportation System 
• GROWTH CORRIDORS: Corridors anticipated to experience high growth include Jackrabbit 

Lane, Huffine Lane, Love Lane, East Valley Center Road, Cameron Bridge Road, Durston 
Road, Baxter Lane, and Stucky Road. These roadways provide connections between the 
Bozeman and Belgrade communities and are located in areas that are expected to have high 
development growth potential. 

• INTERSECTION ANALYSIS: The South 19th Avenue/Fowler Lane and Gooch Hill 
Road/Blackwood Road intersections are projected to operate at LOS B and C during all peak 
hours. The Love Lane/Durston Road, East Valley Center Road /Love Lane, and East Valley 
Center Road/South Alaska Road intersections all demonstrate failing (LOS F) intersection 
operations during all peak hours under projected conditions. The remaining five intersections 
are projected to operate under poor to failing conditions (LOS D, E, and F) during one or more 
peak hour by 2040. 

• MULTIMODAL NEEDS: Based on the triangle area’s population projections and the PROST’s 
recommended service standard, approximately 25 miles of trails and paths will be needed in 
the triangle area by 2040 (including existing trails and paths). The future network should 
connect neighborhoods to destinations such as schools, employment and shopping centers, 
recreation opportunities, public transit, and other services. Future transit service should be 
developed around market demand and the travel patterns of the labor market, students, and 
retirees must all be considered. Service to the airport, from both Bozeman and Big Sky is 
needed. Increased frequency of service between Bozeman and Big Sky is also needed. 
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