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NOTICE OF MEETING OF THE  

CARSON AREA METROPOLITAN PLANNING 
ORGANIZATION (CAMPO) 

 
 

 
Day:  Wednesday 
Date:  October 9, 2019 
Time:  Beginning at 4:30 pm 
Location: Community Center, Sierra Room, 851 East William Street, Carson City, Nevada 

 
AGENDA 

 
AGENDA NOTES:  The Carson Area Metropolitan Planning Organization (CAMPO) is pleased to 
make reasonable accommodations for members of the public who are disabled and wish to attend the 
meeting.  If special arrangements for the meeting are necessary, please notify Carson Area 
Metropolitan Planning Organization staff in writing at 3505 Butti Way, Carson City, Nevada, 89701, 
or Comments@CarsonAreaMPO.com, or call Lucia Maloney at (775) 887-2355 at least 24 hours in 
advance. 
 
For more information or for copies of the supporting material regarding any of the items listed on the 
agenda, please contact Lucia Maloney, Transportation Manager, at (775) 887-2355.  Additionally, the 
agenda with all supporting material is posted on the CAMPO website at www.carson.org/agendas, or is 
available upon request at 3505 Butti Way, Carson City, Nevada, 89701. 
 
1. ROLL CALL AND DETERMINATION OF A QUORUM 
 
2. AGENDA MANAGEMENT NOTICE:  The Chair may take items on the agenda out of order; 

combine two or more agenda items for consideration; and/or remove an item from the agenda or 
delay discussion relating to an item on the agenda at any time. 

 
3. DISCLOSURES:  Any member of the CAMPO Board may inform the Chair of his or her intent 

to make a disclosure of a conflict of interest on any item appearing on the agenda or on any matter 
relating to the CAMPO's official business.  Such disclosures must also be made at such time the 
specific agenda item is introduced. 

 
4. PUBLIC COMMENT:  Members of the public who wish to address the CAMPO Board may 

approach the podium and speak on any matter relevant to or within the authority of CAMPO.  
Comments are limited to three minutes per person per topic.  If your item requires extended 
discussion, please request the Chair to calendar the matter for a future CAMPO meeting.  No 
action may be taken upon a matter raised under this item of the agenda until the matter itself has 
been specifically included on an Agenda as an item upon which action may be taken. 

 
5.    APPROVAL OF MINUTES:   
 

5-A  For Possible Action – Discussion and possible approval of the September 11, 2019 draft 
minutes. 
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6.    PUBLIC MEETING ITEM(S): 
 

6-A  For Possible Action – Discussion and possible action regarding the final Transit 
Development and Coordinated Human Services Plan for Jump Around Carson (JAC) Transit. 
 
Staff Summary:  Staff will provide a presentation of the final Transit Development and 
Coordinated Human Services Plan for JAC Transit. 
 
6-B  For Possible Action – Discussion and possible action regarding a Disadvantaged 
Business Enterprise (DBE) Program update. 
 
Staff Summary:  The fiscal year 2019-2020 Unified Planning Work Program (UPWP), Task 
3.2 - Transit Planning, includes an update of the CAMPO and RTC DBE Program document.  
The current DBE Program was last updated in September 2015.  Staff has reviewed the current 
DBE Program requirements and has made minor revisions to CAMPO and RTC’s DBE 
Program document.   
 

7. INTERNAL COMMUNICATIONS AND ADMINISTRATIVE MATTERS – Non-Action 
Items: 
  
 7-A  Future Agenda Items 

 
8.  BOARD COMMENTS: For Information Only – Status reports and comments from the members 
of the CAMPO Board. 
 
9.  The Next Meeting is Tentatively Scheduled – 4:30 p.m., Wednesday, November 13, 2019, at the 
Sierra Room - Community Center, 851 East William Street. 
 
10.  PUBLIC COMMENT:  Members of the public who wish to address the CAMPO Board may 
approach the podium and speak on any matter relevant to or within the authority of CAMPO.  
Comments are limited to three minutes per person per topic.  If your item requires extended discussion, 
please request the Chair to calendar the matter for a future CAMPO meeting.  No action may be taken 
upon a matter raised under this item of the agenda until the matter itself has been specifically included 
on an Agenda as an item upon which action may be taken. 
 
11. ADJOURNMENT:  For Possible Action 
 
This agenda has been posted at the following locations by Thursday, October 3, 2019, before 5:00 
p.m.: 

City Hall, 201 North Carson Street 
Community Center, Sierra Room, 851 East William Street 

Carson City Library, Carson City Library, 900 North Roop Street 
Carson City Public Works, 3505 Butti Way 

Carson City Planning Division, 108 E. Proctor Street 
Douglas County Executive Offices, 1594 Esmeralda Avenue, Minden 

Lyon County Manager's Office, 27 South Main Street, Yerington 
Nevada Department of Transportation, 1263 S. Stewart Street, Carson City 

City Website: www.carson.org/agendas 
State Website: https://notice.nv.gov 
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A regular meeting of the Carson Area Metropolitan Planning Organization was scheduled for 4:30 p.m. on
Wednesday, September 11, 2019 in the Community Center Sierra Room, 851 East William Street, Carson
City, Nevada.

PRESENT: Chairperson Mark Kimbrough
Vice Chairperson Greg Stedfield
Member Lori Bagwell
Member Brad Bonkowski
Member Jon Erb
Member Vida Keller
Member Chas Macquarie

STAFF: Darren Schulz, Public Works Department Director
Lucia Maloney, Transportation Manager
Dirk Goering, Senior Transportation Planner
Daniel Anderson, Transportation Planner / Analyst
Michael Reynolds, Transit Coordinator
Todd Reese, Deputy District Attorney
Kathleen King, Chief Deputy Clerk

NOTE: A recording of these proceedings, the CAMPO’s agenda materials, and any written comments
or documentation provided to the Clerk, during the meeting, are part of the public record.  These materials
are available for review, in the Clerk’s Office, during regular business hours.

1. CALL TO ORDER AND DETERMINATION OF A QUORUM (4:31:49) - Chairperson
Kimbrough called the meeting to order at 4:31 p.m.  Ms. King called the roll; a quorum was present.  Ex-
Officio Member Rosenberg was absent.

2. AGENDA MANAGEMENT NOTICE (4:32:12) - Chairperson Kimbrough entertained
modifications to the agenda; however, none were forthcoming.

3. DISCLOSURES (4:32:19) - Chairperson Kimbrough entertained disclosures; however, none were
forthcoming.

4. PUBLIC COMMENT (4:32:28) - Chairperson Kimbrough entertained public comment; however,
none was forthcoming.

5. ACTION ON APPROVAL OF MINUTES - August 14, 2019 (4:32:49) - Chairperson Kimbrough
introduced this item, and entertained a motion.  Member Bonkowski moved to approve the minutes, as
presented.  Member Bagwell seconded the motion.  Motion carried 7-0.

6. PUBLIC MEETING ITEMS:
6(A) DISCUSSION AND POSSIBLE ACTION REGARDING THE FEDERAL FISCAL

YEAR 2020 TRANSIT ASSET MANAGEMENT PERFORMANCE TARGETS (4:33:12) -
Chairperson Kimbrough introduced this item, and Mr. Reynolds presented the agenda materials. 
Chairperson Kimbrough entertained questions or comments of the CAMPO members and of the public and,
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when none were forthcoming, a motion.  Member Bagwell moved to approve the Federal Fiscal Year
2020 Transit Asset Management Performance Targets, as presented.  Member Macquarie seconded
the motion.  Motion carried 7-0.

6(B) PRESENTATION AND DISCUSSION ON THE DRAFT TRANSIT DEVELOPMENT
AND COORDINATED HUMAN SERVICES PLAN FOR JUMP AROUND CARSON (“JAC”)
TRANSIT (4:35:27) - Chairperson Kimbrough introduced this item, and Ms. Maloney provided an
overview.  LSC Transportation Consultants Principal Gordon Shaw presented the draft plan in conjunction
with displayed slides.  Member Bonkowski pointed out several necessary corrections.  Member Macquarie
requested Mr. Shaw to continue monitoring electric vehicle technology, and corresponding discussion
followed.  In response to a comment, Mr. Shaw discussed the importance of a downtown transit center. 
Mr. Shaw responded to additional questions regarding the existing transit plan and its associated time
frames.

Chairperson Kimbrough entertained additional CAMPO member questions or comments and public
comments.  (5:02:38) Samuel Flakas introduced himself as a former member of the Downtown 20 / 20
Group and a current member of the Green Dining District.  Mr. Flakas provided background information
on development of the Railroad Museum.  “Now that downtown is kind of happening, there is revived
interest in having a connection with the two state museums by shuttle.  The Rotary Club, in the late ‘80s
/ early ‘90s explored the possibility of rebuilding parts of the V&T, between the Railroad Museum and what
was the engine house, and the Nevada State Museum and what is now a revived downtown that’s ... worth
visiting.  And that was shut down partially by a new ordinance that had been put in ...  In the area of
downtown, it would make sense to have JAC service.  It had been pointed out to me a few years ago, back
when I was in Downtown 20 / 20, that the JAC routes could not be changed temporarily because that would
jeopardize their federal funding.  That was the stipulation; the routes had to be permanent.

“So, to me, it would make sense to have a JAC route, a stop at the Chamber of Commerce, which happens
to be right across the road from the passenger station where we give train rides.  And it’s a short ... one-
minute walk to the interpretive center at the Railroad Museum.  And we have tried really hard at the
Railroad Museum to make it a ... history campus, a local history, local culture campus.  And the Chamber
of Commerce has also done a very good job at including the arts initiatives that have been coming through. 
So, to me, that makes sense to have that area be a part of the permanent plan; to be a part of the community
because there are a lot of people who have driven past 395 and not even realized that we had a railroad
museum and now that the freeway has been finished, there are even fewer people who even realize that it’s
there.  So there’s that.

“And the other thing that I wanted to touch on is the proposal for a downtown transit center.  Those of us
who look at the old pictures, on Washington Street and Carson Street is where the passenger station was
for the V&T and you could go any three directions.  You could go to Virginia City, Minden, Reno and, for
the entire time, between the station and what is now the Children’s Museum, which was the Civic Center
when it was built in ‘38, that was always open space.  There was a creek that ran parallel to the tracks and
I believe there was a ... Wells Fargo baggage depot or something right on the other side.  But then, after
that was demolished, that was all open space.  I’ve always seen that as a bus terminus because someday,
we would hope, we would have the V&T being rebuilt right on Washington Street.  But even if it was just
a good measure of hope, that would still be a good area to have a transit center because that was the intent
for that to be a transit center from 1869 all the way to 1950.  So downtown really would be the center of
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town again.  And I think that a lot of people would probably prefer it best if the Nolan Inn ... would be
gone.”

Chairperson Kimbrough thanked Mr. Flakas for the information, and entertained additional public
comment.  When no public comment was forthcoming, Chairperson Kimbrough thanked Mr. Shaw for his
presentation.  (5:09:22) Chairperson Kimbrough suggested that Ms. Keller provide input regarding the
growth of the transit system from Carson City to Lyon County the next time it is agendized.  Ms. Keller
provided a brief overview of discussion which took place at the last Lyon County Commission meeting.

7. INTERNAL COMMUNICATIONS AND ADMINISTRATIVE MATTERS; FUTURE
AGENDA ITEMS (5:08:34) - Chairperson Kimbrough introduced this item, and Ms. Maloney reviewed
the tentative agenda for the October CAMPO meeting.

8. CAMPO MEMBER COMMENTS (5:09:06) - Chairperson Kimbrough entertained CAMPO
member comments; however, none were forthcoming.

9. THE NEXT MEETING IS TENTATIVELY SCHEDULED FOR 4:30 P.M. ON
WEDNESDAY, OCTOBER 9, 2019, IN THE COMMUNITY CENTER SIERRA ROOM (5:11:02) -
Chairperson Kimbrough read this information into the record.

10. PUBLIC COMMENT (5:11:10) - Chairperson Kimbrough entertained public comment; however,
none was forthcoming.

11. ACTION ON ADJOURNMENT (5:11:19) - Upon motion by Member Bonkowski, Chairperson
Kimbrough adjourned the meeting at 5:11 p.m.

The Minutes of the September 11, 2019 Carson Area Metropolitan Planning Organization meeting are so
approved this _____ day of October, 2019.

_________________________________________________
MARK KIMBROUGH, Chair
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6-A
         

STAFF REPORT 
     
 
 
Report To:  The Carson Area Metropolitan Planning Organization (CAMPO) 
 
Meeting Date: October 9, 2019 
 
Staff Contact:  Michael Reynolds, Transit Coordinator 
 
Agenda Title:  For Possible Action – Discussion and possible action regarding the final Transit 
Development and Coordinated Human Services Plan for Jump Around Carson (JAC) Transit. 
 
Staff Summary:  Staff will provide a presentation of the final Transit Development and Coordinated Human 
Services Plan for JAC Transit. 
 
Agenda Action:  Formal Action/Motion   Time Requested:  20 minutes 
 
 

Proposed Motion  
I move to support the plan as presented. 
 
Background/Issues & Analysis   
CAMPO approved funding for use by Carson City Regional Transportation Commission (RTC) on a contract 
with LSC Transportation Consultants, Inc. for development of a Jump Around Carson (JAC) Transit 
Development and Coordinated Human Services Plan (TDCHSP) in February 2019. The TDCHSP serves 
three primary objectives: (1) a short-range (1-5 year) planning document; (2) a long-range (10-20 year) 
planning document; and (3) a coordinated public transit-human services planning document.  
  
The final TDCHSP includes an evaluation of the current system and its procedures, suggested short-term and 
long-term improvements, a forecast of future ridership and impacts to the administrative and operations 
structure, and a broad vision of capital requirements to meet recommended changes for both the short-term 
and long-term. It includes a comparison of JAC’s transit system to peer systems, a detailed guide for the 
five-year plan, and a financial plan with specific emphasis on alternative funding sources. 
 
The plan also functions as a coordinated public transit-human services transportation plan and complies with 
all applicable FTA programs in the CAMPO area. If approved by the Carson City Regional Transportation 
Commission, the plan will be coordinated with CAMPO’s Transportation Improvement Program (TIP), the 
2040 Regional Transportation Plan, and other established planning documents, as appropriate. Portions of 
the plan include elements which may be partially funded by CAMPO’s partner jurisdictions in the short- and 
long-term. Feedback was solicited from each of CAMPO’s partner jurisdictions and comments were 
incorporated during development of the plan. 
 
Staff is seeking CAMPO support of the final TDCHSP, to be considered for approval by the Carson City 
Regional Transportation Commission on October 9, 2019. The final TDCHSP is provided with this staff 
report as Exhibit-1. 
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Applicable Statute, Code, Policy, Rule or Regulation   
-N/A 
 
Financial Information 
Is there a fiscal impact?   ☒  Yes       No 

If yes, Fund Name, Account Name / Account Number:  CAMPO fund, Unified Planning Work Program 
account, Task 3.2 Transit Planning / 2453028-501210 
 
Is it currently budgeted?   ☒  Yes       No  
 
Explanation of Fiscal Impact:  UPWP tasks are reimbursable with Federal planning funds at a rate of 95%. 
The 5% local match has been budgeted. This project was approved at the February 2019 CAMPO meeting. 
      
Supporting Material 
-Exhibit-1: Final Transit Development and Coordinated Human Services Plan for Jump Around Carson 
(JAC) Transit 
-Exhibit-2: CAMPO’s Unified Planning Work Program Cost/Funding Summary Table 
 
 
 
 
 
Board Action Taken: 
Motion: ______________________________ 1) _________________ Aye/Nay 
                   2) _________________ ________ 
           ________ 
           ________ 
           ________ 
           ________ 
           ________  
___________________________ 
     (Vote Recorded By) 
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Chapter 1 
Introduction 

 
The Carson City Regional Transportation Commission (RTC), using funding through the Nevada 
Department of Transportation (NDOT) and the Carson Area Metropolitan Planning Organization 
(CAMPO), has retained LSC Transportation Consultants, Inc. to prepare a Transit Development and 
Coordinated Human Services Plan (TDCHSP) for the Jump-Around-Carson (JAC) public transit program 
and the CAMPO service area. This planning process provides an opportunity to develop integrated short- 
and long-range plans for the JAC public transit program and ensures that the program meets the needs 
of the region’s human services organizations by promoting coordination amongst agencies. 

This document first presents a review of existing plans and services.  The mobility needs of the region 
are then reviewed.  This is followed by a discussion of potential service, capital, financial and 
institutional alternatives, as well as a summary of public input.  Short-range (5 year) and long-range (20 
year) plans are then presented.  Finally, the coordinated human services transportation plan is 
presented.    
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Chapter 2 
Existing Planning Documents 

 
The area governed under CAMPO is overseen by numerous organizations and agencies with various 
existing plans and studies. As a basis for the TDCHSP, it is useful to review these existing plans to 
consider how transit services can coordinate with them in the future. Below is a summary of the most 
relevant planning and transportation-related documents to date that have been taken into 
consideration during the planning process for the JAC TDCHSP. 
 
Nevada Department of Transportation (NDOT) Coordinated Plans (2014 and 2018) 
 
In the 2014 NDOT Coordinated Plan, NDOT identified transportation needs for Douglas County and 
Carson City. These needs included the establishment of Dial-a-Ride services for seniors, simplification of 
transit transfers and trip planning, increased intercity fixed routes to and from Douglas County, and 
additional wheelchair lift assistance. NDOT outlined statewide strategies to increase funding for 
specialized services, coordinate planning between jurisdictions, advance technology to improve services, 
enhance services offered through driver trainings and administrator management, and increase intercity 
bus services between counties. 
 
In the 2018 NDOT Coordinated Plan, NDOT outlined plans to establish a statewide coordinating council 
with participation from MPOs and designated regional mobility managers. NDOT also highlighted a need 
to expand medical service options, increase public transportation in Douglas County, and develop 
vanpool and shuttle services through volunteer driver programs. 
 
JAC Transit System Federal Fiscal Year 2019-2022 Transit Asset Management Plan (2018) 
 
A Transit Asset Management (TAM) Plan is a federally required document that provides a system for 
monitoring and managing public transportation assets in the delivery of service to improve safety and 
increase reliability and performance, and to establish performance measures. The JAC Transit System 
completed their plan in October 2018. The TAM Plan contained the following elements: 
 

• Inventory of Capital Assets 
• Condition Assessment 
• Decision Support Tools & Management Approach 
• Investment Prioritization 

 
NDOT One Nevada Transportation Plan (2018) 
 
The NDOT One Nevada Transportation Plan provides guidance to NDOT and its partners, including 
MPOs, RTCs, local governments and modal transportation providers, for planning, developing, operating 
and maintaining Nevada’s multimodal transportation system. The plan is intended to guide 
transportation investments across the state for the next 20 years. The following long term goals were 
identified for the state: 
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• Enhance Safety 
• Preserve Infrastructure 
• Optimize Mobility 

• Transform Economies 
• Foster Sustainability 
• Connect Communities

The action plan for achieving these included increasing agency communication, engaging stakeholders, 
developing policy and process guidelines and improving data collection and analysis. In addition to these 
action items, the plan identified specific focus areas that included CAMPO area general improvements 
along the Interstate 580 (I-580) and US 395. 
 
Washoe County Regional Transportation Commission (RTC) Regional Transportation Plan (2017) 
 
The 2040 Washoe RTC RTP identifies the long-term transportation investments that will be made in the 
urbanized area of Reno, Sparks, and Washoe County, Nevada, also known as the Truckee Meadows. The 
following four guiding principles were derived from community input: 
 

• Safe and healthy communities 
• Economic development and diversification  
• Sustainability  
• Increased travel choices 

 
While the plan focuses on complete street improvements within Washoe County, projects affecting the 
northern portions of I-580 and US 395 were identified. As these highways ultimately affect access to 
Carson City, they have been considered in this plan. Elements that specifically pertain to Carson City are 
the replacement of diesel buses on the RTC INTERCITY route with battery electric buses. The RTP also 
indicates that the RTC Vanpool program includes 6 vanpools operating between Reno/Sparks and 
Carson City. 
 
Tahoe Transportation District Short-Range Transit Plan (2017) 
 
The Short-Range Transit Plan (SRTP) guides the development of the Tahoe Transportation District’s 
(TTD) goals, objectives and policies for the next five years of transit service within the Lake Tahoe 
Region. The SRTP is developed within the context of the Long-Range transit plan, Linking Tahoe: Lake 
Tahoe Transit Master Plan (TMP), which is aimed at implementing a new vision for transit as “the vehicle 
for change in the Tahoe Region.” The SRTP identified the following goals: 
 

• Safety 
• Workforce Development 
• Fleet Expansion and Replacement 
• Facility Capacity and Modernization 
• Future Service and Route Proposals 

 
TTD receives policy direction from an eleven-member board of directors comprised of one member 
appointed from each of the following: the Boards of Supervisors of El Dorado and Placer Counties, the 
City of South Lake Tahoe City Council, the Boards of County Commissioners of Douglas and Washoe 
Counties, the Carson City Board of Supervisors, the Truckee-North Tahoe Transportation Management 
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Association (TNT-TMA) and the South Shore Transportation Management Association (SSTMA). The 
SRTP identified opportunities for expansion of existing services through the restoration of regularly-
scheduled, single-seat service from the Stateline Transit Center to Carson City though no specific plans 
or timing of new service are defined. 
 
Nevada Statewide Transportation Improvement Program (2016) 
 
The Statewide Transportation Improvement Program (STIP) is a four-year, fiscally-constrained, planning 
and programming document created within the Code of Federal Regulation. With guidance from the 
Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and Federal Transit Administration (FTA), a funding forecast is 
created to prioritize State projects by year. The STIP addressed all four Metropolitan Planning 
Organizations (MPOs), including CAMPO, for federal fiscal years 2016-2019. 
 
The plan discussed general statewide funding sources for the individual MPOs such as the Nevada 
Transportation Alternatives Program (TAP). NDOT’s TAP distributes funds based on three broad project 
category types: 1) community improvement activities, 2) non-motorized transportation and 3) safe 
routes to schools.  
 
CAMPO 2040 Regional Transportation Plan (2016) 
  
The 2040 CAMPO Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) is a long-term planning document, intended to 
analyze the regional transportation network and to identify current and future needs to maintain a safe, 
efficient and sustainable transportation system. The RTP was supported by the following five goals: 
 

• Increase the safety of the transportation system for all users  
• Maintain a sustainable regional transportation system 
• Increase the mobility and reliability of the transportation system for all users 
• Maintain and develop a multi-modal transportation system that supports economic vitality 
• Provide an integrated transportation system 

 
The RTP defines a series of performance measures with the objective to improve transit system 
efficiencies and accessibilities. It refers to the Carson City Transit Development Plan (TDP) for specific 
service improvement plan elements. 
 
Carson City Transit Development Plan (2014) 
 
The Carson City Transit Development Plan (TDP) was developed to meet local priorities for existing 
transportation services including improving capital, modifying the existing operational system and 
increasing funding for existing program needs over the next five years. The most recent TDP evaluated 
existing demographic data, transit performance, and major trip generators to identify potential system 
improvements. The five major recommendations that resulted from the TDP were the following: 
 

1) Maintain existing service levels 
2) Increase evening service 
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3) Add routes 
4) Provide Sunday service 
5) Increase service frequency 

 
Furthermore, the TDP found that while ridership levels had increased over the years, operating hours 
and mileage had not grown consistently. The TDP concluded that JAC would need to secure additional 
non-federal and/or local funding in order to successfully implement transit service expansions. 
 
State of Nevada Coordinated Public Transit—Human Services Transportation Plan (2011) 
 
The most recent state Coordinated Human Services and Transportation Planning (CHSTP), prepared by 
Fehr and Peers, focused on the transportation needs of individuals with disabilities, older adults and 
people with limited incomes throughout the State of Nevada. The plan provided an overview of the 
demographics, public involvement process, existing services and potential strategies to address human 
service transportation needs in Nevada. The following statewide service needs were identified with 
corresponding recommended strategies to meet those needs. 
 

• Increased funding 
o Streamline grant approval procedures 
o Aid in joint multi-provider purchase agreements to reduce costs  

• Coordination of planning and services 
o Undertake coordinated planning on a regional basis with area providers 
o Facilitate regional working groups to leverage assets and promote intercity collaboration 
o Offer an annual meeting with providers throughout Nevada and NDOT 
o Maintain a central transit website and assist in the creation of provider websites where 

appropriate 
o Develop a database of service providers 
o Provide user-friendly transit maps showing route connectivity 
o Pursue cross state line coordination where applicable 

• Apply technology to improve service 
o Support joint-use technological investment by multiple providers 
o Expand the use of GPS and GIS technology 
o Identify and distribute “best practice” technology information 
o Explore the feasibility of using smart card media to improve fare and user data collection for 

larger transit systems 
• Improve service provider capabilities 

o Provide standardized driver training 
o Provide administrator management and planning training 
o Develop an informational database/library as a resource for service providers 

• Increase intercity bus service 
o Prioritize intercity bus service needs; focus on key routes to major destinations 
o Explore and initiate service options in cooperation with service providers 
o Review timetables to promote cross-provider transit connections 
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Carson City Unified Pathways Master Plan (2018) 

This document, adopted in 2006 and revised in 2018, provides a comprehensive plan for improvements 
of non-motorized facilities throughout Carson City. As access to bus stops by pedestrians and bicyclists is 
vital to the effectiveness of a public transit system, this document will be used in the consideration of 
future bus stop locations as well as regarding improvements in access to existing stops. 
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Chapter 3
Study Area Characteristics 

INTRODUCTION 

Public transportation is an important service in and around Carson City. Transit services provide mobility 
to residents, including access to important educational, medical, recreational, social and economic 
services. In addition to being important to residential quality of life in Carson City and beyond, public 
transit services assist in supporting educational programs, public and private employers and social 
service programs throughout the region.  

STUDY AREA 

The study area for this plan encompasses the entire CAMPO region. As shown in Figure 1, this area 
includes Carson City, a portion of nearby northern Douglas County, as well as a portion of nearby 
western Lyon County (including Dayton). Carson City, officially the Consolidated Municipality of Carson 
City, is an independent city and the capital of the state of Nevada. The area is located 32 miles south of 
Reno and 15 miles north of Minden. The area is characterized by the Sierra Nevada on the west and the 
Carson River Valley. Primary access consists of US Route 50 (US 50) for travel west to Lake Tahoe and 
east to Fallon, and US Highway 395 for travel north to Reno and south to Gardnerville and Minden. 

CAMPO is a federally recognized metropolitan planning organization that formed on February 26, 2003. 
Creation of the MPO was required after the Carson City urbanized area exceeded a population of 50,000 
residents in the 2000 US census. CAMPO is the designated local decision-making body responsible for 
carrying out the metropolitan transportation planning process for the Carson City urbanized area. 

POPULATION 

Population Trends: Historic and Projected Population 

According to the US Census Bureau’s American Community Survey, the 2017 population for the Carson 
City was 54,219 persons. This represents a decrease of approximately 1,055 persons, or 2 percent, since 
the 2010 US Census. However, based on the most recent Nevada State Demographer estimates, the 
current population has grown to 56,417 over the past two years and is anticipated to continue growing 
to 62,108 (10 percent) by 2039. A smaller population increase of 4 percent is expected within Douglas 
County over the next 20 years, while Lyon County’s population is expected to remain essentially 
unchanged (a 1 percent decline). Table 1 illustrates historic, current and projected population rates over 
time as well as regional predictions through 2040. 

Transit Dependent Populations 

A review of current population and demographic characteristics is presented in Table 2 and the 
discussion below. Data is provided for each of the population subsets that are considered to be “transit-
dependent.” In other words, these groups tend to rely more frequently on public transportation for 
their mobility needs based on age, income status or lack of private vehicles available to them. 
Understanding the population trends, as well as where within the Carson City and greater CAMPO 
region these persons are located, can help better define transit needs and determine if the transit 
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program is serving these groups. Table 2 includes US Census data organized by census tracts within the 
CAMPO region. 

Youth (5 to 17 years old) 

According to the 2013-2017 American Community Survey, 15.3 percent of the census tract study area 
population was identified as youth. For the purposes of this study, the youth population is defined as 
persons who are between 5 and 17 years of age. The total CAMPO region totals (rather than by census 
tract) show a youth population of 12,343, which is 15 percent of the total population. The highest youth 
concentrations, as shown in Figure 2, are located within Carson City Census Tracts 10.01, 6 and 5.01; 
Douglas County Census Tract 20; and Lyon County Census Tract 9603.1. In general, these reflect 
concentrations of youths in central Carson City as well as in the Dayton area. 

Senior (65 and Over) 

Another important group to consider for transit services is the senior population, defined as persons age 
65 and older. According to the 2013-2017 American Community Survey, the total CAMPO region totals 
(rather than by census tract) show a senior population of 16,846, which is 20.4 percent of the total 
population. The highest concentrations of senior persons are shown in Figure 3. These higher 
populations are located in western Carson City, northern Douglas County and the Dayton area. 

Low-Income 

Low-income persons are defined by poverty status reported to the US Census, which are persons living 
below or at the poverty line over the last 12 months. According to the 2013-2017 American Community 
Survey, data by Carson City Census Tract indicates that approximately 14.2 percent of the population is 
considered low income. This figure is consistent with the 2010 U.S. Census population (14 percent). The 
areas within the Carson City with the highest concentrations include Census Tracts 5.02, 6, 9 and 10.01, 
focusing on the central area east of Carson Street. Approximately 13.1 percent of people living within 
the CAMPO region are considered low-income. This information is presented in Figure 4.  

Disabled 

Data for mobility-limited persons from the 2013-2017 American Community Survey is shown in Figure 5. 
Approximately 12,197 persons in Carson City, or 22.5 percent, have a disability that limits a person’s 
mobility and potential to use public transportation. In Lyon County 3,702 people (21.5 percent) have a 
disability, followed by Douglas County at 1,832 people (14.8 percent). Relatively high numbers of 
persons with disabilities live in central Carson City and in the Dayton area. This is an increase of 9.2 
percent from the 2008-2012 American Community Survey. 

Zero Vehicle Households 

Households that do not have a vehicle available for use typically are more reliant on public 
transportation, as there are no other options available besides getting a ride with a friend or family 
member. As shown in Table 2, roughly 5.2 percent of the households in the CAMPO study area do not 
have a vehicle available. As shown in Figure 6, the highest concentrations of zero vehicle households are 
located in Carson City Census Tracts 1, 5.01 and 5.02 (the central portion of Carson City on both sides of 
Carson Street), along with the Dayton area. 
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TABLE 1: Historic and Projected Populations
Current

1970 1980 1990 2000 2010 2019 2029 2039

Carson City 15,468 32,022 40,443 52,457 55,274 56,417 57,382 62,108
Annual Percent Growth -- 7.5% 2.4% 2.6% 0.5% 0.2% 0.2% 0.8%

Growth Over Previous Period -- 107% 26% 30% 5% 2% 2% 8%

Douglas County 6,882 19,421 27,637 41,259 46,997 51,474 53,523 53,439
Annual Percent Growth -- 10.9% 3.6% 4.1% 1.3% 0.9% 0.4% 0.0%

Growth Over Previous Period -- 182% 42% 49% 14% 10% 4% 0%

Lyon County 8,221 13,594 20,001 34,501 51,980 56,054 55,815 55,556
Annual Percent Growth -- 5.2% 3.9% 5.6% 4.2% 0.8% 0.0% 0.0%

Growth Over Previous Period -- 65% 47% 72% 51% 8% 0% 0%

State of Nevada 488,738 800,493 1,201,833 1,998,257 2,700,551 3,115,609 3,372,145 --
Annual Percent Growth -- 5.1% 4.1% 5.2% 3.1% 1.4% 0.8% --

Growth Over Previous Period -- 64% 50% 66% 35% 15% 8% --

Source: US Census Bureau and ASRHO Estimates and Projections Summary, State of Nevada Demographer, 2018

Historic Projected

Census Tracts
Total 

Population #
% of Census 

Tract #
% of Census 

Tract #
% of Census 

Tract #
% of Census 

Tract #
% of 

Households

Carson City
1 3,015 387 12.8% 686 22.8% 306 10.1% 656 21.8% 1,483 215 14.5%
2 3,451 560 16.2% 890 25.8% 421 12.2% 750 21.7% 1,603 106 6.6%
3 3,708 387 10.4% 1,215 32.8% 240 6.5% 576 15.5% 1,653 42 2.5%
4 3,653 650 17.8% 706 19.3% 504 13.8% 750 20.5% 1,640 88 5.4%

5.01 6,027 1,087 18.0% 684 11.3% 1,075 17.8% 1,464 24.3% 2,541 266 10.5%
5.02 3,512 364 10.4% 755 21.5% 729 20.8% 952 27.1% 1,666 343 20.6%

6 6,529 1,313 20.1% 882 13.5% 1,361 20.8% 1,845 28.3% 2,302 141 6.1%
7.01 3,718 569 15.3% 776 20.9% 505 13.6% 873 23.5% 1,561 69 4.4%
7.02 3,268 459 14.0% 637 19.5% 141 4.3% 804 24.6% 1,404 31 2.2%

8 4,413 439 9.9% 922 20.9% 313 7.1% 706 16.0% 1,127 58 5.1%
9 5,142 700 13.6% 1,284 25.0% 981 19.1% 1,531 29.8% 2,155 29 1.3%

10.01 4,140 880 21.3% 334 8.1% 822 19.9% 897 21.7% 1,587 107 6.7%
10.02 3,643 525 14.4% 728 20.0% 300 8.2% 393 10.8% 1,436 18 1.3%

Subtotal 54,219 8,320 15.3% 10,499 19.4% 7,698 14.2% 12,197 22.5% 22,158 1,513 6.8%

Douglas County Within CAMPO 
19 405 63 15.6% 141 34.8% 11 2.6% 31.2 7.7% 158 0 0.0%
20 3,367 594 17.6% 576 17.1% 460 13.7% 567 16.8% 1,317 32 2.4%
21 2,179 249 11.4% 511 23.5% 98 4.5% 227 10.4% 869 25 2.9%
22 6,389 780 12.2% 1,988 31.1% 287 4.5% 1,007 15.8% 2,688 29 1.1%

Subtotal 12,340 1,686 13.7% 3,216 26.1% 856 6.9% 1,832 14.8% 5,032 86 1.7%

Lyon County Within CAMPO
9603.1 1,689 289 17.1% 386 22.9% 455 26.9% 423 25.0% 721 28 3.9%
9603.2 9,678 1,524 15.7% 1,527 15.8% 1,354 14.0% 2,022 20.9% 3,607 99 2.7%
9603.3 4,581 524 11.4% 1,218 26.6% 444 9.7% 1,257 27.4% 1,809 18 1.0%

Subtotal 15,948 2,337 14.7% 3,131 19.6% 2,253 14.1% 3,702 23.2% 6,137 145 2.4%

CAMPO Region 
Total

82,507 12,343 15.0% 16,846 20.4% 10,807 13.1% 17,731 21.5% 33,327 1,744 5.2%

Source: US Census 2013 - 2017 American Community Survey Estimates.

TABLE 2: CAMPO Demographic Characteristics by Census Tract

Low Income
Zero Vehicle 
Households

Total 
Households

Youth (5-17 Yrs) Senior (65 & Over) Disabled
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EMPLOYMENT 

According to the 2013-2017 American Community Survey, the overall unemployment rate for the Carson 
City is approximately 7.7 percent, followed by Lyon County at 7.6 percent and Douglas County at 5.7 
percent as shown in Table 3. While Carson City’s cumulative unemployment rate is lower than the state 
of Nevada (8 percent), Census Tracts 9 and 10.01 experience the highest concentrations of 
unemployment in CAMPO at 18.8 percent and 11.7 percent, respectively. Consequently, both tracts are 
characterized as having the highest percentage of low-income residents. These unemployment rates are 
closely followed by Douglas County Census Tracts 19 (11.4 percent) and 20 (12.1 percent). 

Commute Patterns 

The following summarizes commute patterns gathered by the US Census 2015 Longitudinal Employer 
Household Dynamics (LEHD). It is important to consider that it also includes information for employees 
that do not necessarily report to work on a daily or consistent basis, and can include persons who have a 

TABLE 3: CAMPO Employment Status, 2017-18

Census Tract

Population 
In Labor 

Force
Population 
Employed

Population 
Unemployed

Unemployment 
Rate

Population 
Not in Labor 

Force

Carson City
1 1,472 1,362 110 7.5% 1,543
2 1,557 1,518 39 2.5% 1,894
3 1,695 1,539 156 9.2% 2,013
4 1,743 1,624 119 6.8% 1,910

5.01 3,248 3,053 195 6.0% 2,779
5.02 1,651 1,524 127 7.7% 1,861

6 3,005 2,861 144 4.8% 3,524
7.01 2,058 1,951 107 5.2% 1,660
7.02 1,863 1,727 136 7.3% 1,405

8 1,462 1,335 127 8.7% 2,951
9 2,358 1,915 443 18.8% 2,784

10.01 2,314 2,043 271 11.7% 1,826
10.02 1,967 1,902 65 3.3% 1,676

 Subtotal 26,393 24,354 2,039 7.7% 27,826

19 322 285 37 11.4% 83
20 2,693 2,367 326 12.1% 674
21 1,832 1,773 59 3.2% 347
22 5,538 5,372 166 3.0% 851
 Subtotal 10,385 9,798 587 5.7% 1,955

9603.1 1,358 1,237 121 8.9% 331
9603.2 7,672 6,989 683 8.9% 2,006
9603.3 3,828 3,487 341 8.9% 753

 Subtotal 12,858 11,714 1,144 8.9% 3,090
CAMPO Region 49,636 45,865 3,771 7.6% 32,871

Source: 2013- 2017 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates

Douglas County Within CAMPO

Lyon County Within CAMPO
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permanent resident in one location, but stay elsewhere during their work week. Nevertheless, it 
provides the best available picture of commuting patterns. The top portion of the table presents 
information about where residents of Carson City work, while the lower portion shows where people 
live that work within the Carson City. 

Where Carson City Residents Work 

As shown in Table 4, 51.6 percent of employed Carson City residents work within the county, followed 
by those working in Washoe County (23.3 percent), Douglas County (10.3 percent), Lyon County (4.8 
percent) and Clark County (2.2 percent). Of this employed population, approximately 16.8 percent work 
within Reno. Only 4 percent of Carson City residents commute to Sparks, followed by Indian Hills (1.8 
percent), Minden (1.4 percent) and Stateline (1.3 percent). This data indicates that many jobs are 
located close to where residents live, resulting in shorter commute trips and less need for long distance 
commute travel to other urban areas.  

TABLE 4: Carson City Commute Pattern Data, 2015

Where Carson City Residents Commute to…

County Persons % of Total City/Town Persons % of Total

Carson City, NV 11,123 51.6% Carson City, NV 11,123 51.6%
Washoe County, NV 5,027 23.3% Reno, NV 3,614 16.8%
Douglas County, NV 2,216 10.3% Sparks, NV 863 4.0%
Lyon County, NV 1,042 4.8% Indian Hills, NV 379 1.8%
Clark County, NV 465 2.2% Minden, NV 301 1.4%
El Dorado County, CA 206 1.0% Stateline, NV 277 1.3%
Storey County, NV 167 0.8% Incline Village, NV 272 1.3%
Placer County, CA 149 0.7% Gardnerville, NV 211 1.0%
Churchill County, NV 109 0.5% Paradise, NV 158 0.7%
Elko County, NV 96 0.4% South Lake Tahoe, CA 154 0.7%
All Other Locations 953 4.4% All Other Locations 4,201 19.5%

Total Number of Jobs 21,553 100% Total Number of Jobs 21,553 100%

Where Carson City Employees Commute From…

County Persons % of Total City/Town Persons % of Total

Carson City, NV 11,123 44.7% Carson City, NV 11,123 44.7%
Washoe County, NV 4,924 19.8% Reno, NV 2,221 8.9%
Douglas County, NV 3,240 13.0% Dayton, NV 1,387 5.6%
Lyon County, NV 3,116 12.5% Sparks, NV 974 3.9%
Clark County, NV 536 2.2% Indian Hills, NV 781 3.1%
Churchill County, NV 313 1.3% Gardnerville Ranchos, NV 717 2.9%
Storey County, NV 143 0.6% Johnson Lane, NV 678 2.7%
Humboldt County, NV 118 0.5% Gardnerville, NV 361 1.5%
El Dorado County, CA 97 0.4% Fernley, NV 252 1.0%
Nevada County, CA 94 0.4% Minden, NV 198 0.8%
All Other Locations 1,171 4.7% All Other Locations 6,183 24.9%

Total Number of Workers 24,875 100% Total Number of Workers 24,875 100%

Source: US Census LEHD Database, 2015
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Where Persons Employed in Carson City Live 

Most workers in Carson City (44.7 percent) live in Carson City, followed by those commuting in from 
Washoe County (19.8 percent), Douglas County (13 percent) and Lyon County (12.5 percent). Of those 
commuting to Carson City from outside the city, 8.9 percent are commuting from Reno, followed by 
Dayton (5.6 percent), Sparks (3.9 percent) and Indian Hills (3.1 percent).  

In comparing these commute patterns, approximately 2,629 more workers are commuting into Carson 
City from neighboring counties for employment than those living and working within Carson City. It is 
also worth noting that more Carson City residents are commuting to Reno (a net northbound flow of 
1,393 persons) for work than those commuting from Reno to Carson City. While 5.6 percent of those 
commuting to Carson City are coming from Dayton, only 0.6 percent of Carson City employees are 
commuting to Dayton. 

MAJOR TRANSIT ACTIVITY CENTERS 

Major activity centers typically include large commercial retail areas, public and private educational 
institutions, medical centers, government facilities and consolidated residential areas. Activity centers 
within the Carson City and CAMPO region that are most likely to generate trips (and potential transit 
ridership) are summarized below and shown in Figures 7 through 11. Similar maps for social service 
activity centers are provided in Chapter 6. 

Commercial Retail 

Carson City and the CAMPO region have several concentrated retail areas located along major 
commercial roads such as Carson Street/US 395, College Parkway, and North Roop Street. 
Major commercial retail stores are listed below and shown in Figure 7. 

• Walmart Supercenter—3200 Marketplace Street
• Clear Creek Plaza (Trader Joe’s and Walmart Supercenter)—3790 US 395
• The Home Depot—3185 Marketplace Street
• Savemart—3620 North Carson Street
• Costco Wholesale—700 Old Clear Creek Road
• FoodMaxx—3325 US 50
• Grocery Outlet Bargain Market—1831 North Carson
• Raley's—3701 South Carson Street
• Carson Mall—1227 South Carson Street
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Educational Institutions 

Carson City Unified School District 

The Carson City Unified School District offers public education to approximately 7,680 students 
throughout Carson City (Figure 8). The district includes six elementary schools, two middle schools, 
one alternative high school, and one comprehensive high school. 

• Elementary, Middle and High Schools include:
o Carson High School—1111 North Saliman Road (2,210 students)
o Pioneer High—202 East Corbett Street (161 students)
o Carson Middle School—1140 West King Street (1,210 students)
o Eagle Valley Middle School—4151 East Fifth Street (679 students)
o Bordewich Elementary—110 South Thompson Street (634 students)
o Empire Elementary—1260 Monte Rosa Drive (503 students)
o Fremont Elementary—1511 Firebox Road (505 students)
o Fritsch Elementary—504 Bath Street (543 students)
o Mark Twain Elementary—2111 Carriage Crest Drive (581 students)
o Seeliger Elementary—2800 South Saliman Road (584 students)
o Adult/Prison Education—275 East Park Street, Building E
o Carson City School Administration Offices—1402 West King Street

• Private Schools
o Bethlehem Lutheran School offers K-8 grades and is located at 1837 Mountain Street. There

are approximately 150 students currently enrolled.
o St. Teresa of Avila Catholic School offers preschool through 8th grade and is located on 567

Richmond Avenue.

Western Nevada College 

Western Nevada College has campuses in five major western Nevada cities that include the Carson City 
campus located at 2201 West College Parkway. Of the 8,000 students currently enrolled in Western 
Nevada College for Fall 2018 semester, 875 students attend the Carson City campus full-time.  

Medical Centers 

Carson Tahoe Regional Medical Center is located at 1600 Medical Parkway and is a part of Carson Tahoe 
Health. It is one of the larger medical centers in the northwest portion of Carson City. Other surrounding 
services within this medical development include Carson Tahoe Cancer Center, Carson Tahoe Sierra 
Surgery and the Merriner Cottages. Other major medical facilities are described below and shown in  
Figure 9. 
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• Carson Tahoe Specialty Medical Center—775 Fleischmann Way
• Sierra Nevada Cancer Center—1460 South Curry Street, Suite 100
• Dialysis Clinic Inc—778 Basque Way
• DaVita Carson City Dialysis Center—3246 North Carson Street, Suite 110
• Liberty Dialysis—4500 South Carson Street
• Eagle Medical Center—2874 North Carson Street
• Carson Medical Group Family Practice—1200 Mountain Street
• Nevada Health Centers—3325 Research Way

Government Facilities 

The following is a list of State and local government buildings within Carson City (Figure 10). Additional 
social service-related government agencies are discussed in Chapter 6. 

• Nevada State Prison—3301 East 5th Street
• NDOT—1263 South Stewart Street
• Nevada State Capitol Building—101 North Carson Street
• Governor’s Office—101 North Carson Street
• Carson City Sheriff’s Office—911 East Musser Street
• Carson City Federal Building—705 North Plaza Street
• Carson City Public Works Department—3505 Butti Way
• Carson City Hall—201 North Carson Street
• Carson City Airport—2600 East College Parkway
• Carson City DMV—555 Wright Way
• Carson City Justice Court—885 East Musser Street
• Carson City Community Center—851 East William 

Street

MAJOR DEVELOPMENT 

Major residential and commercial development is expected within the CAMPO region over the next 
decade. The following developments have either been recently constructed, entitled, and/or issued a 
building permit. These developments are all shown in Figure 11.  

• Carson Hills Apartments
• Clearview Ridge
• 4530 & 4580 Cochise Street
• My Place Hotel
• Lompa Ranch & Railroad Development
• Lakeview
• Timberline
• Silver Oak
• Villas Apartments
• Mills Landing Townhomes

• Edmonds Townhomes
• Lompa Phase 1 & 2
• RD Lompa Apartments
• Arbor Villas Townhomes
• Vintage
• Quail Run
• Jackson Village
• Ross Park
• Schulz Ranch
• Schulz
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Chapter 4
Evaluation of Current Transportation Services 

INTRODUCTION 

Following the consolidation of Ormsby County and Carson City in 1969, Carson City implemented a 
council-manager form of government with a council (board of supervisors) serving as a governing body. 
Nearly 30 years later, the Carson City urbanized area exceeded a population of 50,000 residents, thus 
requiring the formation of a Metropolitan Planning Organization. CAMPO formed in 2003 and became 
the designated regional decision-making body responsible for carrying out the metropolitan 
transportation planning process for the Carson City urbanized area.  

In response to the 2005 CAMPO Short-Range Transit Plan, the Jump Around Carson (JAC) transit 
program was initiated. Operation of the fixed route and demand response/ADA paratransit services is 
overseen by the RTC and carried out through a contractor (MV Transportation). Maintenance, fueling 
and overall administrative services are provided by the Carson City Public Works Department and 
CAMPO.  

GOVERNANCE 

Carson City  

The board of supervisors consists of four publicly-elected officials and the mayor. The board of 
supervisors then hires a city manager to carry out the policies it establishes. All of the members of the 
board serve 4-year staggered terms. The mayor and supervisors from Ward 2 and Ward 4 are elected 
during the Presidential election years. The supervisors from Ward 1 and Ward 3 are elected during off-
Presidential election years. 

The mayor is chairman of, and presides over, all board meetings. The board approves the budget, 
determines tax rates and focuses on the community’s goals, major projects, capital financing and 
strategic planning, land use development, growth management, master plans and contractual 
agreements.  

Carson City Regional Transportation Commission and Carson City Public Works Department 

The Carson City Public Works Department is made up of many divisions, including the Operations 
divisions of Streets, Water, Sewer, Storm Water, Wastewater, Environmental, Landfill and Utility Billing. 
The Transportation Division, which includes Transportation Planning, Transportation Improvement 
Project Coordination and JAC Transit, is overseen by both RTC and CAMPO.  

The Carson City Public Works Department employees provide staffing for RTC. The Transportation 
Manager is also the principal staff person responsible for administration of all CAMPO activities. The 
transportation planners primarily prepare federally-required CAMPO planning documents and are 
responsible for completing CAMPO's Unified Planning Work Program. The transit coordinator is 
responsible for verifying and applying for FTA and FHWA funds and is the primary contact person for 
duties related to CAMPO's role as the Designated Recipient and Grantee.  
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The RTC is comprised of two (2) seats filled by the board of supervisors and three (3) at-large seats. The 
RTC establishes priorities and recommends appropriate funding for transportation improvement 
projects within Carson City. The RTC meets the second Wednesday of every month in the Sierra Room of 
the Carson City Community Center. Figure 12 provides a brief overview of government organization. 
 

 
 

CAMPO 
 
CAMPO is governed by a seven (7)-member board consisting of the five (5) members of the Carson City 
Regional Transportation Commission (RTC), one (1) member representing Douglas County and one (1) 
member representing Lyon County. A representative from the Nevada Department of Transportation 
(NDOT) sits on the board serving as an ex officio, non-voting member. Through an agreement, Carson 
City provides the staffing necessary to execute the daily functions and responsibilities of the MPO. 
 
The primary responsibility of CAMPO is to ensure existing and future expenditures for transportation 
projects and programs are based on a continuing, cooperative and comprehensive (3-C) planning 
process. CAMPO does not own nor operate the transportation systems they serve; rather, it serves in 
the overall coordination and consensus-building role in planning and programming funds for projects 
and operations. 
 

FIGURE 12: Carson City Public Works 
Organizational Chart
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Among other state and federal requirements, CAMPO is required to develop a regional transportation 
plan (RTP) with a minimum 20-year planning horizon and a transportation improvement program (TIP) 
with a four-year horizon. 
 
EXISTING SERVICES 
 
The JAC system is managed by Carson City Public Works staff, and is managed by the Transportation 
Manager and Transit Coordinator. The city (functioning as the RTC) contracts with a private firm 
(currently MV Transportation, Inc.) to operate these services with private employees, while remaining 
under the direct supervision of the RTC. The RTC is responsible for overall policy development, 
budgeting, fleet procurement, major fleet maintenance and contract oversight. MV is responsible for 
the day-to-day operations of the service, including: client registration; hiring, training and supervising 
operations staff; trip booking; scheduling and dispatch; and vehicle operations. The MV employees 
enlisted to carry out the contract with JAC include a general manager, an operations manager, 
dispatchers and 21 drivers, of which seven are part-time employees. Trip routing and scheduling are 
accomplished with the use of scheduling software provided by the RTC, and maintenance is performed 
by employees of the Carson City Public Works Fleet Maintenance Division. Fuel is provided by the City 
outside of the MV contract. 

The JAC transit services operated on behalf of Carson City includes four fixed routes—Route 1, 2A, 2B, 
and 3—and a demand response/ADA complementary paratransit service known as JAC Assist. These 
services are presented and evaluated in detail below. 

JAC Fixed Routes 
 
JAC hours of operation are Monday through Friday, 6:30 a.m. to 7:30 p.m. and Saturday 8:30 a.m. to 
4:30 p.m. Each route operates on a 60-minute headway from the Downtown Transfer Plaza, which 
facilitates transfers to the entire service area. Below is a brief description of all four routes, which are 
also depicted in Figure 13. 
 

• Route 1 serves the northwest portion of Carson City. After leaving the Downtown Transfer 
Station the bus serves the Carson City Senior Center, the Walmart shopping center, the public 
library and the community center before making its way up to the Carson Tahoe Medical Center. 
 

• Routes 2A and 2B serve the center portion of Carson City, running both clockwise (Route 2A) 
and counterclockwise (Route 2B) on virtually identical paths. Major stops along these routes 
include Western Nevada Community College, Mental Health and Development Services, Child 
and Family Services, Sierra Nevada Health Center and the Boys and Girls Club.  
 

• Route 3 serves the southern portion of Carson City, running south towards Carson City Hall, 
Department of Motor Vehicles, NDOT, Costco and Fuji Park. 

 
JAC Assist 
 
JAC Assist provides complementary paratransit service in order to serve the travel needs of disabled 
individuals. The service is provided with smaller vehicles as an “origin to destination” service. JAC Assist  

 
Packet Page Number 46



                                                                                                                   JAC Transit Development and Coordinated Human Services Plan 
Page 32  Carson City    

 
 

 
Packet Page Number 47



JAC Transit Development and Coordinated Human Services Plan   
Carson City  Page 33    

buses operate during the same days and hours as the JAC fixed route service (6:30 AM to 7:24 PM). This 
service is provided to comply with regulations of the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) of 1990, 
which require each recipient of Federal funds operating a fixed route transit system to provide a 
complementary paratransit service for disabled individuals who are unable to use fixed route. 
Individuals who wish to be considered for JAC Assist must complete an application, have the information 
verified by a medical professional, and be certified by JAC as ADA paratransit eligible.  
 
FARE STRUCTURE 
 
JAC fixed route fares are $1.00 for adults and $0.50 for children ages 5 to 18, seniors (age 60 and older) 
and persons with disabilities. Children under age five ride free. In addition, senior passengers may enroll 
in a Senior Bus Pass Program that offers unlimited free rides on all regular fixed routes. Monthly passes 
are available for $25.00/$12.50, and a 10-ride pass is available for $8.00/$4.00. 
 
JAC Assist fares are $2.00 per one-way trip with an origin and destination within ¾ mile of any fixed 
route. As a matter of local policy, paratransit service is provided an additional ¼-mile (total of 1 mile 
from any fixed route) for a fare of $4.00 per one-way trip with an origin or destination within this zone.  
 
EXISTING FLEET AND FACILITIES 
 
As shown in Table 5, the JAC transit program has a total of 15 vehicles in the fleet, including 7 
designated for fixed route service and 8 which are used in either fixed route or demand responsive 
service. The demand response vehicles range from a seating capacity of 5 to 21 seats and one 
wheelchair position, although additional seats may be moved to accommodate up to three wheelchairs 
at a time. The fixed route vehicles range in capacity from 21 to 32 seats and have one or two wheelchair 
positions and a two-capacity bike rack. Vehicles are stored a 3770 Butti Way and maintained at fleet 
maintenance facility located at 3505 Butti Way.  
 

 

TABLE 5: JAC Transit Revenue Fleet Inventory

Vehicle 
ID# Year Make Model Length

Seating 
Capacity Odometer

Anticipated 
Replacement 

Year
Investment 
Priority Tier

4005 2007 GMC Uplander 17' 5 55,912 - Low
4229 2009 Starcraft Allstar 24' 21 135,207 2020 High
4230 2009 Starcraft Allstar 24' 21 126,317 2020 High
4237 2012 Arboc Mobility Spirit of Mobility 21' 10 99,623 2022 Medium
4238 2012 Arboc Mobility Spirit of Mobility 21' 10 114,900 2022 Medium
4239 2012 Arboc Mobility Spirit of Mobility 21' 10 109,900 2022 Medium
4241 2015 Arboc Mobility Spirit of Mobility 24' 17 58,432 2023 Low
4242 2015 Arboc Mobility Spirit of Mobility 24' 17 66,846 2023 Low
4233 2010 EDN (El Dorado National) Passport 35' 31 245,898 2019 High
4234 2010 EDN (El Dorado National) Passport 35' 31 2,811,093 2019 High
4236 2011 EDN (El Dorado National) Passport 35' 31 143,618 2021 Medium
4240 2013 EDN (El Dorado National) Passport 35' 31 115,216 2021 Medium
4243 2016 Arboc Mobility Spirit Liberty 35' 32 77,589 2024 Low
4244 2016 Arboc Mobility Spirit Liberty 35' 32 77,048 2024 Low
4245 2018 Arboc Mobility Spirit Liberty 35' 32 39,384 2025 Low

Source: CAMPO Transit Asset Management Plan (TAM), 2019-2022
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Based on the age and mileage of the vehicles, all of the vehicles are due to reach the end of their 
expected life as defined by the Federal Transit Administration (FTA) during the plan period. Therefore, 
an aggressive capital replacement plan will be needed. 
 
RIDERSHIP PATTERNS 
 
As shown in Figures 14 and 15, ridership heat maps were generated for both the JAC fixed route and JAC 
Assist services. The stops that are most frequented are those in the downtown Federal plaza area, 
followed by the stops near College Parkway and Hot Springs Road. 
 
TRANSIT RIDERSHIP TRENDS 
 
Annual Ridership 
 
Table 6 and Figure 16 show ridership trends by service for the past eight years. As shown, systemwide 
ridership has varied from a high of approximately 223,300 passengers in Fiscal Year (FY) 2017-18, to a 
low of 166,200 in FY 2010-11. Since 2012, annual ridership for the JAC fixed routes has grown overall to 
a 2017/18 figure of 195,160. Overall fixed route ridership has increased by 3 percent over the last five 
years, and 9 percent in the most recent year. Looking at these figures by route, overall ridership over the 
last five years has grown by 7 percent on Route 3, 6 percent on Route 2B and 4 percent on Route 2A, 
while falling by 3 percent on Route 1. 
 
While the fixed route ridership has fluctuated, ridership on JAC Assist has been steadily increasing since 
a nominal drop in ridership of 2 percent during FY 2011-12. Overall, ridership has grown by 65 percent 
over the past five years, including 3 percent in the most recent year. As nationwide bus ridership has 
fallen 1.8 percent during 2018,1 it should be noted that JAC Transit’s overall modest growth comes at a 
time when many other public transit services have seen declines in ridership. 

Ridership by Month 
 
Table 7 and Figure 17 show ridership monthly trends by service for the past three fiscal years. As 
indicated, service on the JAC fixed route services typically peaks between May and October and is 
lowest in mid-winter. Ridership on the busiest month (August) is 22 percent above the least busy month 
(February). JAC Assist ridership rises between May and October, with the busiest month (August) 45 
percent higher than the slowest month (February). 
 
Ridership by Day of Week  
 
Ridership data is tracked by weekdays and Saturday. The average ridership by route is shown in Table 8. 
As shown, Route 1 experiences the highest weekday average daily ridership (185 passengers) followed 
by Route 3 (180 passengers). Route 2B carries the lowest weekday ridership (144 passengers). Saturday 
ridership is highest for Route 1 followed by Route 2A. Average Saturday ridership on the fixed route is 
just over half that of the average weekday. In contrast, the average weekday JAC Assist ridership (104 
passengers) is nearly eight times the average Saturday ridership (12.8 passengers).  
  

                                                 
1 APTA: Public Transit Ridership Down in 2018, https://www.smartcitiesdive.com/news/apta-public-transit-ridership-down-in-
2018/552860/, Accessed April 2019. 

 
Packet Page Number 49

https://www.smartcitiesdive.com/news/apta-public-transit-ridership-down-in-2018/552860/
https://www.smartcitiesdive.com/news/apta-public-transit-ridership-down-in-2018/552860/


JAC Transit Development and Coordinated Human Services Plan   
Carson City  Page 35    

  

 
Packet Page Number 50



                                                                                                                   JAC Transit Development and Coordinated Human Services Plan 
Page 36  Carson City    

  

 
Packet Page Number 51



JAC Transit Development and Coordinated Human Services Plan   
Carson City  Page 37    

 

 

 

  

TABLE 6: JAC Transit Annual System Ridership

2010-11 2011-12 2012-13 2013-14 2014-15 2015-16 2016-17 2017-18 Last 5 Yrs Last  Year
JAC 

Route 1 42,523 54,186 55,272 53,327 54,213 54,092 50,840 53,453 -3% 5%
Route 2A 33,705 40,828 43,664 42,635 43,657 44,360 42,318 45,587 4% 8%
Route 2B 30,833 37,457 40,133 38,707 39,117 36,947 37,062 42,451 6% 15%
Route 3 45,054 51,245 50,289 48,266 59,790 56,223 47,986 53,636 7% 12%
WNC -- -- -- -- 264 228 224 33 -- --

Subtotal 152,115 183,716 189,358 182,935 197,041 191,850 178,430 195,160 3% 9%

14,071 13,812 17,128 17,557 19,192 22,299 27,338 28,188 65% 3%

166,186 197,528 206,486 200,492 216,233 214,149 205,768 223,348 8% 9%

Source: Ridership by Route Data, Carson City Public Works Department, Received March 15, 2019
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TABLE 7: Historical JAC Ridership by Month

Month 2016 2017 2018
% Change 

2016 to 2018 2016 2017 2018
% Change 

2016 to 2018

July 18,402 15,532 16,799 -10% 1,864 2,132 2,529 26%
August 19,779 16,834 18,440 -7% 1,952 2,500 2,905 33%
September 15,794 16,122 16,227 3% 1,796 2,168 2,456 27%
October 17,248 15,046 17,198 0% 1,877 2,146 2,715 31%
November 13,692 14,469 15,180 10% 1,734 2,092 2,246 23%
December 14,921 14,148 15,215 2% 1,995 2,272 2,010 1%
January 13,819 12,390 15,610 11% 1,717 2,215 2,179 21%
February 15,781 12,838 15,136 -4% 1,761 2,205 2,117 17%
March 16,347 15,455 15,666 -4% 1,940 2,554 2,126 9%
April 15,387 13,646 15,474 1% 1,821 2,185 2,146 15%
May 14,605 15,349 17,318 16% 1,879 2,514 2,378 21%
June 16,075 16,601 16,897 5% 1,963 2,355 2,381 18%

Monthly Average 15,988 14,869 16,263 2% 1,858 2,278 2,349 21%

Total Ridership 191,850 178,430 195,160 2% 22,299 27,338 28,188 21%

Source: JAC Systemwide Fiscal Year Ridership Report, 2019
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FIGURE 17: FY 2018 JAC Fixed Route and JAC Assist Ridership by Month

JAC Fixed Routes

JAC Assist

Route 1 Route 2A Route 2B Route 3
Fixed Route 

Total JAC Assist

Weekday 185.1 155.1 144.2 180.3 664.6 104.4

Saturday 107.7 92.2 81.0 63.8 344.6 12.8
Source: Ecolane JAC Ridership data provided March, 2019

TABLE 8: Average Daily Ridership
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Average Ridership by Hour of the Day for Weekday/Saturday  
 
Average weekday and Saturday ridership by hour is shown in Table 9, Figure 18, and Figure 19. As 
shown, the overall ridership is highest in the Noon hour on weekdays and in the 3 PM hour on 
Saturdays. Overall, this ridership pattern indicates a mix of commuters, shoppers and persons traveling 
for other reasons.  
 
Based on this data, the following conclusions can be made about each route: 
 

• Route 1: Ridership peaks at noon on both weekdays and Saturdays with the lowest ridership 
occurring between 5:00 PM and 7:00 PM. Route 1 average daily ridership during weekdays and 
Saturdays is the highest of all routes. 
 

• Route 2A: Weekday ridership is highest around 2:00 PM with low ridership occurring between 
6:00 PM and 7:00 PM. Saturday ridership experiences two peaks at both the 8:00 AM and 3:00 
PM hours. 
 

• Route 2B: Weekday ridership rises between 6:00 AM and reaches its peak at noon. After 3:00 
PM ridership steadily declines to under 5 passengers per hour after 6:00 PM. Saturday ridership 
rises to a peak of 16 passengers an hour at 3:00 PM. 
 

• Route 3: Weekday morning ridership is the highest of all the routes reaching nearly 24 
passengers by 8:00 AM with the routes second highest ridership occurring at noon. Saturday 
ridership peaks around 11:00 AM and does not surpass 12 passengers at any point in the day. 
Route 3 has the lowest Saturday ridership of all routes with only about 64 passengers.  
 

Ridership by Fare Category 
 
As shown in Table 10, single ride fares make up the overwhelming majority (95 percent) of all boardings 
on JAC fixed route buses. Of these single rides, 60.8 percent are purchased by adults using general fare 
followed by 15.2 percent disabled persons, 12.7 percent seniors, and 11.3 percent youth. Only 2.9 
percent of all fixed route boardings are by 10-ride pass, and 2.6 percent using a monthly pass. Of those 
using paratransit, 58.8 percent pay general fare, followed by 32.7 percent seniors and 8.5 percent 
persons with qualifying disabilities. 
 
RIDER CHARACTERISTICS  
 
A transit survey was conducted on the fixed-route and paratransit services during the week of October 
30, 2018 to understand travel patterns, preferences, and capture basic demographics of the riding 
public. The survey was conducted as part of CAMPO’s FY 2017-2018 Unified Planning Work Program 
(UPWP) transit rider preference survey. 
 
During this time, a survey administrator was physically on board each route, interacting with customers 
and assisting them with the survey as needed. A total of 295 surveys were completed, and some 
highlights of the results are as follows: 
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TABLE 9: JAC Fixed Route Ridership by Hour of Day
Hour

Beginning Rt 1 Rt 2A Rt 2B Rt 3 Total Rt 1 Rt 2A Rt 2B Rt 3 Total

6:00 AM 1.1 4.0 4.1 3.2 12.4 -- -- -- -- --
7:00 AM 15.4 16.5 9.0 18.2 59.1 -- -- -- -- --
8:00 AM 16.3 13.8 13.2 24.0 67.3 6.1 17.2 7.8 3.3 34.5
9:00 AM 14.1 14.0 13.4 17.2 58.7 11.4 7.5 6.1 7.6 32.5

10:00 AM 18.0 8.5 12.9 12.6 51.9 4.4 8.2 4.4 2.4 19.3
11:00 AM 18.2 12.5 17.2 5.9 53.8 19.3 12.0 11.3 12.3 54.9
12:00 PM 28.6 13.7 25.0 18.5 85.7 30.6 4.5 10.5 4.3 49.8
1:00 PM 15.4 14.4 10.7 14.6 55.1 2.6 6.0 11.3 8.0 28.0
2:00 PM 15.4 17.8 12.6 16.3 62.1 17.5 14.2 7.0 8.0 46.8
3:00 PM 11.1 13.5 8.7 13.1 46.4 14.9 21.0 16.5 10.4 62.8
4:00 PM 17.8 13.7 6.7 16.3 54.4 0.9 1.5 6.1 7.6 16.0
5:00 PM 5.6 9.5 6.3 10.2 31.6 -- -- -- -- --
6:00 PM 6.9 2.9 4.2 9.0 23.0 -- -- -- -- --
7:00 PM 1.3 0.4 0.1 1.4 3.2 -- -- -- -- --

TOTAL 185.1 155.1 144.2 180.3 664.7 107.7 92.2 81 63.8 344.7

Source: Ecolane data .  Tota ls  for March 2019, factored by hourly ridership proportions  for Sept and Oct 2017.
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• 87 percent of respondents walk to and from bus stops, with about 5 percent using a bicycle (all 

JAC fixed-route buses are equipped with bicycle racks); 57 percent typically spend no more than 
10 minutes getting to and from a bus stop. These figures reflect the importance of sidewalks and 
bicycle facilities providing access to the bus stops. 

 
• Over 80 percent of respondents agreed that service has improved since changes to routes and 

schedules were implemented on April 1, 2017 which resulted in improvements to on-time 
performance. 
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TABLE 10: JAC Ridership by Fare Type

10 Day 
Ride Pass

% of 
Total

Monthly 
Pass

% of 
Total

Single 
Fare

% of 
Total

Total by 
Faretype

Total by 
Fare Type

% of 
Total

Adult/General 765 48.2% 444 30.3% 31,925 60.8% 33,133 15,310 58.8%
Senior 63 4.0% 400 27.3% 6,646 12.7% 7,109 8,511 32.7%
Disabled 654 41.3% 425 29.0% 7,977 15.2% 9,056 2,208 8.5%
Youth 104 6.5% 197 13.5% 5,917 11.3% 6,217 -

Total 1,586 1,466 52,465 55,516 26,029
% of Total 2.9% 2.6% 94.5% 100% 100%

Source: JAC FY 2017-18 Actual Revenue Report

JAC Fixed Route JAC Assist

 
Packet Page Number 56



                                                                                                                   JAC Transit Development and Coordinated Human Services Plan 
Page 42  Carson City    

• Over half of respondents said they would be likely to use some form of electronic fare payment, 
should JAC implement such a feature (i.e., reloadable card or payment by mobile app). 

 
• Respondents were asked to share how they prefer to get information and news about JAC, and 

the two media receiving the most votes were “JAC Website” and “JAC Mobile App.” 
 
• The most commonly suggested way to improve service, across all routes, was to implement 

changes to routes and/or stops.  
 
• Respondents were asked to rank nine different potential improvements to JAC in order of 

importance to them. The two highest ranked were “Additional Hours of Service” and “Additional 
Days of Service”. 

 
• Demographically, there was a fairly even mix of age ranges amongst respondents, with only 

those with age 17 or below category receiving minimal representation. 
 
A total of 29 surveys were also completed by users of the JAC Assist Paratransit service. Although not a 
statistically significant sampling, information gleaned from the completed surveys is useful for future 
service planning.  
 
NON-RIDER CHARACTERISTICS 
 
CAMPO staff conducted a survey of area residents that do not use the JAC system. A total of 43 
responses yielded useful insight into awareness of the transit service and how changes in service could 
be perceived by persons not currently using the service: 
 

• 49 percent of respondents indicated they were “not at all familiar” with JAC service, along with 
23 percent that said they were “not very familiar.” This indicates a need for additional 
marketing. 
 

• When asked the main reason they don’t ride JAC for their most frequent trips, the greatest 
response (47%) said they need their car during the day for work or to run errands. This was 
followed by 19 percent that indicated that there was no bus stop near their house. No other 
response garnered more than 5 percent of responses. 
 

• Respondents were asked to indicate if they agreed or disagreed with four statements about the 
bus service. Approximately 91 percent disagreed with the statement “the bus service is 
convenient for me.” A majority disagreed with the other three statements regarding “the buses 
are comfortable and clean” (63 percent), “I feel safe and secure on the bus” (56 percent) and 
“The bus fares are affordable” (53 percent). While it should be noted that most of these 
respondents did not have much first-hand experience with the transit program, these results do 
indicate the public attitudes that a promotional campaign would need to address. 
 

• These non-riders were asked, “What service delivery improvements would make you more 
inclined to use JAC transit service?” with multiple responses allowed. The most popular 
response was for adding a bus stop near their residence and improving bus stop amenities and 
improving frequency to half-hourly, all of which were mentioned by 26 percent of respondents. 

 
Packet Page Number 57



JAC Transit Development and Coordinated Human Services Plan   
Carson City  Page 43    

• 19 percent indicated “addition of a bus stop near my destination”, while 14 percent mentioned 
both “faster service” and “improved technology, such as ability to purchase fares on my phone, 
etc.” No other responses were mentioned by more than 7 percent of respondents. 

 
JAC FINANCIAL CHARACTERISTICS 
 
Revenues 
 
Table 11 provides revenues available to the JAC transit program as per the provided FY 2017-18 Carson 
City JAC budget summary. As shown, the Carson City General Fund and Federal Transit Administration 
(FTA) Operating funds represent the largest operating revenue sources for transit at 36 percent and 30 
percent, respectively. Intergovernmental operating revenue is primarily made by FTA 5307 (30 percent), 
followed by FTA 5310 (16 percent), the Carson City Senior Transportation Grant and the Division of 
Health Care Financing and Policy Medicaid Services at 5 percent and 3 percent, respectively. JAC fixed 
route and JAC Assist paratransit fares only make up 8.8 percent of the overall operating funds.  
 

 
 

TABLE 11: Fiscal Year 2017-18 JAC Revenues

Source Total
% of 
Total

Operating Revenues
Fares

Fixed Route Fares $70,865 6.4%
Paratransit Fares $26,029 2.4%

Subtotal $96,894

Intergovernmental 
Div. of Health Care Financing and Policy - 
Medicaid Services (Net)

$34,306
3.1%

Carson City Senior Transportation Grant $50,000 4.5%
FTA 5310 $175,228 15.9%
FTA 5307 Operating $332,788 30.1%

Subtotal $592,322

Investment Interest $1,495 0.1%

General Fund $400,000 36.2%

Refunds and Reimbursements $465 0.0%

Rents and Royalties $14,298 1.3%
Operations Subtotal $1,105,473

Capital Revenue
FTA 5307 Capital $745,705

Total Revenue $1,851,179

Source: JAC Fiscal Year 2017-18 Budget Report
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Expenses 
 
Operational expenses over the last five fiscal years are shown Table 12. As shown, the overall expenses 
have increased by 18 percent since FY 2012-13. The largest financial items to note include a 145 percent 
increase in vehicle management and maintenance and a 41 percent increase in administrative benefits 
over the last five years. This is consistent with cost trends in other similar transit systems, reflecting 
increased contractor costs and benefits costs. In the opposite direction, decreases in operation expenses 
include a 39 percent decrease in fuel costs, followed by a 21 percent reduction in administrative salaries. 
 

 
 
Operating Cost and Model 
 
The actual operating cost of the JAC program in FY 2017-18 was $1,233,305. When evaluating individual 
services or developing and evaluating service alternatives, it is useful to develop a “cost model,” which 
can easily show the financial impact of any proposed changes, as shown in Table 13. In a cost model, 
individual budget line items are assigned to one of three cost categories, depending on the service 
quantity that most directly drives the individual cost: the vehicle-hours of service (such as for driver or 
contractor salaries), the vehicle-miles of service (such as for vehicle fuel or maintenance) or fixed costs 
that do not vary with relatively modest changes in service quantities (such as administrative or 
marketing costs). For FY 2017-18, the resulting JAC cost model equation is: 
 

Operating Cost = $0.82 x total vehicle miles  
   + $35.96 per vehicle service hour  
    + $180,266 annually for fixed costs 
 
This equation can be used to estimate the cost of any changes in service, such as the operation of 
additional routes or changes in service span as well as evaluate JAC performance by route. 

TABLE 12: Operational Expense Trends Over 5-Year Period

2012-13 2014-15 2015-16 2016-17 2017-18

Administrative Salaries $67,474 $43,786 $49,413 $51,194 $53,291 -21%
Administrative Benefits $25,868 $21,430 $27,759 $31,007 $36,370 41%
Other Admin. Operating Costs $75,151 $91,903 $87,015 $113,321 $73,227 -3%

Operating Contract $580,205 $591,299 $648,984 $654,057 $688,196 19%

RTC Intercity $33,233 $34,904 $31,218 $38,272 $33,379 0%

Vehicle Maintenance $103,000 $130,266 $171,867 $212,966 $252,580 145%
Vehicle Fuel $156,557 $155,624 $130,645 $93,518 $96,261 -39%

Total $1,041,488 $1,069,211 $1,146,901 $1,194,335 $1,233,305 18%

Source: JAC Budget Summary, Received April 9,2019

% Change FY 
2012-13 to 

2017-18
Annual Operational Expense by Fiscal Year
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OPERATING STATISTICS AND PERFORMANCE 
 
Systemwide Operational Trends 
 
Table 14 presents FY 2017-18 systemwide service operating costs and performance. Note that the costs 
are allocated to the individual services based upon the cost equation, with fixed costs allocated based 
on the proportion of vehicle-hours of service. The top portion considers each of the routes and services, 

TABLE 13: Fiscal Year 2017-18 Operating Cost and Model

Fixed
Vehicle - 

Hours
Vehicle - 

Miles
Salaries and Wages $52,027

Overtime $1,264
Grant Fund Allocation -$33,788

Subtotal By Category $19,503

Employee Benefits
Medicare $717
Retirement $14,568
Group Insurance $20,419
Workers' Compensation $666
Phone Allowance $788

Subtotal By Category $37,158

Services and Supplies

Professional Services $4,289
Operating Contract $688,196
RTC Intercity $33,379
Vehicle Repair & Maintenance $129,310
Travel $3,469
Office Supplies $1,807
Operating Supplies $17,025
Vehicle Fuel/Oil $96,261
Telephone $2,679
Power $2,430
Heating $2,520
General Fund $38,220
Fleet Management $123,270
Grant Allocation $31,385
Technical Equipment $3,428

Subtotal By Category $123,606 $834,531 $219,531

Grand Total by Category $180,266 $834,531 $219,531

Cost Model
Unit Quantities - 23,209 266,655
Cost per Unit - $35.96 $0.82

Source: Fiscal Year 2017-18 JAC Budget Report and Vehicle Hour/Miles Reports

Allocation Category
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for all days of service. A review of this data indicates the following: Systemwide productivity (as 
measured in one-way passenger trips per vehicle revenue hour) is 9.6 trips per vehicle hour. 

 
o JAC fixed routes provide 13 passenger trips per hour. Route 1 is the most productive 

(14.3) followed by Route 3 (14.1), though Route 2 figures are not significantly lower 
(12.2 for 2A and 11.4 for 2B). 
 

o JAC Assist Dial a Ride services provide 3.4 passenger trips per hour. 
• Systemwide passengers per vehicle-service-mile is 0.8. 

 
o JAC fixed route services 1.1 passengers per vehicle service mile. The relative values for 

the individual routes follow the same pattern as that for the passenger per vehicle 
service-hour. 
 

o JAC Assist services 0.3 passenger per vehicle service mile. 
 

• Systemwide operating cost per one-way passenger trip is $6.33 
 
o JAC fixed route services are $4.71 per one-way passenger trip. This ranges from a low of 

$4.24 on Route 1 to a high of $5.42 on Route 2B. 
 
o JAC Assist route services are over triple the fixed route at $17.59 per one-way passenger 

trip. 
 

• Subsidy per trip reflects the desired output of a transit service (ridership) and the most 
important input (public subsidy or taxpayer dollars). A lower figure is preferred, as it reflects 
that less public funding is required for each passenger served. As shown, JAC Assist is the most 
expensive type of service with a subsidy per trip of $16.66, while the fixed route service requires 
only $4.35 in subsidy per passenger-trip. Operating subsidy per trip systemwide is $5.90. 

 
The performance analysis for all weekday service and for Saturday service is shown in the lower portion 
of Table 14. Of note, the overall Saturday service is more productive than the weekday service, at 10.1 
passenger-trips per vehicle hour. Routes 1, 2A and 2B are all more productive on Saturday than on 
weekdays, though Route 3 productivity is 38 percent lower on Saturday. Productivity of JAC Assist is 
much lower (by 55 percent) on Saturday than on weekdays. The overall cost per passenger-trip on 
Saturday is only 7 percent lower than on weekday, while the subsidy per passenger-trip is 6 percent 
lower. Saturday performance is strong in comparison with other similar transit systems, indicating a 
relatively strong demand for transit service on Saturday in Carson City. 
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REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION SERVICES  
 
The following describes existing public and private transportation services serving Carson City and the 
greater CAMPO region.  
 
 
  

TABLE 14: JAC Performance Analysis

Performance Measures Route 1 Route 2A Route 2B Route 3 Total JAC Assist Systemwide

Total: All Days
One-Way Passenger-Trips 53,453 45,587 42,451 53,636 195,127 28,188 223,315
Vehicle Service Hours 3,733 3,733 3,732 3,792 14,990 8,220 23,209
Vehicle Service Miles 41,898 43,543 46,096 47,075 178,612 88,043 266,655
Marginal Operating Costs (Excluding Depreciation) $197,707 $199,061 $201,141 $204,542 $802,451 $431,877 $1,234,329
Allocated Fixed Costs (Allocated by Vehicle-Hrs) $28,993 $28,993 $28,989 $29,450 $116,424 $63,842 $180,266
Total Allocated Operating Costs (1) $226,700 $228,054 $230,130 $233,992 $918,876 $495,719 $1,414,595
Farebox Revenues $15,319 $17,754 $16,204 $18,771 $70,865 $26,029 $96,894
Operating Cost per One-Way Passenger-Trip $4.24 $5.00 $5.42 $4.36 $4.71 $17.59 $6.33
Passengers per Vehicle Service Hour 14.3 12.2 11.4 14.1 13.0 3.4 9.6
Passengers per Vehicle Service Mile 1.3 1.0 0.9 1.1 1.1 0.3 0.8
Farebox Recovery Ratio(2) 6.8% 7.8% 7.0% 8.0% 7.7% 5.3% 6.8%
Subsidy Per Trip $3.95 $4.61 $5.04 $4.01 $4.35 $16.66 $5.90

Weekdays
One-Way Passenger-Trips 47,234 40,166 37,682 49,842 174,924 27,524 202,448
Vehicle Service Hours 3,324 3,324 3,323 3,376 13,347 7,804 21,150
Vehicle Service Miles 37,306 38,771 41,044 41,916 159,038 85,969 245,007
Marginal Operating Costs (Excluding Depreciation) $176,040 $177,246 $179,098 $182,127 $714,512 $411,981 $1,126,492
Allocated Fixed Costs (Allocated by Vehicle-Hrs) $25,815 $25,815 $25,812 $26,222 $103,666 $60,611 $164,276
Total Allocated Operating Costs (1) $201,856 $203,062 $204,910 $208,349 $818,177 $472,591 $1,290,768
Farebox Revenues $13,536 $15,643 $14,384 $17,443 $63,527 $25,416 $88,943
Operating Cost per One-Way Passenger-Trip $4.27 $5.06 $5.44 $4.18 $4.68 $17.17 $6.38
Passengers per Vehicle Service Hour 14.2 12.1 11.3 14.8 13.1 3.5 9.6
Passengers per Vehicle Service Mile 1.3 1.0 0.9 1.2 1.1 0.3 0.8
Farebox Recovery Ratio(2) 6.7% 7.7% 7.0% 8.4% 7.8% 5.4% 6.9%
Subsidy Per Trip $3.99 $4.67 $5.06 $3.83 $4.31 $16.25 $5.94

Saturday
One-Way Passenger-Trips 6,219 5,421 4,769 3,794 20,203 664 20,867
Vehicle Service Hours 409 409 409 416 1,643 416 2,059
Vehicle Service Miles 4,592 4,772 5,052 5,159 19,574 2,074 21,648
Marginal Operating Costs (Excluding Depreciation) $21,667 $21,815 $22,043 $22,416 $87,940 $19,897 $107,837
Allocated Fixed Costs (Allocated by Vehicle-Hrs) $3,177 $3,177 $3,177 $3,227 $12,759 $3,231 $15,990
Total Allocated Operating Costs (1) $24,844 $24,992 $25,220 $25,643 $100,699 $23,128 $123,826
Farebox Revenues $1,782 $2,111 $1,820 $1,328 $7,337 $613 $7,950
Operating Cost per One-Way Passenger-Trip $3.99 $4.61 $5.29 $6.76 $4.98 $34.83 $5.93
Passengers per Vehicle Service Hour 15.2 13.3 11.7 9.1 12.3 1.6 10.1
Passengers per Vehicle Service Mile 1.4 1.1 0.9 0.7 1.0 0.3 1.0
Farebox Recovery Ratio(2) 7.2% 8.4% 7.2% 5.2% 7.3% 2.7% 6.4%
Subsidy Per Trip $3.71 $4.22 $4.91 $6.41 $4.62 $33.91 $5.55

Source: FY 2017-18 JAC Systemwide Reports and Operational Budget Summary Report
Note 1: Marginal costs plus fixed costs allocated by the % of vehicle-hours of service.
Note 2: Farebox divided by total allocated operating costs.

Fixed Route
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Tahoe Transportation District (TTD Services) 

Lake and Valley Express Service 

The Tahoe Transportation District operates Route 19X, connecting Carson City with Gardnerville, along 
with Route 22, which provides service between Gardnerville and South Lake Tahoe. Both routes provide 
daily connections between the South Shore area of Lake Tahoe and the Carson Valley. Route 19X offers 
service from 6:00 AM until 8:00 PM. This route begins in Gardnerville, Nevada at the Douglas County 
Community and Senior Center located at 1329 Waterloo Lane and continues north along the US 395 
corridor through Minden, Nevada. The northbound route ends at the Downtown Transit Center in 
Carson City, where it turns around heading south for the return trip of this bi-directional route through 
Carson Valley. Transfers to Route 22 at the Douglas County Community and Senior Center provide 
access to Stateline, Nevada in the Tahoe Basin. Northbound buses arrive at the Downtown Transit 
Center at 7:40 AM, 9:40 AM, 4:10 PM, 6:10 PM and 7:40 PM, while southbound departures are provided 
at 6:15 AM, 7:45 AM, 9:45 AM, 4:15 PM and 6:15 PM. The one-way fare is $4.00 for the general public, 
and $2.00 for seniors, Veterans, persons with disabilities and Medicare recipients. 

Washoe County RTC 

The Washoe County Regional Transportation Commission (RTC) began operating transit services in 1978. 
Today there are numerous route and service options offered, including RTC RIDE and RTC Regional 
Connector. The RTC Ride service consists of 30 fixed routes serving Reno, Sparks and other areas of 
Washoe County (exclusive of the Tahoe Basin).  

The RTC Regional Connector service consists of commuter transportation between Reno and Carson 
City. The route serves five stops in total, including three in Reno (4th Street Station, Meadowood Mall 
and the Wal-Mart at Damonte Ranch) and six in Carson City (including the Downtown Transfer Plaza and 
the southern terminus at the NDOT offices on Little Lane). Southbound, six runs per day are operated, 
arriving in Carson City at 6:45 AM, 7:15 AM, 7:45 AM, 4:12 PM, 5:12 PM and 6:37 PM. Northbound, runs 
depart Carson City at 5:47 AM, 6:17 AM, 6:47 AM, 3:05 PM, 4:05 PM and 5:30 PM. No weekend service 
is provided. A single ride fare is $5.00 for general public, with a 10-ride pass available at $42.50. This 
route carries approximately 30,000 riders per year (or 120 per service day).  

Washoe RTC Regional Connector service provides connections to both JAC and TTD services. Transfers to 
the JAC service can be made in Carson City at the Downtown Transfer Plaza. TTD passengers on most 
runs will need to first transfer to JAC before transferring to RTC Intercity.  

Private Transportation Services 

Rural Senior Volunteer Program (RSVP) 

The RSVP Transportation Program provides free rides to the low-income elderly for whom no other 
appropriate transportation is available. This service enables many seniors access to medical services, 
especially in the rural areas where public transit may not be an option. RSVP does not charge for rides 
but does accept donations. A mobility manager service is also provided to assist with providing 
information and coordinating available services.  
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Carson City School District  
 
The Carson City School District maintains a significant fleet of 45 school buses and transports an average 
of roughly 2,100 students per school day on 29 designated routes. Buses are also used for field trips and, 
when necessary, for emergency evacuations.  
 
Capitol Cab Company  
 
Capitol Cab Company operates a fleet of taxi cabs which serve all of Carson City, Douglas County, and as 
far as Silver Springs in Lyon County. Service is also provided to the north on I-580/US Highway 395 into 
Washoe County. In addition, $1 rides are provided by Capitol Cab through an agreement between JAC 
transit and Western Nevada College. 
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Chapter 5
Peer Analysis of Transportation Services 

A “peer analysis” is a useful tool in comparing a transit program with other, similar programs. This can 
provide a good context for the ridership and performance figures, and help in identifying areas of 
relative strength and weakness. This discussion first presents the peer systems selected for comparison, 
followed by the data and analysis. 

PEER TRANSIT OPERATORS 

Table 15 displays operating data for five municipally operated transit systems serving similar areas. 
These peer cities were chosen based on the following characteristics: 

• Service areas with similar population (50,000 to 75,000)
• Service areas of similar size. (The peer areas range from 18 square miles to 31, compared with

the 23 square miles served by JAC)
• Absence of a major university or four-year college that impacts demand for transit
• A location not immediately adjacent to a major metropolitan area
• A location in the western U.S., but not in California (due to the unique funding and regulatory

environment in California)

A brief overview of each system follows: 

• City of Loveland Transit (COLT)—This system is located along the northern front range of
Colorado and serves an area very similar in population and size as Carson City. COLT provides
five routes (two half-hourly and three hourly) along with Demand and Response (DAR) service
over a 12-hour operating day on weekdays and 9 hours on Saturday.

• River Cities Transit—Longview is located in the southwestern portion of Washington,
approximately 1 ½ hours north of Portland, Oregon. This transit system provides service to a
population slightly larger than JAC transit (61,000). The city operates six fixed route lines (a mix
of hourly and half-hourly service) and a DAR service 12.5 hours per weekday and 10 hours on
Saturday. Ridership is nearly double JAC’s at approximately 380,000 passengers per year.

• Great Falls Transit—Great Falls is located in the northeastern portion of Montana
approximately 1 ½ hours north of Helena. The service area population for this region is 64,000
with an annual ridership of about 407,000. The district runs seven fixed routes and a DAR service
six days per week: 12 hours on weekdays and 8 hours on Saturdays. One route is hourly, while
the other six are hourly in the mid-day and half-hourly in peak periods.

• Casper Area Transportation Coalition (CATC)—Casper is a city with a service area population of
57,561 in central Wyoming. Six routes provide service 12 hours per day on weekdays and four
routes operate 8 hours of service on Saturday.
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• Cheyenne Transit—This program operates six hourly routes over 13 hours per weekday and 7
hours on Saturday. It serves an area in southeast Wyoming with population of 59,446, similar to
Carson City, which is also a state capital.

Other transit systems that were considered, but not included in the peer analysis, are listed below along 
with the reason they were not included: 

• Jefferson City, Missouri—Population of only 43,000 is too small to be a good comparison.

• St. George, Utah—The presence of Dixie State University impacts the transit ridership.

• Grand Junction, Colorado—At a service area population of 101,846, this community is
substantially larger than Carson City’s.

Data was collected for 2017 (the most recent year with audited data available). As shown in the top 
portion of Table 15, Carson City’s transit program has the smallest service area population of the six 
peer systems (though only 4,037 behind Longview, Washington). It also has a relatively small fixed route 
transit program, ranking 5th in terms of annual vehicle-service hours and peak buses in operation and 6th 
in terms of annual vehicle-miles. It also has the lowest annual operating costs of the six systems. 
However, the fixed route ridership is third from the highest, behind only Great Falls and Longview. 
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The bottom portion of Table 15 presents a performance analysis of the various peer systems. A review 
of this indicates the following: 

• The cost per vehicle-hour of service ranges between $35.52 in Cheyenne and $105.08. At
$53.53, JAC is 30 percent below the peer average and is the third most efficient provider of
transit service.

• The annual vehicle-service-hours per capita provided by JAC is 0.26, fifth out of the six systems
and 27 percent below the peer average. This indicates that the Carson City fixed route transit
program is relatively modest compared to most of the peers.

• JAC fixed route service generates a relatively high number of passenger trips per vehicle-hour of
service (known as the service productivity). At 13.0, this figure is only behind the River Cities
Transit program in Longview, Washington, and is 43 percent above the peer average.

• Similarly, JAC serves a relatively high number of passenger-trips per vehicle-mile of service,
coming in just behind Longview and 59 percent above the peer average.

• The use of public transit in Carson City is very close to the peer average with 3.39 transit trips
per person per year. Only the systems in Great Falls and Longview generate more transit use
per person.

• JAC’s cost per passenger-trip, or $4.11, is the lowest of any of the peer systems and is a full 57
percent below the peer average.

• An important measure of a transit service is the operating subsidy (costs minus passenger fares)
per passenger-trip. This compares the key public “input” to a transit program (public funding) to
the key desired “output” (passenger-trips). JAC is the best of the six peer systems by this
measure, as it requires only $3.75 compared to a range of the peers of $5.57 to $14.01.

• Finally, the “farebox ratio” is the proportion of operating costs that are covered by the
passenger fares. The peer systems range from a low of 5.1 percent in Longview to a high of 12.2
percent in Cheyenne. The JAC fixed routes generate a figure of 8.8 percent, which is slightly
above the average of 7.9 percent.

Overall, these figures reflect well on the cost-efficiency of the JAC program (particularly given the 
relatively high wage rates along the West Coast). The relatively low vehicle service-hours per capita and 
high passengers per vehicle-hour and vehicle-mile indicate that service could be expanded while still 
resulting in transit figures that stay well within those of the peer systems. 

DEMAND RESPONSE SERVICE PEER COMPARISON 

A similar peer analysis was conducted for the demand response paratransit services operated in each 
community to address the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) requirements. As shown in the top 
portion of Table 16, a review of the characteristics of the various services indicates the following: 
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• The JAC Assist program, with a peak of four vehicles in operation, is relatively small with only the 
COLT program operating fewer vehicles. 
 

• Service levels are relatively modest, with annual vehicle service-hours and service-miles roughly 
half of the peer average. 
 

• Annual operating costs and fare revenues are relatively low. JAC Assist operating costs are 35 
percent below that of the peer average. 
 

• Annual JAC Assist ridership ranks fourth out of the six systems, with an annual ridership just 
slightly lower than the peer average. 
 

 
 
The peer performance analysis for the demand response services, shown in the bottom portion of Table 
16, indicates the following: 
 

• JAC Assist is relatively cost-efficient, second only to Great Falls with regards to the operating 
cost per vehicle service-hour and 13 percent below the peer average. 
 

• The annual ridership per capita, at 0.49 trips per person per year, is exactly equal to the peer 
average.  

TABLE 16: JAC Demand Response Peer Analysis

Transit System City Peak Buses
Annual 

Ridership

 Vehicle 
Service 
Hours

Vehicle 
Service 
Miles

Service Area 
Population(1)

Annual 
Operating Costs

Fare 
Revenues

JAC Assist Carson City, NV 4 28,188 8,220 88,043 57,561 $431,877 $26,029

City of Loveland Transit (COLT) Loveland, CO 2 9,257 4,254 53,227 66,859 $246,772 $14,249

Great Falls Transit System Great Falls, MT 7 34,066 13,375 160,282 64,010 $606,536 $63,195

River Cities Transit Longview, WA 15 49,546 22,600 184,707 61,598 $1,592,693 $35,145

CATC Casper, WY 7 46,523 17,062 214,740 64,548 $1,038,963 $57,101

Cheyenne Transit Program Cheyenne, WY 6 17,999 9,680 112,411 73,588 $659,443 $59,758

Peer Average 7.4 31,478 16,447 170,619 66,578 $1,097,033 $50,668

JAC Rank 5 4 5 5 6 5 5

Annual Vehicle 
Service Hours 

per Capita

Annual 
Ridership 
per Capita

Passengers 
per Vehicle-

Hour
Passengers 

per Mile

Operating 
Cost per 

Hour
Cost per Psgr-

Trip
Subsidy Per 

Psgr-Trip
Farebox 

Ratio

JAC Transit 0.14 0.49 3.4 0.32 $52.54 $15.32 $14.40 6.0%

City of Loveland Transit (COLT) 0.06 0.14 2.2 0.17 $58.01 $26.66 $25.12 5.8%

Great Falls Transit System 0.21 0.53 2.5 0.21 $45.35 $17.80 $15.95 10.4%

River Cities Transit 0.37 0.80 2.2 0.27 $70.47 $32.15 $31.44 2.2%
CATC 0.26 0.72 2.7 0.22 $60.89 $22.33 $21.10 5.5%
Cheyenne Transit Program 0.13 0.24 1.9 0.16 $68.12 $36.64 $33.32 9.1%
Peer Average 0.21 0.49 2.3 0.21 $60.57 $27.12 $25.39 6.6%

JAC Percent of Peer Average -31% 0% 49% 55% -13% -43% -43% -9%

JAC Rank (1 = Best) 4 4 1 1 2 1 1 3

Source: NTD Monthly Summary, 2017

Input Data

Performance Measures
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• The productivity (passenger-trips per vehicle service-hour) of JAC Assist is the highest of all the
peers, at 3.4 passengers per hour. This is 49 percent higher than the peer average of 2.3.

• Similarly, the passenger-trips per vehicle-service-mile is the highest of the peers, and 55
percent above the peer average.

• The operating cost per passenger-trip for JAC Assist is $15.32—the lowest of the peer systems,
and 43 percent below the peer average of $27.12 and less than half that of two of the peers.

• JAC Assist is at the top of the peers with regards to the subsidy per passenger-trip, requiring
$14.40 compared to a peer average of $25.39.

• The farebox ratio for JAC Assist, at 6.0 percent, is close to the peer average of 6.6 percent.

Overall, this analysis indicates that the JAC Assist is very efficient with regards to the costs of serving 
paratransit passengers, with operating costs and subsidy per trip much lower than the peer average. 
This is a result of relatively high passenger-trips per service-hour (second from the highest) and 
relatively low cost per service-hour (second from the lowest). It also bears noting that the high 
passenger-trips per service-hour is not a result of serving a smaller (and therefore more easily served) 
area, as the JAC Assist service area is similar to the average of the peer systems. 

In review of these results, it should be kept in mind that the goal of an ADA paratransit program is 
typically not to maximize ridership. As the cost to serve a passenger-trip on a paratransit service is much 
higher than fixed route services (3.7 times, in the case of the JAC Assist program), the goal of an ADA 
paratransit program is to serve those persons in need of door-to-door service at a high quality, rather 
than maximizing ridership.  

PEER FARE COMPARISON 

As part of the peer analysis, a comparison of the fares charged on the various systems was conducted, 
as shown in Table 17: 

• The “base” one-way full fare is $1.00 for five of the six peer systems (including JAC), with the
Cheyenne Transit Program charging $1.50.

• Four of the systems (including JAC) charge a $0.50 fare for seniors, persons with disabilities and
persons showing a Medicare card. The exceptions are the COLT system ($0.60) and the
Cheyenne Transit Program which does not provide a discount but (like JAC) has funding available
to provide free rides for seniors that register.

• Two of the systems provide a day pass (good for unlimited rides over the course of a day), which
JAC does not offer.
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• Three of the six peer systems offer a punch pass. JAC’s punch pass provides a discount to the full
fare as does the Cheyenne punch pass, while the Great Falls punch pass does not provide a
discount.

With the exception of the River Cities Transit program in Longview, all of the peer systems offer a 
monthly pass. At $25.00 for the general public (and $12.50 for youth, seniors and persons with 
disabilities), JAC’s monthly pass is the least expensive. Assuming a regular rider makes one round trip on 
22 days per month, JAC’s monthly pass allow boarding at only $0.57 per trip for general public and $0.28 
for discount riders. 

• All of the six peer systems provide free transfers. The Cheyenne system uses tokens, while the
remainder use paper slips. While larger transit systems are generally doing away with transfer
slips in favor of day passes, this is not the case for systems similar to JAC.

• None of the six peer systems provide any sort of electronic passes for passengers.

• JAC Assist’s fare of $2.00 is second-highest of the six peers, behind the $3.00 charged in
Cheyenne and equal to the $2.00 charged in Loveland.

Overall, transit fares in Carson City are consistent with the peers with regards to the one-way fare, 
relatively low for persons using punch passes or monthly passes, and generally consistent with the 
peers regarding the paratransit fare. This indicates that, if additional passenger revenues are needed, 
consideration should be given to raising the monthly pass rate and/or the punch pass rate. 
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Chapter 6 
Existing Social Service Programs and Transportation Services 

 
This Coordinated Human Services and Transportation Plan (CHSTP) update assesses existing CAMPO 
social service programs available as well as current social service transportation providers. The 
transportation needs for individuals with disabilities and seniors are prioritized due to their potential 
transit dependency. In addition, gaps in service are identified and analyzed in detail. These social service 
programs are summarized in Table 18. 
 
 Senior service organizations 
 Health and welfare organizations 
 Area Agency on Aging 
 Developmental disability organizations 
 Tribal organizations 
 School districts 
 Religious groups 

 Mental health facilities 
 Military/Veteran services 
 Vocational rehabilitation centers 
 Community action programs 
 Jobs training sites 
 Healthcare facilities 

 
Senior Services 
 
Senior services and living communities within the CAMPO region are described below. 
 
Health Services  

• RSVP—operating throughout Carson City region, this program supports senior to senior 
volunteering 

• Carson City Senior Citizens Center—located at 911 Beverly Drive, this program hosts activities 
and serves meals for approximately 200 people per day 

• Home Instead—operating from 444 West Washington Street, this organization provides home 
care services for seniors 

 
Living Communities 

• Sierra Place at Carson City—1111 West College Parkway (75 units) 
• Skyline Estates Senior Living and Memory Care—2861 Mountain Street 
• Christina Courts Apartments and Sierra Ridge Apartments—1800 and 1820 Russell Way 
• Autumn Village I and II—1101 Beverly Drive 
• Carson Plaza Independent Retirement Living—2120 East Long Street  
• The Lodge Assisted Living and Memory Care—2200 East Long Street (90 units) 

 
Community Health and Social Services 
 
Carson City’s non-profit and social services for youth, homeless and disabled populations are described 
below. 
 

• Boys and Girls Club—located at 1870 Russell Way, this organization offers after-school activities 
for Carson City youth 

• FISH—located at 138 East Long Street, this organization provides food, clothing, shelter and 
medical aid to the homeless, hungry and underemployed within the Carson City community 
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• Focus House—located at 57 Gibson Avenue, this organization provides short-term housing for 
people facing homelessness 

• REM Nevada—located at 709 East Robinson Street, this program provides training and home 
care services  for adults with intellectual and developmental disabilities 

• Going Places / Moving Forward—244 East Winnie Lane 
• Frost Yasmer Estates—1802 North Carson Street 
• Holdsworth—502 East John Street 
• Carson Tahoe Behavioral Health—1080 North Minnesota Street 
• Carson Mental Health Center—1665 Old Hot Springs Road 
• Nevada Food for Thought—3246 North Carson Street 
• National Alliance on Mental Illnesses—1711 North Roop Street 

 
Career and Vocational Training Services 
 
Career training programs offer opportunities to those who have recently become unemployed, are 
seeking training in new industries, or who are interested in obtaining higher education and skills.  
 

• Join, Inc.—716 North Carson Street, Suite 108 
• Career and Technical Education (Western Nevada College)—2201 West College Parkway 
• Nevada Department of Employment Training and Rehabilitation—500 East Third Street 
• Nevada Job Connect—1929 North Carson Street 
• Labor Finders—1802 North Carson 

 
Government Social Services 
 
As the State of Nevada’s capital, there are several government agency offices and services located in 
Carson City. The following is list of these services. 
 

• Nevada Department of Health and Human Services—4126 Technology Way, #100 
• Bureau of Indian Affairs—311 East Washington Street 
• Nevada Rural Housing Authority—3695 Desatoya Drive 
• Carson City Health and Human Services—900 East Long Street 
• Aging and Disability Services Division—3416 Goni Road, #132 
• Child and Family Services—4126 Technology Way, 3rd Floor 
• Veterans Resource Centers of America—106 E Adams Street, Suite 203 

 
IDENTIFIED GAPS IN SERVICE 

Figures 20 through 23 illustrate the identified social service program locations in and around Carson 
City. As shown in these figures, almost all of the existing JAC fixed routes serve within ¼ mile of these 
social services. The key exceptions are: 

• Health and Human Services Department on Arrowhead Drive 
• Skyline Estates Senior Living and Memory Care on the northern end of Mountain Street 
• FISH on N. Carson Street 
• Frost Yasmer Estates on East 5th Street  
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As shown in Table 18, only a few of the services identified offer private transportation services to their 
clients and participants. 

CONCLUSIONS 
 
While conducting outreach, it became apparent that a majority of the identified services encourage 
their participants to use the JAC fixed routes and JAC Assist programs as their primary mode of 
independent transportation when possible. Many of the services offer support to their clients through 
assisting them in applying for discounted passes, showing them how to use the buses affectively, and 
providing free passes for them when possible. As discussed above, there are a number of social services 
trip generators that are not conveniently served by JAC fixed routes, including group homes, Health and 
Human Services, and FISH. There are also neighborhoods that are not being served by JAC Assist that 
could merit extensions of the service area. 
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Chapter 7 
Short-Range Service Alternatives 

 
This chapter first presents alternatives regarding JAC fixed routes. Individual new routes or 
modifications to existing routes are first considered, followed by an evaluation of “system” alternatives 
that consider all routes together. Changes in the span of service (the hours and days of service) are then 
considered. This is followed by evaluation of modifications to the JAC Assist program. Finally, potential 
services connecting Carson City with Douglas, Lyon and Storey Counties are evaluated. 
 
FIXED ROUTE REVISION ALTERNATIVES 
 
As a basis for evaluating new or revised routes, the following is an analysis of the residential areas not 
currently served (within a quarter-mile walk distance) by the existing four fixed routes. At present, the 
existing route service area encompasses the residences of approximately 40,100 residents of Carson 
City, which is only 70 percent of the total population.2 Figure 24 presents a map of the nine significant 
residential areas not currently served. As shown, eight of these areas are outside of the existing routes, 
while the ninth is the existing “gap” in the middle of the Route 2A/2B loop centered along Northridge 
Drive. 
 
Table 19 presents the estimated population and the population characteristics within each of these 
unserved areas. As shown, these populations range between 650 in the southwest area up to 5,780 
along the South Saliman Road corridor area. The demographic characteristics of each unserved area 
were then used to estimate a per capita annual transit trip rate for both the fixed route service and JAC 
Assist. These rates were calibrated against the existing observed trip rate of the existing service area 
(4.87 annual trips per capita for fixed route and 0.70 for JAC Assist). Trip rates were factored by the 
proportion of residents with characteristics associated with higher ridership potential in order to define 
trip rates specific to each area. The weight assigned to each factor was based on the proportion of 
ridership in various fare categories for the fixed route rates, while the rates for JAC Assist were based on 
the relative proportion of persons with disabilities. As an example, the center unserved area is expected 
to have a relatively high trip rate as the proportion of low-income, zero household and disabled 
residents are relatively high. 
 
These trip rates are then multiplied by the unserved population figures to estimate the annual transit 
ridership that would be generated if all portions of each unserved area were to be served (at the current 
JAC transit service levels). As shown in Table 19 and Figure 25, two areas stand out as having a large 
potential unserved ridership: the South Saliman Road area with 25,800 potential fixed-route passenger-
trips (equal to 13 percent of current fixed-route ridership) and the center area with 23,300 trips (equal 
to 12 percent of current ridership). No other individual areas exceed 8,500 annual passenger-trips, 
though if the northeast and east areas are considered together, they total 12,300 passenger-trips per 
year. Revisions to existing individual routes are discussed below and shown in Figure 26. 
 
  

                                                 
2 Many other cities strive to provide service to at least 90 percent of the population. 
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TABLE 19: Existing Key Residential Areas of Carson City Not Currently Served by JAC

Unserved Area Population Seniors Disabled Fixed JAC Assist Fixed JAC Assist

Center 3,920 10.5% 17.8% 11.5% 24.3% 6.13 0.78 24,000 3,100
North 730 5.4% 13.8% 19.3% 20.5% 4.53 0.66 3,300 500
Northeast 1,800 1.3% 19.1% 25.0% 29.8% 4.90 0.96 8,800 1,700
East 1,640 1.3% 8.2% 20.0% 10.8% 2.39 0.35 3,900 600
Riverview 1,640 1.3% 8.2% 20.0% 10.8% 2.39 0.35 3,900 600
S. Saliman 5,780 4.4% 13.8% 17.5% 25.7% 4.60 0.83 26,600 4,800
Southeast 1,100 5.0% 7.0% 20.9% 16.0% 3.50 0.52 3,800 600
Southwest 560 2.5% 6.5% 32.8% 15.5% 3.17 0.50 1,800 300
West 1,550 6.6% 12.2% 25.9% 21.7% 4.90 0.70 7,600 1,100

Existing Service 
Area

38,800 6.8% 14.2% 19.4% 22.5% 5.03 0.73 195,100 28,200

Annual Trip Rate
Est. Annual Transit 

Trip Generation
Percent of Population

Zero 
Vehicle

Low 
Income

24,000 

3,300 

8,800 

3,900 

3,900 
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Southeast Carson City/Saliman Road Corridor Route 

A new route that could serve the largest currently-unserved population in southeast Carson City is 
shown in Figure 26. Leaving the Downtown Transfer Plaza, this route travels east on Robinson Street, 
south on Roop Street, east on Fifth Street and south on Saliman Road before making a one-way 
clockwise loop via Saliman Road, Koontz Lane, Baker Drive, and Colorado Street before returning via 
Saliman Road and the remainder of the outbound route. This route is 7.97 miles in length and would 
require approximately 40 minutes to operate. Over the course of a year, and with the same service span 
as the existing runs and assuming that the remainder of the hour could be put to good use on another 
route, this route would incur an operating cost of $120,900 per year, as shown in Table 20. 
 
In addition to serving the residents of southeast Carson City west of I-580 and north of Clearview Drive, 
this new route would provide better service along the 5th Street corridor (including the Frost Yasmer 
Estates) and serve Fremont Elementary and Seeliger Elementary schools. Overall, the annual ridership 
that would be served by this new route is estimated to be 26,900 boardings per year. As an aside, this 
alternative was reviewed with regard to the potential increase in JAC Assist demand. The large majority 
of the new service area is already served by JAC Assist, as it is within 1 mile of existing Route 3. While 
the new route would extend the service area to include more of the residential areas east of I-580, this 
residential area has a relatively low potential demand for JAC Assist services, which would be roughly 
offset by a shift in existing JAC Assist ridership to use the new route. 
 
New North Route 
 
Besides southeast Carson City, the other relatively large concentration of unserved Carson City residents 
is the northern central area within the Route 2A/2B loop route, centered on the Northridge Drive area. 
This area is home to almost 4,000 Carson City residents and has a relatively high proportion of low-
income residents living in zero-vehicle households. It could be efficiently served by a new route that 
connects the Downtown Transfer Center with the Carson City Senior Center in both directions, 
potentially with a one-way clockwise route along Marian Avenue, Longridge Drive, Northridge Drive and 
E. Long Street. This route is 4.5 miles in length and could be served within 20 minutes. If served hourly 
on the existing span of service (and assuming the remaining 40 minutes per hour could be put to good 
use elsewhere), this route would incur an annual operating cost of $66,900. 
 
While the presence of roundabouts and narrow road widths may warrant the use of a smaller bus, this 
route would generate new ridership by serving the existing unserved residents in the central area, as 
well as providing additional schedule options between the downtown area, Senior Center, Multipurpose 
Athletic Center (MAC) and other uses along E. Long Street.3 In total, ridership is estimated to equal 
28,200 boardings per year. Subtracting the additional fare revenue, operating subsidy would equal 
$56,700 per year. 
 

                                                 
3 Alternatively, this new service along E. Long Street could allow Route 2A/2B to instead serve new areas further to the east, as 
discussed below. 
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Fixed Route Service to Western Carson City (Ash Canyon/Kings Canyon Area) 
 
The lower Ash Canyon and Kings Canyon residential areas west of downtown and the existing JAC 
service area has a population of approximately 1,550 residents. While this population has a relatively 
high proportion of seniors, the proportion of low-income or zero-vehicle households is below the 
citywide average. A reasonable route serving this area would be as follows: 

 

TABLE 20: Route Alternatives Analysis
Annual

Hours Miles Runs Hours Miles Hours Miles Cost

SE Carson City/Saliman Rd. Corridor Route
Weekday 0.67 7.97 13 8.7 104 255 2,219 26,421 $107,600
Saturday 0.67 7.97 8 5.4 64 51 275 3,252 $13,300
Total 2,494 29,672 $120,900 27,700 $10,100 $110,800

North Route
Weekday 0.33 4.55 13 4.3 59 255 1,097 15,083 $55,000
Saturday 0.66 4.55 8 5.3 36 51 270 1,856 $11,900
Total 1,367 16,940 $66,900 28,900 $10,500 $56,400

West Route
Weekday 0.5 4.9 13 6.5 64 255 1,658 16,244 $77,400
Saturday 0.5 4.9 8 4 39 51 204 1,999 $9,500
Total 1,862 18,243 $86,900 9,400 $3,400 $83,500

Arrowhead Drive Route
All Day Weekday Service 1 11.9 13 13 155 255 3,315 39,449 $160,800
Additional JAC Assist Service 2 22 255 510 5,618 $24,300

3,825 $185,100 17,300 $6,300 $178,800
Commute Peaks Only 1 11.9 4 4 48 255 1,020 12,138 $49,500 11,800 $4,300 $45,200

Revise Rts 2A/2B to Serve N. Carson St.
Weekday 0 0.26 26 0 7 255 0 1,724 $1,500 0 $0 $1,500
Saturday 0 0.26 16 0 4 51 0 212 $200
Total 0 1,936 $1,700 9,000 $3,300 -$1,600

Revise Rt 2A/2B Off of Narrow Streets
Weekday 0 0.2 26 0 5 255 0 1,326 $1,200 0 $0 $1,200
Saturday 0 0.2 16 0 3 51 0 163 $100
Total 0 1,489 $1,300 -1,200 -$400 $1,700

Revise Route 3 to Serve Topsy Lane
Weekday 0 0.02 13 0 0 255 0 66 $100 6,100 $0 $100
Saturday 0 0.02 8 0 0 51 0 8 $0
Total 0 74 $100 2,400 $800 -$700

Revise Rt 3 to Serve Mica Drive
Weekday 1 4.2 13 13 55 255 3,315 13,923 $138,600
Saturday 1 4.2 8 8 34 51 408 1,714 $17,100
Additional JAC Assist Service 4 60 255 1,020 15,300 $52,200
Total 4,743 15,637 $207,900 6,100 $2,100 $205,800

Downtown/Special Event Shuttle Service
Weekday 11 AM - 7 PM
All Year 0.17 1.33 48 8 64 306 2,448 19,535 $110,400 19,600 $4,900 $105,500
Leg. Session Only 0.17 1.33 48 8 64 103 824 6,576 $37,200 9,900 $2,500 $34,700
Special Events Only (13 
Days per Year)

- - - 8 160 13 104 2,080 $5,800 2,100 $0 $5,800

Fare 
Revenues

Operating 
SubsidyRidership

Run Parameters Daily Service Days per 
Year

Annual
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• Westbound from the downtown transit center along Washington Street 
• Southbound along Mountain Street 
• Westbound along W. Kings Street 
• Northbound along Longview Way 
• Eastbound along Ash Canyon Road 
• Southbound along N. Ormsby Boulevard 
• Eastbound along W. King Street 
• Northbound along Mountain Street 
• Eastbound along Robinson Street to the Transit Center 

This route would be 4.9 miles in length and would require 30 minutes to operate (including driver 
layover time). Assuming this route could be paired with another to provide hourly service, it would cost 
$86,900 per year to operate. Ridership would be generated by service to this new residential area, and 
by providing service to Carson Middle School. The impact on JAC Assist would be minimal. Overall, an 
estimated 9,100 additional passenger-trips would be served each year, requiring an estimated $83,600 
in increased operating subsidies. 
 
Fixed Route Service to Arrowhead Drive / Northeast Carson City 
 
The Arrowhead Drive corridor is not currently served by JAC. In addition to residential areas with a 
population of 2,500, this area has a wide variety of employers, including Chromalloy, Eaglemark Savings 
Bank, and Duro Manufacturing. There are a total of 3,267 jobs in this new transit service area, per the 
US Census Longitudinal Employer-Household Dynamic dataset. Of these, approximately 1,470 are held 
by Carson City residents. In addition, the Health and Human Services Department generates the need for 
transit access. 

Due to the limited roadway network, this consists of a large clockwise loop of 11.6 miles, requiring an 
hour to operate.4  Due to the prevalence of employment sites, this route would be operated on 
weekdays only. Two options were considered regarding the span of service (both options would require 
one more bus in peak operation): 

• All-Day Service—13 runs per day, consistent with the other JAC routes. This would incur an 
annual operating cost of $160,800 per year. This option would also substantially expand the JAC 
Assist ¾ mile required service area, both to the north and to the northeast. An additional two 
vehicle-hours of service would be needed, increasing the total cost impact of this option to 
$185,100 per year. 
 

• Commute Periods Only—Two runs in the AM commute period and two runs in the PM commute 
period. These runs would probably operate at 7:30 AM and 8:30 AM, as well as 4:30 PM and 
5:30 PM, to transfer to other routes and the Downtown Transit Plaza. However, specific times 
would need to be based on surveys of work shift times in the service area. Given that JAC Assist 
has some available capacity in these limited hours, no expansion in JAC Assist service would be 
necessary. This more limited service would cost $49,500 per year to operate. 

 
The US Census indicates that currently 0.3 percent of commuting by Carson City residents is via transit. 
                                                 
4 Large one-directional loops are typically found to be inconvenient for passengers, as they require long travel 
times for some trips. However, in this case the potential ridership is not sufficient to consider two-directional 
service (which would double the operating cost). 
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This is in part a reflection of the limited area currently served. In comparison, the transit mode share in 
Reno is 2.4 percent. A reasonable proportion of the transit travel mode in the Arrowhead Drive area is 
1.5 percent. Over the course of the year, these figures indicate that transit boardings for work purposes 
would total 5,500 per year. Ridership would also be generated by newly-served residents and social 
service transit trip generation, along with a modest level of ridership resulting from the additional 
service along North Carson Street and William Street. In total, all-day service would generate 17,100 
boardings per year. Considering the proportion of employment vs. non-employment in the commute 
periods, if service is limited to commute periods per year, ridership would be 11,800 per year. 
 
Revisions to Routes 1 or 2A/2B to Better Serve North Carson Street 
 
The North Carson Street between downtown and Winnie Lane does not currently have JAC fixed-route 
transit service. Instead, Route 2A/2B serves stops along Mountain Street (0.3 miles to the west while 
Route 1 serves stops along Roop Street (0.3 miles to the east). With the completion of I-580, there are 
now more opportunities to accommodate bus stops and service along Carson Street.  
 
One way of providing service on North Carson Street would be to revise Route 1 to use Long Street and 
North Carson Street, rather than Roop Street and Winnie Lane. After serving the Beverly Drive/Marion 
Avenue/Long Street loop, northbound Route 1 would travel west on Long Street and north on N. Carson 
Street to Winnie Lane, where the existing route would be regained. The southbound route would 
continue south on N. Carson Street from Winnie Lane, turning east on Long Street. This modification 
would not have an impact on operating costs. While it would add an estimated 2 minutes to the route 
running time, there is adequate time within the hourly schedule to accommodate this. Service would 
eliminate three existing stops: 

 
• Winnie Lane/Carson Frontier Plaza. This stop generates 11.0 boardings per day eastbound. A 

new stop on N. Carson Street at Winnie Lane would be roughly 500 feet walking distance from 
areas to the east (such as the mobile home park). 
 

• Winnie Lane/Lone Mountain Drive—This stop generates only 1.7 boardings per day westbound. 
Passengers would be served by the existing Carson / Hot Springs Road stop (a quarter-mile walk 
to the west). 
 

• Roop Street/Stewart Street (northbound and southbound) —This stop, which generates 4.9 
boardings per day, is only 850 feet away from existing stops on Beverly Drive. 

 
In total, 17.6 boardings per day (and an equivalent level of deboardings) would be impacted by this 
revision. Most of these passengers would be required to walk substantial additional distances to the 
next available stop. A resulting loss of 6,000 existing passenger-trips would occur. Due to the forecast 
loss in ridership, this alternative is not recommended. 
 
The other way of serving North Carson Street would be to revise Route 2A/2B to serve North Carson 
between Long Street and Winnie Lane. Route 2A would depart the Downtown Transfer Plaza on the 
current route as far as Division Street/Fleishman Way, then head east (rather than west) on Fleishman 
Way, north on N. Carson Street and west on Winnie Lane. In the counterclockwise direction, Route 2B 
would continue east on Winnie Lane beyond the current turn on Mountain Street to N. Carson Street, 
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south on N. Carson Street, west on Fleishman Way and then south on Division Street. This route is 0.26 
miles longer than the current route, which would increase annual operating costs by $1,700. 
 
While these revisions would eliminate service to seven existing stops along Mountain Street and 
Fleishman Way, ridership at these stops is relatively low. Excepting the southbound stop on Mountain 
Street just south of Winnie Lane (that could be relocated around the corner onto Winnie Lane) and the 
westbound stop on Fleishman Way just west of Division Street (that could be relocated onto 
northbound Division Street), these stops serve only 5 boardings per day, or approximately 3,000 total 
passenger-trips per year. Between the two options, therefore, realigning Routes 2A/2B has the lesser 
impact on existing ridership. 
 
Service on N. Carson Street would serve a variety of commercial centers (including the FISH thrift store, 
Frontier Plaza and Grocery Outlet) as well as the Frontier Motel. Based on ridership generated by similar 
land uses currently served by JAC, this corridor would generate an estimated 12,000 passenger-trips per 
year. This would then result in an overall increase of 9,000 per year once the loss of existing ridership is 
considered. With an increase of $3,300 in fare revenue, a total net reduction of $1,600 in subsidy needs 
per year would occur. While this option would result in a net increase in subsidy and a reduction in 
funding requirements, it would eliminate ridership to a neighborhood that is currently provided with 
service. 
 
Revisions to Avoid Narrow Streets on Existing Routes 
 
Route 2A/2B: Lompa Lane and Menlo Drive 
 
Just to the east of I-580 and south of US 50, Routes 2A/2B travel along Lompa Lane and Menlo Drive. 
Menlo Drive is 38 feet in width with parallel parking along both sides, leaving 22 to 24 feet in width for 
two way travel which is currently adequate for transit operations given the low traffic volumes. 
However, the 300-foot-long section of Lompa Lane to the north of Menlo Drive has only 22 feet of 
pavement width. This is a potential safety concern when buses and trucks both need to negotiate this 
stretch. 

Routes 2A/2B could instead use US 50 and Airport Road to travel between US 50/Lompa Lane and 
Lompa Lane/Menlo Drive. This would add 0.2 miles per trip which, over the course of a year, would add 
1,500 vehicle-miles and an operating cost of $1,300. The two stops that would be eliminated (and 
cannot be easily relocated) serve a relatively modest 4 boardings and alightings per day or 1,200 
passenger-trips per year. Including the loss of $400 in fare revenues, this change would increase subsidy 
requirements by $1,700 per year. Alternatively, the city could increase the pavement width for the 300-
foot-long stretch (perhaps as part of private development in this area). Adding this relatively modest 
construction to a larger roadway project could minimize the construction costs. 
 
Route 3: California Street 
 
Route 3 currently travels along California Street between Colorado Street on the south and Industrial 
Park Drive on the north. This roadway allows parking on both sides, and a portion has head-in parking. 
While the northern portion has curb and gutter on both sides with a width of 32 feet, the southernmost 
250 feet has no curb and gutter on the east side and a pavement width of only roughly 20 feet. This 
roadway is difficult to negotiate with a bus. Should JAC continue to operate on California Street, the city 
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should explore the feasibility of continuing the curb, gutter and shoulder work south to connect with 
Colorado Street. 
 
The key stops along this roadway at the Southgate Apartments generate a significant ridership (12.6 
passenger boardings per day), so simply eliminating this stop is not an option. A feasible alternative, 
however, would be to relocate this stop to the north side of Industrial Park Drive, just to the east of 
California Street. This is a 400-foot walk distance from the existing stop. Route 3 buses in both directions 
would make a clockwise loop around the Industrial Park Drive/California Street/Fairview Drive/Roop 
Street, using Roop Street south of Industrial Park Drive. This modification would have a minimal impact 
on ridership and operating costs while providing a benefit to the safety of transit operations by avoiding 
the narrow section of California Street. However, this route revision moves transit further away from 
existing HUD housing in the area, resulting in a negative impact to those living in these buildings. 
Another option would be to improve the eastern side of the 250-foot section of California Street north 
of Colorado Street. 
 
Revision to Route 3 to Serve Topsy Lane 
 
The southernmost stop on Route 3 is at Fuji Park, on the south side (eastbound side) of Old Clear 
Creek Road opposite Costco. To access this stop, the bus circulates through the Costco parking 
lot on the north side of the Parkway, and makes a left turn to enter the stop eastbound. Transit 
systems typically avoid operating buses through parking lots, due to the increased potential for 
crashes. Another option for serving this stop would be for the Route 3 bus to continue south on 
US 395 one more intersection south of Old Clear Creek Road, turning right on Topsy Lane, right 
on Vista Grande Boulevard (behind Walmart) and right on Old Clear Creek Road. This would add 
an estimated 3 minutes of running time to Route 3; a review of travel times would be needed to 
ensure that this can be accommodated within the existing 60 minute schedule. The route is 0.6 
miles longer than the existing route. This additional mileage would increase annual operating 
costs by $1,900. 
 
This Route 3 extension would increase required service area for JAC Assist. Specifically the new area 
within ¾ mile of the extended route would be added. Note that this would not require JAC Assist service 
beyond the ¾ mile area. This would not include any major new destinations for paratransit services 
(such as medical facilities). While it does include a small portion of the neighborhood lying southwest of 
Topsy Lane, this would not require a significant increase in the cost of JAC Assist services overall. 
 
This extension could serve the existing TTD Route 19X stop in Douglas County on Topsy Lane, between 
Clear Creek Plaza (Walmart, Trader Joes, etc.) and Carson Valley Plaza (Marshall’s, Best Buy). In addition 
to providing Carson City residents with access to these retail stores, it provides access to jobs in these 
commercial centers. Considering ridership generated by other similar commercial centers along existing 
JAC routes, this stop would increase ridership by an estimated 2,500 passenger-trips per year. 
Subtracting the additional $800 in fare revenues, this option increases annual operating subsidy by 
$1,100 per year. In light of this modest increase in operating subsidy, the benefits to Carson City 
residents in terms of commercial and employment access and the fact that Douglas County residential 
areas would now be served, it is the Consultant recommendation that Carson City consider this option 
without the need for financial support from Douglas County. 
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Revision to Route 3 to Serve Target/Home Depot and Mica Drive 
 
A more extensive modification to Route 3 would be to extend southward as far as Mica Drive, which 
serves the Sunridge and Indian Hills residential areas. As shown in Figure 26, this could serve stops near 
the Target Center, as well as the Indian Hills Shopping Plaza (Tahoe Orthopedics). This would extend 
existing Route 3 by an additional 4.2 miles, which would require an additional 20 minutes to operate. As 
this additional running time is not available within the existing Route 3 hourly schedule, a full additional 
bus would be needed to maintain the current hourly systemwide schedules. Absent other changes to 
JAC routes, this would increase annual operating costs by $155,700 per year. This option would require a 
substantial increase in JAC Assist service area to accommodate ADA requests within ¾ miles of the 
extended route (that includes both residential areas and medical facilities), thereby increasing total 
operating costs to $207,900. 
 
This extension would provide service within a 5-minute walk of 2,050 residents. While this area has a 
relatively high proportion of seniors (20 percent) the proportion that are low-income is relatively low (10 
percent) as is the proportion of zero-vehicle households (2.6 percent). Based on the demographics of 
the additional service area, ridership would be in increased by 5,900 per year, or approximately 20 
passenger-trips per day. 
 
Given that this alternative would serve a significant residential area in Douglas County, it would only be 
feasible with financial contributions from Douglas County. This would need to be negotiated between 
the city and county, including whether the funding should encompass only marginal operating costs, a 
portion of overhead/managements costs and/or vehicle capital costs. At a minimum, a reasonable cost 
contribution would be the marginal operating costs south of Topsy Lane, along with the additional JAC 
Assist costs. This consists of 3.76 miles of route length that would require 17 minutes to operate. Over 
the course of a year, this would total 1,061 hours of service and 14,000 vehicle-miles, which would incur 
an operating cost of $52,600. Including the additional JAC Assist costs and subtracting the $2,100 in fare 
revenues, the annual operating subsidy would be $102,700. 
 
Downtown/Special Event Shuttle Service 
 
Downtown Shuttle 
 
Downtown Carson City is revitalizing and redeveloping. Particularly since the completion of the 
Downtown Carson Street project, there is increasing retail, restaurant, employment and entertainment 
options opening downtown. Downtown Carson City is particularly busy during the State Legislature 
session, which is a 120-day session every other (odd) year from early February through early June. Given 
this activity, one option would be to provide a downtown shuttle service, perhaps using a “trolley” 
replica or some other uniquely branded small transit vehicle. Examples of such services can be found in 
Santa Barbara and Morro Bay in California, as well as the Sierra Spirit service in Reno.5 
 
There are some specific operating parameters that are important in a downtown shuttle: 

• A frequent service is crucial. Optimally, service would be provided every ten minutes, which is 
the frequency at which most potential passengers decide to not consult the schedule and 

                                                 
5 The Sierra Spirit shuttle will be eliminated once the current project to extend the Virginia Street RAPID bus rapid transit 
service north from downtown to the University of Nevada Reno is completed in 2020. 
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instead go to the stop knowing that the shuttle will be coming “soon enough.” At the outside, 
no more than 15 minute frequency is needed. 

 
• Routes should be simple and easy to understand. While operating back-and-forth on one street 

is preferable, a simple short one-way loop is possible. 
 

• Boarding should require either no fare, or a small fare such as $0.25. Washoe RTC’s Sierra Spirit 
was originally free fare, but a $0.25 fare was implemented in order to control persons riding 
multiple runs. 
 

Overall, the service plan and public messaging should allow a non-rider unfamiliar with the area and the 
service to quickly understand the route, frequency, span and how to use the service. 
 
Given the slow travel speeds and many signals in the downtown area, along with time needed for 
boarding/alighting, a reasonable operating speed for a downtown shuttle is 8 miles per hour. For a 10-
minute headway, this is equal to 1.33 miles per trip, which is equal to 30 blocks of the downtown grid. A 
simple route for a downtown shuttle would be along Carson Street in both directions from 5th Street on 
the south to William Street on the north, which is 14 blocks in one direction or a total of 28 in both 
directions. Another option would be to use Curry Street in one or both directions, if siting stops along 
Carson Street that avoid blocking traffic is a problem and if a smaller vehicle were to be used. This 
corridor encompasses the State Legislature Building, the State Capitol Building, the State Museum, 
Children’s Museum, lodging/casino properties (Carson City Nugget, Cactus Jack’s Senator Club, Carson 
Tahoe Hotel and Hardman House) and an extensive variety of restaurants, shops and entertainment 
venues.  
 
While there are a wide range of potential service spans that could be considered, a reasonable option 
(focusing on the workday and travel to/from restaurants) would be 11 AM to 7 PM on weekdays and 
Saturdays. This would incur an operating cost of $110,400 per year. 

The ridership history of rubber-tired trolley services over recent years is not positive, particularly if there 
is not a very strong concentration of visitor activity. A successful nearby example is the “Emerald Bay 
Trolley” service operated in South Lake Tahoe, which caters almost exclusively to visitors. However, 
there are many examples of trolley services that have been discontinued due to lack of ridership, 
including services in Nevada City/Grass Valley, North Lake Tahoe and Yuba City/Marysville. As noted 
above, Reno’s Sierra Spirit program is slated for elimination.  
 
Factors that tend to limit the ridership potential of this type of service are: 
 

• Visitors with convenient access to their private automobile tend to use it rather than a shuttle 
service unless there is some factor, such as limited available parking, which provides a 
disincentive for auto use. 

• While there is an initial “fun” factor that generates ridership in the first year or two, few 
residents return to ride again. 

• It is difficult for a shuttle service to conveniently serve a quick trip, such as for lunch. Even with a 
10-minute frequency, using a shuttle can take roughly 15 minutes of a lunch hour. 
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Ridership generated by the “lunch crowd” on shuttle services has been disappointing. Based on these 
factors, the potential for ridership of a trolley service in Carson City would be limited, on the order of 8 
passengers per vehicle-hour of service on a typical day and 12 during the legislative session. This is 
equivalent to roughly 19,600 boardings per year. Assuming a $0.25 fare, operating subsidy would be 
$105,500 per year. 
 
Alternatively, this shuttle service could be provided Monday through Saturday during the legislative 
sessions only. This would cost $37,200 per year (in the odd years when a session is held) and would 
serve approximately 9,900 passengers. Subsidy would total $34,700 per year. 
 
Special Events Shuttle 
 
A shuttle vehicle could be used for special events, either those within the downtown area or to provide 
connecting service between an outlying special event and downtown. Specific special events that could 
warrant transit shuttle service are: 
 

• V&T Season Opener—Memorial Day Weekend 
• Stewart Pow Wow—3 days in mid-June (Stewart) 
• Taste of Downtown—1 day in mid-June 
• Nevada State Fair—3 days in early June (Mills Park) 
• Carson City Fair—1 day in late July (Fuji Park) 
• Nevada Day—A full Saturday in late October 
• Festival of Light—Friday in early December 

There may be other events hosted through the Downtown Business Association or the Brewery Arts 
Center that could benefit from a shuttle service. Considering only these 13 days of special events listed 
above, and assuming an average of 8 hours of service per day, a total of 104 vehicle-hours of service 
would be operated annually. This would incur an operating cost of approximately $5,800 per year. 
 
Ridership generated by special events would vary dramatically depending on the level of visitor activity, 
the location of visitor lodging, the convenience of parking at the event venue as well as the marketing 
for the shuttle service. Overall, however, special event shuttles can be relatively effective. Assuming an 
average of 20 passengers per vehicle-hour, ridership is estimated to total 2,100 over the 13 days of 
service. As no fare is assumed for this service, operating subsidy would total $5,800 per year. 
 
FIXED ROUTE SYSTEM ALTERNATIVES 
 
Six-Route Alternative 
 
Based on the analysis results of the individual potential new routes as discussed above, a comprehensive 
fixed-route alternative was developed consisting of the following elements shown in Figure 27: 
 

• Implementation of the Southeast and North Routes. Note that these two routes would be 
operated hourly using a single bus, alternating between the two routes. 
 

• Revision of Routes 2A/2B to serve additional areas in northeast Carson City (while keeping both 
routes as hour-long loop routes in opposite directions). Specifically, Routes 2A/2B would travel 
along E. William Street rather than Long Street between Roop Street and I-580 (as the new  
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North Route would serve Long Street), providing a time savings that can be used to travel east 
on Stanton Drive and Sherman Lane as far as Fairview Drive. This would expand service to 
eastern Carson City, as well as provide faster trips to existing stops in eastern Carson City. All 
existing stops could be served or relocated within 600 feet walking distance, except the stops 
near Lompa Lane/Menlo Drive would be eliminated. 

 
• Revise Route 1 to use N. Carson Street between Washington Street and Long Street, adding 

service to the commercial uses along N. Carson Street and avoiding duplication with the North 
Route. 

 
• Extension of Route 3 south to Topsy Lane and realignment to South Carson Street from Colorado 

Street to Koontz Lane. 

As shown in Table 21, this overall plan would increase service levels by 3,723 additional vehicle-hours 
per year (a 25 percent increase) and by 54,200 vehicle-miles per year (a 30 percent increase). Overall 
marginal operating costs would be increased by $185,600 per year, a 24 percent increase in total 
operating costs. The total number of buses in fixed-route operation would increase from the current 
four to a new total of five. 
 
New ridership would be generated by expansion of service as well as service to new commercial areas: 
 

• Southeast area—26,900 passengers per year 
• North area—12,000 passengers per year 
• Eastern and northeastern area—5,800 passengers per year 
• New service on North Carson Street to Long Street (Rodeway Inn, FISH, Roundhouse Inn) —

3,000 passengers per year 
• New service along E. Williams Street (Gold Dust, 99 Cent Store) —4,000 passengers per year 

 
In total, this alternative would increase ridership by 54,200 passenger-trips per year (a 28 percent 
increase in fixed-route ridership). Subtracting the $19,700 in additional fare revenues, operating subsidy 
requirements would increase by $165,900. 

 
Full Pulse Route Alternative  
 
A “clean slate” analysis was conducted to assess the route structure that would be most effective, given 
current understanding of transit service needs, if a service were to be designed from scratch. As a basis 
for this, it is worthwhile to review the general route structures that are commonly used in cities of 
similar size: 
 

• Under a “pulse route” structure, routes are designed like spokes on a wheel with all routes 
serving a single transit hub. Buses “pulse” out of the transit hub on coordinated schedules, 
which allow passengers to typically transfer directly from one bus to another at the hub. As a 
result, all trips throughout the system can be accomplished by no more than one transfer. In 
addition to reducing travel time for cross-town trips, this structure provides better amenities for 
transferring passengers at the transit hub than would be provided out on the routes. This route 
structure is best suited to communities with a high concentration of activity in a central location 
(typically downtown). The individual routes are often designed as “balloon routes” with two-
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way service near the transfer hub (the “string”) along with a one-way loop (the “balloon”) to 
provide expanded geographical coverage in the outlying area. 
 

• A “grid route” structure operates routes along relatively straight east-west or north-south 
corridors. This is typically found in larger cities, particularly those with a strong roadway grid 
(such as Phoenix). This provides for relatively quick trips across the service area, but passengers 
often have to transfer between intersecting routes, typically at locations with limited amenities. 
The realities of scheduling also mean that there are often long waits while transferring, 
particularly with low frequency of service. The grid routes are sometimes tied together at the 
ends of the routes to form a loop. 

 
The current JAC fixed routes are configured largely as a combination of pulse routes (Routes 1 and 3) 
while Route 2A/2B create elements of an east-west grid along the College Parkway and US 50/Winnie 
Lane corridors. As Route 2A/2B are scheduled to meet at the downtown transfer center with the other 
two routes, all routes are scheduled to “pulse,” while the Route 2A/2B loop provides shorter travel 
times along the College Parkway corridor. 
 

 

TABLE 21: Fixed Route  System Alternatives Analysis

Annual
Hours Miles Runs Hours Miles Hours Miles Cost

Existing Routes
Route 1 Weekday 1 11.2 13 13 146 255 3,315 37,128 $158,800
Route 2A Wkdy 1 11.7 13 13 152 255 3,315 38,786 $160,200
Route 2B Wkdy 1 12.4 13 13 161 255 3,315 41,106 $162,200
Route 3 Weekday 1 12.4 13 13 161 255 3,315 41,106 $162,200
Route 1 Saturday 1 11.2 8 8 90 51 408 4,570 $19,500
Route 2A Sat 1 11.7 8 8 94 51 408 4,774 $19,700
Route 2B Sat 1 12.4 8 8 99 51 408 5,059 $20,000
Route 3 Saturday 1 12.4 8 8 99 51 408 5,059 $20,000
Total 14,892 177,587 $722,600

Six-Route Plan
Route 1 Weekday 1 11.1 13 13 144 255 3,315 36,797 $158,500
Route 2A Wkdy 1 12.2 13 13 159 255 3,315 40,443 $161,700
Route 2B Wkdy 1 12.8 13 13 166 255 3,315 42,432 $163,400
Route 3 Weekday 1 12.5 13 13 163 255 3,315 41,438 $162,500
Southeast Rt Wkdy 0.67 8.0 13 8.7 104 255 2,219 26,520 $107,700
North Route Wkdy 0.33 4.5 13 4.3 59 255 1,097 15,050 $54,900
Route 1 Saturday 1 11.1 8 8 89 51 408 4,529 $19,500
Route 2A Saturday 1 12.2 8 8 98 51 408 4,978 $19,900
Route 2B Saturday 1 12.8 8 8 102 51 408 5,222 $20,100
Route 3 Saturday 1 12.5 8 8 100 51 408 5,100 $20,000
Southeast Rt Sat 0.67 8.0 8 5.4 64 51 275 3,264 $13,300
North Route Sat 0.33 4.5 8 2.6 36 51 133 1,852 $6,700
Total 18,615 227,624 $908,200
Net Change 3,723 50,037 $185,600 55,100 $20,000 $165,600

Full Pulse Plan
Northwest Rt Wkdy 1 11.9 13 13 155 255 3,315 39,449 $160,800
N-S Route Wkdy 1 11.6 13 13 151 255 3,315 38,454 $159,900
East Route Wkdy 1 11.8 13 13 153 255 3,315 39,117 $160,500
Southeast Rt Wkdy 1 13.3 13 13 173 255 3,315 44,090 $164,800
South Rt Wkdy 1 9.2 13 13 120 255 3,315 30,498 $153,000
Northwest Rt Sat 1 11.9 8 8 95 51 408 4,855 $19,800
N-S Route Sat 1 11.6 8 8 93 51 408 4,733 $19,700
East Route Sat 1 11.8 8 8 94 51 408 4,814 $19,800
Southeast Rt Sat 1 13.3 8 8 106 51 408 5,426 $20,300
South Rt Sat 1 9.2 8 8 74 51 408 3,754 $18,800
Total 18,615 215,189 $897,400
Net Change 3,723 37,602 $174,800 37,200 $13,500 $161,300

AnnualDays per 
Year

Daily ServiceRun Parameters Operating 
Subsidy

Annual 
Ridership

Fare 
Revenues
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In considering a new overall route structure, it is important to note that downtown Carson City provides 
an economically active hub, reasonably close to the center of the overall service area. This argues 
strongly for a pulse system as the most appropriate overall structure for Carson City. The key question is 
whether a complete pulse network is a better option for Carson City, in which the Route 2A/2B service 
area is reconfigured into two individual routes with one bus in operation on each, along with a 
modification to Route 1.  
 
Other factors considered in the clean slate analysis were: 
 

• The relatively low vehicle-hours per capita compared with the peer systems and the 30 percent 
of Carson City population not served, a Six-Route system is warranted. 
 

• Service more frequent than hourly is not warranted as discussed elsewhere. 
 

• Service to the Saliman Road corridor, further eastward from the existing Route 2A/2B service 
area and filling the central “gap,” is warranted. 
 

• With the completion of I-580 around Carson City, Carson Street (Old US 395) is being 
incrementally improved to function as a more attractive locally-serving street. As part of this, it 
would be beneficial for service to be provided along Carson Street. 
 

A route alternative addressing these factors is shown in Figure 28. Overall, a route network where all 
routes pulse out of the downtown area was developed. A key element is that the service plan for 
northern Carson City would be reconfigured into three pulse routes. This overall route structure consists 
of the following routes: 
 

• Route 1 would be reconfigured into a Northwest Route to serve northwest Carson City west of 
Carson Street, including Western Nevada College and the Medical Parkway area. It would also 
serve stops along Division Street currently served by Route 3. Overall, it would be a hour-long 
route. 
 

• A North-South Route would serve the Senior Center, Walmart and Northridge Drive areas on the 
northern end. After serving the Downtown Transfer Plaza, it would serve much of the existing 
Route 3 service along Stewart Street and Roop Street as far south as Koontz Lane (allowing 
Route 3 to be revised). The overall route would operate on an hourly schedule. 
 

• An East Route would serve the eastern end of the existing Route 2A/2B service area, including a 
one-way loop formed by Airport Road, Nye Lane, Fairview Drive and Desatoya Drive. Another 
route element would extend west on College Parkway to the existing stops around Goni Road 
and Research Way. 
 

• A Southeast Route would serve the Saliman Road Corridor in both directions, extending south to 
Walmart (Topsy Lane) and Stewart. 

 
• Route 3 would be reconfigured into a more direct but longer route along the South Carson 

Street Corridor, extending as far south as Topsy Lane in Douglas County. 
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The impacts on operating parameters and costs would be very similar to that of the Six-Route 
Alternative, with an annual operating cost impact of $174,800. This alternative would have 
characteristics that both increase and decrease ridership. Key generators of new ridership would be as 
follows: 
 

• New service to southeastern Carson City. As direct service would be available from the Saliman 
Road area both to downtown as well as south to the Walmart area, ridership generation in this 
area would be enhanced. 
 

• Service to new areas in north-central Carson City as well as eastern Carson City. 
 

• Service to new areas in northern Douglas County. 
 

• Faster service between downtown Carson City (and connecting routes) and south Carson City, 
saving approximately 10 minutes over current running times. 

 
As a whole, a total increase generated by these service improvements would increase ridership by 
48,700 per year. 
 
The key negative factor is the loss of east-west service across the College Parkway corridor in northern 
Carson City. As an example, a trip from Western Nevada College to Walmart on Retail Drive currently 
takes 9 minutes via Route 2A. Under this alternative, this trip would require 30 minutes, including a 
transfer from the East Route to the North Route at the Downtown Transfer Plaza. As another example, a 
trip from Walmart to a residence around Airport Road/Nye Lane would take 65 minutes (including a 30 
minute wait at the Downtown Transfer Plaza between the North and East Routes), rather than the 
existing 10 minutes.  
 
An evaluation of existing boarding and alighting counts indicates that a substantial portion of existing 
Route 2A/2B passengers are making trips along the College Parkway corridor, totaling 22 percent. An 
analysis of the impact of the increase in travel time (and need to transfer) indicates that a loss of 12,500 
annual existing passenger-trips would occur. The net increase in annual boardings would be 36,200. 
Subtracting $13,100 in additional fares, this alternative would increase operating subsidy needs by 
$161,700 per year. 

SPAN OF SERVICE ALTERNATIVES 
 
Beyond the physical configuration of the routes, the other key variable with regards to a fixed-route 
transit system is the span of service, the hours and days that service is provided and the frequency of 
service.  
 
Evening Weekday Service (to 9:30 PM Last Run) 
 
Evening service on weekdays is a popular suggestion for improvement in JAC transit service. In 
particular, residents are interested in using transit service to access evening recreational 
activities as well as the many jobs (such as restaurant jobs) that extend beyond the existing last 
6:30 PM run on the JAC system. Under this alternative, each route would be operated for three 
additional hours, with the last departures at 9:30 PM. As shown in Table 22, providing this 
service would increase the fixed-route hours and miles of service. In addition, JAC Assist service 
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would need to be provided during the additional hours and a dispatcher would be needed to 
staff the office. The overall annual operating cost would be increased by $214,100. 
 
Ridership can be estimated by reviewing the pattern of ridership per hour observed in similar cities with 
evening service. This indicates that this service would generate a ridership increase of 9.7 percent over 
existing weekday ridership, or 16,900 passenger-trips per year. Subtracting the $6,400 in additional fares 
yields an estimate of additional operating subsidy of $207,700 per year. 
 

 
 

TABLE 22: Fixed Route Span of Service Alternatives Analysis
Annual

Hours Miles Runs Hours Miles Hours Miles Cost

Weekday Evening Service
Route 1 1 11.2 3 3 34 255 765 8,568 $36,600 4,600 $1,300
Route 2A 1 11.7 3 3 35 255 765 8,951 $37,000 3,700 $1,400
Route 2B 1 12.4 3 3 37 255 765 9,486 $37,400 4,800 $1,800
Route 3 1 12.4 3 3 37 255 765 9,486 $37,400 2,700 $900
JAC Assist -- -- -- 3 33.05 255 765 8,428 $36,500 1,100 $1,000
Additional Dispatcher Hours 3 255 765 -- $29,200 -- --
Total 3,825 44,918 $214,100 16,900 $6,400 $207,700

Eliminate Rt 2A Wkdy 6:30 PM Run
Route 2A 1 11.7 -1 -1 -12 255 -255 -2,984 -$12,300 -500 -$200 -$12,100

Saturday 7:30 AM Runs
Route 1 1 11.2 1 1 11 51 51 571 $2,400 400 $100
Route 2A 1 11.7 1 1 12 51 51 597 $2,500 1,200 $500
Route 2B 1 12.4 1 1 12 51 51 632 $2,500 600 $200
Route 3 1 12.4 1 1 12 51 51 632 $2,500 200 $100
JAC Assist -- -- -- 1 11.02 51 51 562 $2,400 100 $100
Additional Dispatcher Hours 1 51 51 -- $1,900 -- --
Total 255 2,995 $14,200 2,500 $1,000 $13,200

Saturday 4:30 PM Runs 
Route 1 1 11.2 1 1 11 51 51 571 $2,400 900 $300
Route 2A 1 11.7 1 1 12 51 51 597 $2,500 800 $300
Route 2B 1 12.4 1 1 12 51 51 632 $2,500 700 $300
Route 3 1 12.4 1 1 12 51 51 632 $2,500 600 $210
JAC Assist -- -- -- 1 11.02 51 51 562 $2,400 50 $50
Additional Dispatcher Hours 1 51 51 -- $1,900 -- --
Total 255 2,995 $14,200 3,050 $1,160 $13,040

Saturday 4:30 & 5:30 PM Runs
Route 1 1 11.2 2 2 22 51 102 1,142 $4,900 1,500 $400
Route 2A 1 11.7 2 2 23 51 102 1,193 $4,900 1,300 $500
Route 2B 1 12.4 2 2 25 51 102 1,265 $5,000 1,200 $500
Route 3 1 12.4 2 2 25 51 102 1,265 $5,000 900 $310
JAC Assist -- -- -- 2 22.03 51 102 1,124 $4,900 $100 $90
Additional Dispatcher Hours 1 51 102 -- $3,900 -- --
Total 510 5,989 $28,600 5,000 $1,800 $26,800

Sunday Service
Route 1 8 11.2 2 16 22 51 816 1,142 $32,100 4,600 $1,300
Route 2A 8 11.7 2 16 23 51 816 1,193 $32,200 4,000 $1,600
Route 2B 8 12.4 2 16 25 51 816 1,265 $32,200 3,500 $1,300
Route 3 8 12.4 2 16 25 51 816 1,265 $32,200 2,800 $980
JAC Assist -- -- -- 8 88 51 408 4,495 $19,500 700 $650
Additional Dispatcher Hours 8 51 408 -- $15,600 -- --
Total 3,672 9,360 $163,800 15,600 $5,830 $157,970

Weekday Half-Hourly Service
Route 1 1 11.2 12 12 134 255 3,060 34,272 $146,600 17,700 $5,100
Route 2A 1 11.7 12 12 140 255 3,060 35,802 $147,900 15,100 $5,900
Route 2B 1 12.4 12 12 149 255 3,060 37,944 $149,800 14,200 $5,400
Route 3 1 12.4 12 12 149 255 3,060 37,944 $149,800 18,700 $6,540
Total 12,240 145,962 $594,100 65,700 $16,400 $577,700

Operating 
Subsidy

Fare 
Revenues

Run Parameters Daily Service Days per 
Year

Annual
Ridership
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Eliminate Route 2A Weekday 6:30 PM Runs 

The review of existing ridership by run by hour presented in Technical Memorandum One indicates that 
the final 6:30 PM run serves an average of only 2.3 passenger-trips per day. While there is a benefit of 
providing a consistent service plan that is easy to communicate to passengers, eliminating this run 
would save $12,300 in operating costs per year. Considering that some passengers could still complete 
their trips using Route 2B (though with a longer travel time), a total of 500 passenger-trips and $200 in 
fare revenues would be eliminated annually. This results in a net reduction in subsidy requirements of 
$12,100 per year. 

Saturday 7:30 AM Runs 

The ridership that occurs during Saturdays’ first runs are relatively strong, with an average of 50 
boarding on the 8:30 AM runs. This is an indication of potential demand for an earlier run at 7:30 AM. A 
review of the relative ridership on runs in the 7:00 AM hour on similar systems indicates that this 
additional hour of service would boost overall Saturday ridership by 12 percent, or 2,400 passengers per 
year. This additional service (including additional JAC Transit and dispatcher hours) would increase 
annual costs by $14,200 and annual subsidy requirements by $13,200.6 

Later Saturday Runs 

Ridership on the last existing run on Saturdays (at 3:30 PM) is relatively strong, carrying 47 passengers 
per day on average. Many similar transit systems operate later on Saturdays, typically until around 5 
PM. Two options were considered for an extension to the Saturday span of service: 

• Operating a 4:30 PM run would increase costs by $14,200 per year. Based on the relative
ridership by hour in similar systems, it would serve approximately 3,050 passenger-trips per
year, and require $13,040 in subsidy.

• Operating both 4:30 PM and a 5:30 PM runs on Saturday would increase costs by $28,600 per
year and ridership by 5,000 boardings. The overall subsidy requirements would increase by
$26,800 annually.

Sunday Service 

Providing service on Sundays has long been a common request. In addition to providing access to 
worship services, many Sunday riders on other systems are traveling for social events and shopping as 
well as retail jobs. Experience in other similar areas that provide fixed route transit service on Sundays 
indicates that the ridership generated on Sundays is approximately 30 percent lower than Saturday 
ridership. Operating the Saturday service plan (four routes plus JAC Assist from 8:30 AM to 4:30 PM) 
would cost a total of $163,800 per year. Ridership is estimated to be 15,600 passenger-trips per year. By 
subtracting fare revenues, the subsidy would be increased by approximately $157,970 annually. 

6 As the first run ridership on Route 3 is relatively low, another option would be to operate this 7:30 AM run only on Routes 1, 
2A/ 2B, which would reduce operating subsidies by $2,300 per year. 
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Half-Hourly Weekday Service 

Providing transit service every half-hour rather than every hour generates a substantial improvement in 
the overall attractiveness of a fixed-route service. In particular, employees with defined work start and 
stop times often find that hourly service can require leaving for work much earlier (if the hourly bus 
serves their worksite only a few minutes after their required start time) or a long wait after quitting time 
before the next bus home arrives. Similarly, passengers with defined appointment times for medical or 
social service visits often are required to add substantial time to their overall trip. 

Providing half-hourly service on all four JAC fixed routes would require an additional four buses in 
operation. As shown in Table 4, this would require a sobering $594,100 per year in increased operating 
costs. An elasticity analysis indicates that ridership would be increased by approximately 65,700 
boardings per year, resulting in an increase in operating subsidy of $577,700 per year. 

COMPARISON OF FIXED ROUTE ALTERNATIVES 

The ridership impacts of the fixed route service alternatives, as presented in Table 23 and Figure 29, 
range from an increase of 65,700 (for half-hourly weekday service) and 54,200 (for the Six-Route system 
plan) to a reduction of 1,200 associated with revision of Route 2A/2B service off of Menlo Place and 
Lompa Lane. Other alternatives with relatively high ridership potential are the full pulse system 
alternative (39,600), the North Route (28,200) and the Southeast Route (26,900).  

The operating subsidy impacts vary widely, as shown in Figure 30. The most costly options would be 
half-hourly weekday service ($577,700) followed by weekday evening service until 9:30 PM ($207,700 
per year). Other alternatives would have a relatively modest impact on subsidy needs, while two 
(revising Routes 2A/2B to serve North Carson Street and eliminating the Route 2A weekday 6:30 PM 
run) would reduce subsidy needs. 

Fixed Route Alternatives Performance Analysis 

An analysis of the performance of the service alternatives is presented in Table 23. This considers the 
following key transit service performance measures. 

Passenger-Trips per Vehicle-Hour 

The marginal passenger-trips per vehicle-hour is a key measure of the productivity of a transit service. 
Note that several of the alternatives do not result in a change in vehicle-hours, making this measure 
inapplicable. These values are charted in Figure 31. 

Of the other alternatives, the majority yield a positive value resulting from an increase in ridership 
divided by an increase in vehicle-hours. In these cases, a high figure is preferred in that it reflects a 
relatively high ridership gain for every new vehicle-hour operated. For one alternative (the elimination 
of the last Route 2A weekday run), this figure is a result of a reduction in ridership over a reduction in 
vehicle-hours. In this condition, a lower value is preferable as it reflects fewer passenger-trips lost for 
every hour of service reduction. In this case, the value of 2.0 indicates that relatively few passengers 
would be eliminated. Of those increasing ridership, the “best” alternatives are a new North Route (20.6) 
and the special event shuttle (20.5), followed by the Six-Route systems plan (14.6). Note that these 
values are shaded in Table 23 indicating that they exceed the existing systemwide fixed-route average of 
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13.0. Alternatives that generate relatively few new passenger-trips per new vehicle-hour are the West 
Route (4.9) extending Route 3 southward to Mica Drive (1.2) and the Sunday service (4.2). 

Marginal Subsidy per Passenger-Trip 

This measure directly relates the key public input (tax funding) to the key desired output (ridership). As 
shown in Figure 32, the majority of these values reflect an increase in subsidy divided by an increase in 
ridership, in which case a lower value indicates a “better” alternative in that fewer dollars are needed to 
expand the ridership. Of these, the best performing alternatives are revising Route 3 to serve Topsy Lane 
($0.46), the North Route ($2.01) and the Special Event Shuttle ($2.72). Others would require relatively 
high levels of new funding per passenger-trip, such as the extension of Route 3 to Mica Drive ($34.88), 
weekday evening service ($12.29) and Sunday service ($10.13). Several other results regarding this 
performance measure merit discussion: 

• The positive figure of $24.40 for the elimination of the last weekday Route 2A run indicates that
$24.40 would be saved for every passenger-trip lost—an indication that this is a good
alternative.

• The negative figure (-$0.18) for the revision of Route 2A/2B to serve North Carson Street is also
a positive result, in that $0.18 in subsidy would be saved for every new passenger-trip added.

• Finally, the revision of Route 2A/2B would reduce ridership while increasing costs, yielding a
figure of -$1.42 (a negative result).
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Fixed Route Alternatives Conclusions 
 
The above review provides useful information for making decisions regarding the individual routes, and 
ultimately the JAC fixed route network as a whole. The appropriate alternatives to work into the overall 
plan will depend on the relative balance between the desire for ridership growth and the financial 
realities of available operating funding. It is important to consider that there are many other factors (in 
particular, the ability to provide a dependable and safe transit service) beyond these financial and 
performance measures. There is a benefit in providing a consistent service that is easy to communicate 
and understand. Nonetheless, the following are key overall findings that result from this evaluation: 
 

• Assuming that funding is available for operation of a fifth fixed-route bus, the Six-Route System 
scenario is the preferable option, providing greater ridership at lower cost than the Full-Pulse 
System scenario. The strong performance of new service to southeast Carson City and to the 
northern area helps to increase the effectiveness of the Six-Route System scenario. 
 

• Extension of Route 3 south to Mica Drive in Douglas County would not be an effective use of 
funds. However, the shorter extension to Topsy Lane provides strong benefits at little cost. 
 

• Sunday service, evening service and half-hourly weekday service all perform relatively poorly 
and would be very expensive. 
 

• A special event or downtown shuttle has a high potential for good performance, so long as the 
periods when service is provided are considered carefully. The ridership potential of this service 
should be considered cautiously. 
 

• Expansion of the hours of Saturday service has a moderately good potential. Of the hours 
considered, providing one additional later hour (4:30 PM departures) would be the most 
effective. 
 

• The revision of Route 2A/2B to serve a portion of North Carson Street would be a net benefit, 
but would impact existing ridership. Note that the Six-Route System scenario provides this new 
service without the impact on existing passengers. 
 

JAC Assist Alternatives 

JAC Assist currently provides service to persons eligible under Americans with Disability Act 
qualifications as follows: 
 

• Within ¾ miles of a fixed route—$2.00 per one-way trip 
• Between ¾ miles and 1 mile of a fixed route—$4.00 per one-way trip 

 
These service areas are shown in Figure 33. Table 24 presents estimates of the population, and their 
population characteristics, currently within and outside of these service areas. As shown, 80 percent of 
all Carson City residents live within the ¾-mile area and 84 within the 1-mile area. A higher proportion of 
persons with disabilities live within the existing service area, with only 13 percent outside of the ¾-mile 
area and 10 percent outside of the 1-mile service area. The senior population outside of the existing 
service area is very much in line with the overall population proportions of Carson City.  
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Residential areas outside the service area are largely found to the west (Kings Canyon area), 
northwest (Lakeview area), north (northern end of Goni Road) and southeast (east of I-580 and south 
of Fairview Drive). Overall, the total population outside of any JAC Assist service area is as follows: 

• Total population—8,413
• Disabled population—1,365
• Senior population—2,050

In reviewing the need for service, it is useful to review the proportion of JAC Assist trips made to and 
from the extended area (3/4-mile to 1-mile). An analysis of Ecolane data for a full year (June 2018 
through May 2019) indicate only 354 such trips were made (or 1.2 per day). This is equal to only 1.3 
percent of all JAC Assist trips over a year. 

Expansion of Base ADA Service Area to Encompass All Residential Areas 

The ADA service area could be expanded to include all residential portions of the consolidated city and 
county. This would exclude the areas in the Tahoe Basin and the eastern portion of the county with no 
or minimal population. The best indicator of the potential ridership demand that would be generated by 
this expansion is the increase in the number of persons with disability in the expanded area.7 This is 
equal to a 14.5 percent increase in demand, or 15.1 passenger-trips per day on the average weekday 
and 1.8 passenger-trips per day on the average Saturday. 

A utilization analysis was conducted of the run manifests for a selection of service days to identify if the 
current services (up to 4 vehicles in operation on a weekday and 1 vehicle in operation on a Saturday) 
could accommodate this increase in demand. This analysis found that there is some available capacity 
on weekdays early in the service day between 9:30 AM and 1:30 PM as well as on Saturdays (recognizing 
that the dispatchers can negotiate specific service times by up to one hour). However, available capacity 
is not adequate between 7:30 AM and 9:30 AM, and between from 1:30 PM to 4:30 PM. This expansion 
in service area would therefore require operation of one additional AM and one additional PM 

7 It is possible that this is a conservative assumption, as a substantial proportion of JAC Assist ridership is generated by social 
service programs and housing options focused on the disabled community, which tend to be located within the JAC Assist 
service area. However, expansion of the service area could allow these types of facilities to relocate to these new areas, 
creating the potential for expansion of demand. 

TABLE 24: Carson City Population Served by JAC Assist

Census Tract
Total Tract 
Population

Within 3/4 
Mile

Outside 
3/4 Mile

Outside 
1 Mile

Within 
3/4 Mile

Outside 
3/4 Mile

Outside 
1 Mile

Within 
3/4 Mile

Outside 
3/4 Mile

Outside 
1 Mile

3 3,708 371 3,337 2,781 58 518 432 122 1093 911
4 3,653 1,206 2,447 2,009 248 502 413 233 473 388
8 4,413 1,986 2,427 1,545 318 388 247 415 507 323
9 5,142 4,731 411 257 1,409 122 77 1,181 103 64

10.02 3,643 1,457 2,186 1,822 157 236 197 291 437 364

Other Tracts 33,660 33,660 0 0 8,241 0 0 5,644 0 0
TOTAL 54,219 43,411 10,808 8,413 12,197 1,767 1,365 10,499 2,613 2,050

% of Total 80% 20% 16% 87% 13% 10% 80% 20% 16%

Total Population Persons With Disabilities Senior Population
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paratransit vehicle for a total of 5 hours per weekday. Over the course of a year, this would incur an 
operating cost of $67,000 as shown in Table 25. It would serve up to 3,900 new passenger-trips (under 
this conservative cost analysis), yielding an operating subsidy of $63,400 per year. This is equal to a 
marginal subsidy per passenger of $16.26, which is similar to the existing JAC Assist average. This 
alternative would also require an additional vehicle.  
 

 
 
Expansion of Extended ADA Service Area to Encompass All Residential Areas 
 
Another option would be to expand the extended area (with the $4.00 fare) to include all residential 
areas. The population in the existing extended area generates an average of 1.14 trips per disabled 
person per year. Applying this rate to the disabled population outside of the existing service area 
indicates an annual ridership increase of 1,550 per year, or 5.9 per weekday and 0.7 per Saturday. 
Though this is a lower figure than expanding the base area, it would still require additional JAC Assist 
capacity in both the AM and PM periods (particularly considering that the time required to serve each 
trip would be greater than the current average). A total of four vehicle-hours of service would be 
required (7:30 AM to 9:30 AM, and 2:00 PM to 4:00 PM), which would increase operating costs by 
$53,600 and operating subsidy requirements by $52,200. At $33.68 in subsidy per passenger, this option 
would be twice as expensive as current JAC Assist service. 
 
Modifications in Certification Procedures 

An important element of ensuring that the limited funds available for paratransit services are focused on 
those most in need of the service is defining an appropriate “certification” process—the steps by which 
an individual is certified to use the service. The JAC Assist ADA Complementary Paratransit Policies and 
Procedures (revised July 17, 2018) lays out a detailed and comprehensive process that already includes 
key steps such as a certification by a qualified medical professional as well as an appeals process. 
 
One modification that is recommended to improve this process is to require an in-person interview as 
part of the “Part A” application process. Requiring an in-person interview has been found to decrease 
the number of applications by 25 to 30 percent. The in-person interview provides an opportunity for 
staff to make a preliminary determination of eligibility. It provides an opportunity to educate the 
applicant about other options, including accessible fixed-route transit and travel training. While JAC 
Assist could require a functional assessment, the cost to implement assessments likely exceeds the 
benefit for a system the size of JAC. JAC Assist will need to offer a free ride to and from the in-person 
interview and have sufficient staff time to conduct the interviews. 
 
 

TABLE 25: JAC Assist Service Area Alternatives Analysis

Annual

Hours Miles Runs Hours Miles Hours Miles Cost

Expand Base Area to Encompass All Residential Areas
JAC Assist -- -- -- 5 82.62 255 1,275 21,069 $67,000 3,900 $3,600 $63,400

Expand Extended Area to Encompass All Residential Areas
JAC Assist -- -- -- 4 66.1 255 1,020 16,855 $53,600 1,550 $1,400 $52,200

Run Parameters Daily Service
Days per 

Year

Annual

Ridership
Fare 

Revenues
Operating 

Subsidy
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In addition, the Consultant Team has the following other recommendations: 
 

• Change recertification to five years to reduce the workload. The difference in the number of 
people certified between a three-year and five-year certification will be very small and there is 
minimal benefit to having staff spend time on recertification every three years. 
 

• Consider eliminating the conditional and trip-by-trip rides. The number of actual conditional or 
trip ineligible requests should be determined to verify if the benefit is worth the staff time spent 
determining conditional eligibility and approving individual trip requests. While this approach to 
approving trips on a case by case basis appears to be beneficial, the number of trips that fall in 
this category may be so small that the effort is not justified. Tracking the number and 
percentage of trips that are approved on a conditional basis or not approved will support 
evaluation of this policy. 

As discussed earlier, a travel training program should be considered. Travel training for some applicants 
may allow them to use the fixed-route service and not need JAC Assist for some or possibly all of their 
trips. Given that the operating cost of providing a JAC Assist trip averages almost four times more than 
that of a fixed route trip, and considering that many persons with disabilities find that fixed-route 
services provide overall greater mobility and opportunities, this can benefit both the transit program as 
a whole as well as the individual rider. 
 
INTERCOUNTY SERVICE ALTERNATIVES 
 
Dayton-Mound House-Carson City Service 
 
The western portion of Lyon County, in particular the Mound House and Dayton areas (within the 
CAMPO boundaries), has a substantial population, totaling approximately 16,000. This population has a 
relatively high proportion of persons with disabilities (23.2 percent) and low-income residents (14.1 
percent). While residents of these areas typically travel to Carson City for medical and urban services, 
currently the only transit access is provided by the once-per-week service (on Thursdays) from Silver 
Springs to Carson City, along with once-a-month (on the fourth Tuesday) from Yerington to Carson City 
via Silver Springs. These services, moreover, don’t arrive in Carson City until 9:30 AM on the weekly 
service and 10:30 AM on the once-a-month service, with both departing at 2:00 PM. These service times 
require a long time away from home with only limited options for appointments in Carson City. 

Additional service could be provided by Carson City to western Lyon County with funding provided 
through a combination of local Lyon County sources and Federal Transit Administration sources. This 
could consist of “lifeline” service, which is defined as limited service to smaller communities or rural 
areas intended to provide at least a minimum of access to urban services such as medical facilities, 
shopping and social service programs. At a minimum, these services consist of two runs on one day a 
week. Reservations are required (typically at least 24 hours in advance), though if a pattern of regular 
reservations emerges, “standing reservations” can be established for popular stops and times. Examples 
of lifeline transit services are the service connecting Markleeville, California with Minden/Gardnerville 
and the service connecting Benton, California with Bishop, California. 

This may be an appropriate service model to serve the western Lyon County area. Specifically, a route 
could be operated between Carson City and Dayton, as far east as Chaves Road (approximately 2 miles 
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east of SR 79), one day per week.8 This vehicle would operate on a deviated basis, providing door-to-
door service to nearby residential areas in Lyon County, and direct service to key medical and 
commercial centers in Carson City. Three runs per day could be operated, providing arrivals into Carson 
City at 8:30 AM, a midday 11:00 AM eastbound departure dropping and picking up passengers around 
Noon, and a 4:30 PM eastbound departure.  

The route would run approximately 19 miles east of downtown Carson City. Including time for service to 
individual homes and destinations, a 2 hour period for every round trip would be needed. Including 12 
miles for services off of the highways, each round trip would require approximately 50 miles of 
operation. This service would cost an estimated $18,700 if operated through the JAC program, as shown 
in Table 26.9 Funds would be needed for marketing, not included in Table 26. 

The potential ridership for this service is substantial, if properly marketed. A review of per-capita 
ridership on similar lifeline services indicates an average of 0.34 passengers per year per capita, for 
every day of service offered each week. This indicates a potential for 5,400 passenger-trips per year, or 
106 per service day. In reality, ridership would be limited to the capacity of the buses. Assuming a 21-
passenger Starcraft vehicle were used, total daily ridership would be limited to approximately 80 
passenger-trips per day, or approximately 4,000 per year. Assuming a fare of $2.00 per one-way ride, 
$8,000 in fare revenues would be generated. An operating subsidy of $10,700 would be required. 

 

Virginia City—Dayton—Mound House—Carson City Service 

Another option would be to provide lifeline service to the Virginia City portion of Storey County, 
including Silver City, Gold Hill, and areas of Lyon County. This area has a population of 705 persons, 18 
percent of which are low-income and 36 percent are seniors. US 50, State Route 341 and State Route 79 
make a convenient loop through Virginia City and Dayton. This adds only 6 miles to a round-trip, 
resulting in roughly 56-mile trip length and a 2-hour, 20-minute running time. Annual operating costs 
would be on the order of $21,500 per year (assuming ridership requests are made for all runs). This 
additional service area would increase ridership demand by an estimated 250 passenger-trips per year 
(or 5 per service day). Assuming there is adequate capacity, this would increase fare revenues by $500 
per year. The incremental impact of this expanded service area would be to increase operating subsidies 
by $2,300. However, it would open the possibility for funding through Storey County sources, and 
possibly increase the competitiveness of a grant application for federal funding. 
 
  

                                                 
8 If this day falls on a holiday, service would be operated on an alternate day for that week. 
9 Providing service on a second day per week would double the cost to $36,000 per year. 

TABLE 26: Intercounty Service Alternatives Analysis

Annual

Hours Miles Runs Hours Miles Hours Miles Cost

Dayton Lifeline Service 2 50 3 6 150 52 312 7,800 $18,700 4,000 $8,000 $10,700

2.33 56 3 7 168 52 364 8,736 $21,500 4,250 $8,500 $13,000

Fare 
Revenues

Operating 
SubsidyRidership

Dayton/Virginia City 
Lifeline Service

Run Parameters Daily Service
Days per 

Year

Annual
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Chapter 8 
Capital Alternatives 

 
INTRODUCTION 
 
This chapter first discusses capital facilities, including transfer centers and bus stops. Fleet 
improvements are then discussed, including the appropriate size of transit vehicles as well as the 
potential for battery electric buses. 
 
FACILITIES  
 
Downtown Transit Center 
 
The current hub of the JAC fixed route system is the Downtown Transit Plaza. This consists of the curb 
along the eastern side of N. Plaza Street between E. Robinson Street and E. Washington Street as well as 
a portion of the curb adjacent to the Federal Building. Excluding the driveway to a parking lot, there is a 
total of 200 feet of curb length available for buses. This is sufficient to accommodate up to six vehicles at 
one time. At present, up to four JAC buses are at the Plaza at the peak times (at the bottom of the hour). 
Up to approximately 30 passengers are waiting for buses at peak times. 
 
The Tahoe Transportation District Route 19X serves a stop on the south side of E. Washington Street 
east of N. Plaza Street. This stop is served five times a day but not at the same time as JAC. In addition, 
the Washoe RTC Intercity Route serves the stop on E. Washington Street six times per day in the 
southbound direction from Reno to NDOT Headquarters on Stewart Street and serves a stop on the 
north side of E. Robinson Street east of N. Plaza Street six times per day in the northbound direction. 
While the Washoe RTC schedules do not define a specific time for service to these stops, the 
southbound runs arriving at NDOT at 7:15 AM, 4:12 PM and 5:12 PM provide a reasonably convenient 
transfer from the Intercity buses to JAC fixed routes while the northbound runs departing at 7:20 AM, 
4:17 PM and 5:17 PM provide the opportunity (with coordination between the systems) for convenient 
transfers from JAC fixed routes to the Intercity service. 
 
Beyond the curbside bus loading locations, this facility consists of a 14-foot-wide sidewalk (sufficient for 
wheelchair loading and unloading), along with an 8-foot-long shelter at the south end and a 20-foot-long 
shelter at the north end. There are three 6-foot benches and a bike rack.  
 
This facility provides a reasonably convenient location with regards to downtown activity centers as well 
as efficient bus movements into and out of the site. However, there are numerous deficiencies to the 
existing transit plaza: 
 

• It lacks restroom facilities for drivers. Drivers currently have to depart their buses (requiring all 
passengers to disembark) and go into the Nugget to use their restrooms (on a “gratis” basis). 
This additional walk time can add roughly 5 minutes to the layover time at the transit plaza and 
can add to service delays. 
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• It provides insufficient protection from the elements. In particular, the west facing shelters do 
not provide adequate seating capacity for peak waiting loads, provide little shade in the late 
afternoon on hot summer days, and provide scant protection from wind-driven rain and snow. 
 

• Because of the limited seating and shade opportunities, passengers are tempted to wander into 
the landscaping areas of the Federal Building, potentially causing damage. 

 
• Lighting is limited to two streetlights and low lighting in the shelters. As a result, passengers are 

often boarding and alighting in dark locations, adding to safety concerns. 
 
• Walks of up to 400 feet are required between Intercity and JAC buses, increasing the delays as 

passengers transfer. 
 
As a long-term capital investment, it is important for a transit center to be able to accommodate the 
needs of the transit program for at least the next twenty years. The following describes design elements 
and site considerations for such an investment. 
 
Design Elements 
 
Specific design elements that should be considered in the redesign of the Transit Center should include 
the following: 
 

• Bus Loading Area: The facility needs to accommodate five JAC fixed route buses as well as a 
Washoe Intercity bus, a TTD bus and potentially a downtown shuttle vehicle. Lighting should be 
provided for all loading areas. 

 
• Passenger Facilities: A climate controlled indoor waiting area should be provided with a 

minimum floor area of 600 square feet (such as 15’ X 40’). This waiting area should have clear 
lines of sight for security purposes, as well as a clear view of approaching buses. Public 
restrooms are not necessary so long as public restrooms are available within a block walk. In 
addition, outdoor shaded passenger waiting areas should be provided with benches, totaling 
approximately 1,500 square feet in area. 

 
• Bicycle racks or other bicycle parking should be provided. 
 
• Driver Facilities: As the key facility for the transit drivers, restroom facilities should be provided. 

In addition, a separate entrance (with key card access) should be provided to a portion of the 
space that includes a driver break room as well as the restrooms.  

 
• Improved Passenger Information: “Real time” information screens should be provided in the 

facility that provides information on schedules, service interruptions and public notices. 
 
• A small utility space (approximately 160 square feet) should be provided for custodial storage. 
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Site Location Considerations 
 
The following are key considerations in considering the location of a transit center. 

 
• Adequate size to accommodate the transit program. 
 
• Proximity to the center of the local transit service area, to minimize out-of-direction travel time 

and costs. Given the many times per day that transit vehicles travel to and from the site, even an 
additional distance of a few blocks can add thousands of dollars to the annual operating costs. 

 
• Convenient access for regional transit routes that minimize out-of-direction travel. 
 
• Adequate access, thus avoiding excessive delays for transit routes. 
 
• Convenience to major trip destinations. As the single location most accessible by public transit, 

it benefits the overall effectiveness of transit services if there is a concentration of transit trip 
generators (shopping, community facilities, public offices, etc.) within a convenient walk 
distance of the transit center. 

 
• High visibility that enhances the community’s awareness of transit services. 
 
• Personal security and safety. Locations in area’s with a high crime reputation (deserved or not) 

should be avoided, and locations that have greater vehicle and pedestrian activity are 
preferable. 

 
• Appropriate zoning and consistency with community plans. 
 
• Availability of adequate utilities. 
 
• Lack of known hazardous soils. 

 
Potential Second Transit Hub in South Carson City 
 
As a transit system grows, there is sometimes the need to establish a second transit hub. As discussed in 
the service alternatives, the geography of Carson City lends itself to a strong central hub in the 
downtown area. However, if a second route in South Carson is established, there is a potential for 
transfers between the existing Route 3 and an additional route serving the southern area.  
 
The prevailing trip pattern, however, is such that this demand is not expected to be significant. A full 
second transit hub is therefore not warranted. However, if a second route serves the Fuji Park stop, this 
could serve as an informal transfer location. While this stop already has a good shelter and loading 
facilities, it could benefit from additional outside bench seating, improved lighting and a bike rack. 
 
Review of Existing Stop Locations 
 
When reviewing the distance between existing stops throughout Carson City, most appeared to be 
adequately spaced from one another. A major gap in service was identified between Emerson Drive and 
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Research Way along East College Parkway. Currently, there is 0.6 mile distance between bus stops and 
while much of this distance consists of the I-580 interchange, it includes retail and multifamily 
residential areas west of the interstate. A stop near Retail Drive/Retail Court could alleviate this gap and 
improve access for the adjacent land uses. 
 
Bus Stop Improvements 
 
In addition, improvements are warranted at other bus stops not affected by the route revisions. 
The quality of bus stops is a very important factor in a passenger’s overall perception of a transit service. 
Depending on the trip, a passenger can spend a substantial proportion of their total time using the 
transit service waiting at their boarding location. If this is an uncomfortable experience, if it is perceived 
to be unsafe, or if it does not provide adequate protection from winter rain or summer sun, the bus stop 
can be the deciding factor regarding a potential passenger’s use of the transit system. 
 
Transit systems serving small to mid-sized cities typically strive to provide seating (such as a bench) for 
stops that average 5 or more boardings per day, and shelter for stops that average 10 or more boardings 
per day. Using the above criteria, an analysis of existing stops and their average daily ridership was 
performed with recommendations for potential bench and shelter locations summarized in Table 27. 
 

 
 
Providing space for a traditional bus bench can be a challenge at constrained locations. A popular option 
developed over recent years is seating that is part of the bus stop pole, such as the paired seats 
manufactured by Simme, LLC (shown at right). These cost on the order of $600 per pair, depending on 
the need to improve the foundation of the sign pole. Transit systems that have installed this type of 
seating include Samtrans (San Mateo County), Sunline Transit (Palm Springs) and Rogue Valley Transit 
(Medford, Oregon). 
  

TABLE 27: Recommended Bus Stop Improvements

Route Stop Recommendation
Average Daily 

Boarding
2B Airport & Nye southbound Add paved walkway, bench, and shelter 10

3 Clear Creek & Center Add paved walkway, bench, and shelter 10

2B Airport & Harrison Add bench and shelter 10

1 Hot Springs & Northgate Add bench 9.3

1 Hot Springs & Pine Southbound Add bench 8.5

1 Robinson & Walsh Add paved walkway 7.5

1 Sierra Surgical Hospital Add bench 7.2

2B Airport & U.S. 50 @ CVS Add bench 5.7

1 & 2B College Parkway & Granite Add bench 5.2

Source: JAC Ridership Portal and Average Daily Boarding by Stop
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FLEET IMPROVEMENTS 
 
Vehicle Fleet Requirements 

Within the next five years, a total of seven JAC vehicles will 
warrant replacement: three 8-passenger Arboc Vans and four 31-
passenger El Dorado buses. While the fleet (with these 
replacements) is sufficient to operate a fifth fixed-route bus, a 
downtown or special event shuttle could warrant an additional 
vehicle purchase.  

Appropriate Size of Vehicles 

The size of transit vehicles used to operate the JAC fixed route service is an important consideration in 
both the impact of transit operations on the community as well as the quality of service provided by the 
transit program. At present, the service fleet has a total of seven buses with 31 or 32-passenger seating 
capacity, along with two mid-size buses with seating for 21 passengers and six smaller vans with seating 
capacity from 5 to 8. The size of a vehicle used to provide transit service possesses many implications: 
 

• Buses need to be large enough to provide adequate passenger capacity. Specifically, it is 
desirable to provide a seat for all passengers. While standees on some runs are typically 
considered acceptable, providing a seat for all passengers (1) improves the rider’s experience, 
(2) reduces the potential for trips and falls, (3) reduces the potential for conflicts between 
passengers and (4) improves on-time performance by reducing the time needed to board and 
deboard the bus.  

 
• Large buses provide greater flexibility to accommodate infrequent peaks in passenger loads such 

as school field trips. 
 
• Smaller buses have less noise and visual presence impacts on neighborhoods than do larger 

vehicles. 
 
• While smaller buses are less expensive to operate than larger buses, this cost savings is less than 

might be expected as driver wage and benefit costs are the same for smaller vehicles as for 
larger buses. Overall, smaller buses are typically only 10 percent to 15 percent less expensive to 
operate. If the use of smaller buses even infrequently requires operating a second vehicle for 
peak loads, this can quickly eliminate any cost savings. 

 
• Larger buses have a substantially longer useful life (12 to 16 years) compared to that of smaller 

buses (6 to 8 years). While smaller buses are less expensive to purchase than larger buses, much 
of the cost of bus purchases is be funded through state or Federal funding programs. Overall, 
the per-hour capital costs are roughly similar. 

 
• Larger buses provide a smoother ride than do smaller buses, and can better accommodate 

passengers with disabilities. Overall, passengers prefer using larger buses. 
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• Smaller buses without airbrakes may be preferable in instances with driver shortages. 
 
• Maintenance costs of smaller (gas powered) versus larger (diesel fuel) buses. 

 
Driver run manifests showing boarding and alighting activity by run by stop were evaluated for several 
weekdays in May, 2019 and used to generate the maximum passenger load per run data shown in Table 
28. As indicated, up to 24 passengers at one time were carried on Route 1, 23 on Route 2A, 18 on Route 
2B and 12 on Route 3. These figures exceed the seating capacity of the existing mid-sized buses on 
Routes 1 and 2A, and all exceed the seating capacity of the smaller vans. This clearly indicates that using 
smaller vans (such as 8 to 12 passenger vehicles) that could be also used for JAC Assist would not be 
feasible. Mid-size buses (in the 21- to 25 capacity range) could potentially be operated but would leave 
no capacity for any ridership growth or for unusual events. Overall, the existing 31-seat capacity of JAC’s 
larger fixed-route buses is appropriate. 
 

 
 
Battery-Electric Transit Vehicles 
 
Battery Electric Buses (BEBs) are rapidly being implemented in larger transit systems. An excellent 
example is the Washoe RTC, which was one of the first six systems in the nation to operate a BEB in 
public transit service, and currently has a fleet of 21 in operation. Recharging BEBs can either occur at 
the fleet operations facility (generally overnight using a slow charging station) or along the route at 
stops where at least 10 minutes of time are available (using an overhead fast-charging technology). As 
an example of cost, Marin County recently purchased two battery-electric vehicles for $1.6 million. The 
cost includes purchase of the buses, GPS and fare collection equipment purchase and vehicle 
inspections. 
 

TABLE 28: Maximum Passenger Load by Run

Run Start Time 1 2A 2B 3
6:30 AM 3 11 4 8
7:30 AM 8 8 7 7
8:30 AM 7 7 11 6
9:30 AM 20 11 12 6
10:30 AM 10 9 18 12
11:30 AM 8 23 7 10
12:30 PM 24 8 9 11
1:30 PM 19 11 13 5
2:30 PM 10 14 10 10
3:30 PM 8 11 10 7
4:30 PM 8 5 8 5
5:30 PM 6 2 6 7
6:30 PM 3 5 3 4

Maximum 24 23 18 12
Source: Analysis of driver run manifests.
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Beyond the issue of cost, a key factor regarding battery electric buses is the potential range between 
charges. While buses with a range of 120 – 150 miles have been available for several years, some 
manufacturers have recently announced new technology that can operate up to 350 miles between 
charges. However, these claims do not reflect the requirements to power onboard heating and cooling 
systems—an important consideration due to Carson City’s climate. 
 
The costs associated with battery electric buses can vary dramatically depending on the status and 
costing arrangement with the local utility. In particular, the capacity of the local electrical grid serving 
the maintenance/charging facility is crucial. As an example, a recent study on the conversion of the 51-
bus transit fleet for the Yuba-Sutter Transit Authority in Marysville, CA, identified capital charging and 
electrical equipment (excluding bus purchase costs) as totaling $12 Million. In addition, many transit 
systems are finding that the high charging loads placed on the local grid trigger high “peak” prices, 
thereby adding to the operating costs. 
 
Defining the appropriate BEB strategy for Carson City will require a detailed study of the operational, 
facility, capital cost and environmental options. This study should include the following: 
 

• Compare the cost, facility and operational impacts of BEB versus fossil fuel costs. 
 

• Review existing and planned services and schedules to identify the potential for on-route 
charging. 
 

• Evaluate the transit center and bus maintenance facility to identify the physical and electrical 
capacity to accommodate charging equipment and power supply. 
 

• Work with NV Energy to identify charging rates and define strategies to minimize overall costs. 
 

• Assess impacts on maintenance staff and facilities as well as on-the-road service reliability. 
 

This study may warrant consideration of conversion of other elements of the Carson City fleet. The 
overall results of this study should be a BEB implementation plan that minimizes costs, maintains a good 
quality of service to the passengers and achieves the environmental benefits of BEB technology as it 
matures. 
 
Recommended Transit Fuel Strategy 
 
There are several reasons why Carson City should take a “go slow” strategy with regards to the initial 
implementation of BEBs for the JAC system: 
 

• At present, there are no available smaller vehicles that have met federal testing requirements 
that are of an appropriate size for JAC services. 

 
• The BEB industry is changing very rapidly, both in terms of the available technology as well as 

the individual manufacturers.  
 
• As a smaller system, Carson City can less afford to expend funds on changing technologies than 

can larger transit systems. It is better to monitor the experience of larger transit systems with 
BEBs over the next few years and learn from this experience. 

 
Packet Page Number 122



 

 
  JAC Transit Development and Coordinated Human Services Plan  
Page 108  Carson City 

 
• Implementing the appropriate charging systems will take time for analysis and construction as 

well as working with NV Energy. 
 
Fare Technology 

Electronic fares or “E-Fares” are popular amongst similarly-sized and larger transit systems. As indicated 
in the 2017 User Survey, as well as the most recent 2019 online survey, increasing access to purchasing 
various types of fare were expressed to be very important to Carson City’s population. The following e-
fare and technological improvements that are currently being explored: 

• On-board and Transit Station Wi-Fi 
• Online/smart phone fare purchasing 
• On-board magnetic card fare, reader, and reload technology  
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Chapter 9 

Long-Range Transit Strategy Analysis 
 
This chapter first presents a review of various factors that can be expected to impact the demand for 
transit services, as a basis for evaluation of long-range transit needs. This is followed by a discussion of 
long-range strategies, building upon the evaluation of Short-Range service alternatives presented in the 
previous chapter. 

FACTORS IMPACTING TRANSIT DEMAND 

Change in Population 

The Nevada State Demographer prepares demographic forecasts on a countywide basis, by age 
category. The forecasts for Carson City, Douglas County and Lyon County are summarized in Table 29.10 
A review of these forecasts indicates the following: 

• Carson City population is forecast to decrease slightly (by 1 percent) over the next five years, but 
then expand to a 2039 value of 62,108 a 10 percent overall increase, as shown in Figure 34.  
 

• The characteristics of the Carson City population by age cohort will change significantly over 
time. Youth population (through age 18) is forecast to decrease by 13 percent over the next 10 
years but then rebound between 2029 and 2039. Typical “working age” population (19 to 64) is 
forecast to overall decline over the next 20 years. However, substantial growth will occur in 
senior population with a 48 percent overall growth in persons 65 to 74, 69 percent in ages 75 to 
84, and 53 percent in ages 85 and above. This has important consequences for the need senior 
transportation, including JAC Assist. Put another way, while persons age 65 and above 
constitute 21 percent of the Carson City population today, by 2039 this figure will grow to 30 
percent. 
 

• Lyon County total population is forecast to remain relatively unchanged with a 2039 population 
within 500 persons of the current population. However, the number and proportion of residents 
that are over 75 are forecast to increase by 1,843, or by 38 percent. Those over age 84 will 
increase by a full 118 percent. 
 

• Similarly, Douglas County total population is forecast to increase only modestly (4 percent) over 
the next twenty years. Residents ages 65 to 74 will increase by 36 percent, while those age 85 
and above will increase by 82 percent. 
 

This growth in senior population in Lyon and Douglas Counties will increase the need for medical 
transportation to Carson City, particularly if Carson City remains a center for medical services in the 
region. 

 

                                                 
10 The State’s forecasts extend to 2037. To provide a 20-year timeframe, 2035 to 2037 figures were extrapolated to 2039. 
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TABLE 29: Population Forecasts by County and Age Cohort
2019 2024 2029 2034 2037 Est. 2039

Carson City
0 to 18 11,933 10,938 10,394 12,770 13,080 13,286
19 to 64 32,445 31,480 32,688 29,484 29,926 30,221
65 to 74 6,986 8,206 7,556 9,329 9,931 10,332
75 to 84 3,394 3,629 5,078 5,897 5,800 5,735
85 and Above 1,658 1,708 1,667 2,256 2,422 2,533
Total 56,417 55,961 57,382 59,736 61,159 62,108

% Change From 2019
0 to 18 - -8% -13% 7% 10% 11%
19 to 64 - -3% 1% -9% -8% -7%
65 to 74 - 17% 8% 34% 42% 48%
75 to 84 - 7% 50% 74% 71% 69%
85 and Above - 3% 1% 36% 46% 53%
Total - -1% 2% 6% 8% 10%

Lyon County
0 to 18 12,633 12,151 11,903 11,835 11,855 11,868
19 to 64 31,903 32,285 32,011 31,418 31,070 30,838
65 to 74 6,736 6,973 6,568 6,355 6,277 6,224
75 to 84 3,849 4,165 4,580 4,692 4,633 4,593
85 and Above 933 1,409 1,661 1,902 1,980 2,032
Total 56,054 56,984 56,723 56,203 55,815 55,556

% Change From 2019
0 to 18 - -4% -6% -6% -6% -6%
19 to 64 - 1% 0% -2% -3% -3%
65 to 74 - 4% -2% -6% -7% -8%
75 to 84 - 8% 19% 22% 20% 19%
85 and Above - 51% 78% 104% 112% 118%
Total - 2% 1% 0% 0% -1%

Douglas County
0 to 18 10,848 11,194 11,371 11,585 11,522 11,481
19 to 64 26,980 26,214 25,660 25,415 25,687 25,868
65 to 74 7,742 8,725 8,677 8,128 7,663 7,353
75 to 84 4,402 4,938 5,515 6,121 6,053 6,008
85 and Above 1,503 1,815 2,158 2,400 2,598 2,729
Total 51,474 52,886 53,381 53,649 53,523 53,439

% Change From 2019
0 to 18 - 3% 5% 7% 6% 6%
19 to 64 - -3% -5% -6% -5% -4%
65 to 74 - 13% 12% 5% -1% -5%
75 to 84 - 12% 25% 39% 38% 36%
85 and Above - 21% 44% 60% 73% 82%
Total - 3% 4% 4% 4% 4%

Note: With Group Quarters
Source: ASRHO Estimates and Projections Summary, State of Nevada Demographer, 2018
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Changes in Employment 
 
The One Nevada Transportation Plan Draft Travel Demand Model Update (Wood Rogers, November 
2017) indicates that total employment in Carson City is forecast to increase as follows: 

• 2015—29,634 jobs. 
• 2030—36,720 jobs. (A 24 percent increase over 2015) 
• 2040—39,108 jobs. (A 32 percent increase over 2015) 

 
The fact that employment is forecast to grow substantially more than working-age residents in Carson 
City indicates growth in commuting into Carson City from other counties such as Douglas and Lyon. 
 
Auto Use  
 
The demand for public transit service in urban areas is impacted by the relative cost and convenience of 
private auto travel. In particular, high rates of paid parking and limited parking availability in key activity 
or employment centers “drive” much of the demand for transit ridership in our large cities, along with 
congestion delays. None of these factors are expected to develop over the next twenty years in Carson 
City. As a result, it can be concluded that the private auto will remain a convenient and popular travel 
mode choice. 
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Transportation Network Companies  
 
Transportation Network Companies (TNCs), such as Lyft and Uber are becoming an increasingly 
important element of the transportation network, particularly in larger cities. While growth has been 
rapid over the last few years, the long-term role of TNC service is currently uncertain. To date, TNC 
services have been heavily subsidized, which indicates that rates will increase in the future. In addition, 
changes in regulations or the economics of being a driver may increase TNC operating costs. Both of 
these factors may significantly increase fare levels, and thus limit the attractiveness of TNCs compared 
with using the JAC services. Moreover, TNC services typically do not accommodate persons with 
disabilities, and particularly those using mobility devices. In addition, many paratransit riders prefer a 
service that uses consistent public transit drivers (that allow them to form a more stable relationship) 
than a TNC service where drivers change from day to day. The replacement of JAC Assist with a TNC 
program is not assumed in this analysis. 
 
Fuel Costs  
 
The cost of gas has in the past had a substantial impact on the demand for transit service (particularly 
long-distance commuting). While we are currently in a period of moderate gas prices, advances in 
drilling technology (such as hydraulic fracturing) have helped to keep supplies up and costs down. Over 
the long term, the growth in electric vehicles and reduction in their costs can be expected to provide an 
alternative to gas-powered private vehicles and reduce overall operating costs. In sum, no growth in 
transit ridership associated with an increase in effective per-mile fuel costs is assumed. 
 
Autonomous Private Vehicles  
 
The technology for autonomous vehicles is rapidly advancing. Within this long-range plan period of 
2039, it is reasonable to assume that private autonomous vehicle will be available and within the 
financial reach of many Carson City residents. For many persons unable to drive due to a disability, the 
availability of an autonomous vehicle that can provide a door-to-door trip can expand mobility options 
and reduce the need for transit ridership (particularly on JAC Assist).  
 
Autonomous Transit Buses  
 
Autonomous vehicle technology could ultimately eliminate the need for drivers to operate buses. 
However, transit drivers perform other tasks beyond driving, including collecting fares, providing a 
security function as well as the crucial role of assisting passengers into and out of the vehicles and in 
settling and securing the passengers. Many passengers (particularly those more sensitive to security 
concerns) may well refuse to use a bus without the presence of a driver. There could be the potential to 
have a lower paid attendant on the vehicles to assist passengers rather than a higher paid driver, which 
could provide some cost savings. However, in an urban system with a paid fare and many passengers 
needing assistance, unstaffed AV’s would not be appropriate. 
 
Tahoe Reno Industrial Center  
 
The TRIC area development (Tesla, etc.), while large, will have a relatively modest impact on Carson City. 
Simply put, Carson City is further from TRIC (53 miles one-way) than other areas with development 
capacity such as Sparks (20 miles) and Silver Springs (22 miles), which limits the attractiveness of Carson 
City as a residential area for TRIC employees. This is corroborated by recent surveys of existing TRIC 
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employees, indicating that only 1.8 percent live in Carson City with an additional 0.7 percent living in 
Douglas County.  This development is therefore not expected to significantly impact the need for public 
transit in the study area. 
 
Summary 
 
In sum, there are factors such as population changes that can be expected to change demand for transit 
services in reasonably foreseeable ways. Other factors—notably the impact of autonomous vehicles and 
fuel costs—are very uncertain over a long-range planning horizon. Absent any certainty on these factors, 
base ridership demand is assumed for purposes of this analysis to change as follows: 
 

• Fixed route demand will change parallel with population growth. 
 

• JAC Assist demand will change with population growth, factored to reflect the significant growth 
in senior population and that seniors currently generate 32.7 percent of the total ridership. 

 
LONG-RANGE TRANSIT DEMAND AND SERVICE ANALYSIS 
 
Applying these forecast assumptions, the “base” ridership demand figures for fixed route service are 
shown in the top portion of Table 30. Current passenger loads and capacities of the fixed route services 
indicate that this ridership growth does not trigger the need for fixed route service expansion. However, 
JAC Assist service cannot accommodate any significant growth in demand without an expansion of 
service-hours and additional vehicles. This demand in JAC Assist ridership is shown in the following 
section assuming expansion parallel with the growth in demand. 
 
The service and ridership impacts of the recommended long-range service improvements can then be 
analyzed, as shown in the bottom portions of Table 30. Based upon this discussion as well as the results 
of the service alternatives analysis, the long-range plan incorporates the following service improvement 
elements, by 5-year planning horizon: 
 

• Implementation of a fifth bus providing service to north Carson City and southeast Carson City 
starting by 2024. 
 

• Provision of fixed route 4:30 PM Saturday runs starting by 2024 (but no provision of Sunday 
service). 
 

• Implementation of a downtown shuttle during the Legislative Session and for special events by 
2024. As demand for this service grows, full year-round downtown shuttle is assumed to be 
implemented by 2029. 
 

• Provision of a peak commute route on the Arrowhead corridor starting by 2035. 
 

• Expansion of JAC Assist, consistent with the growth in base demand for the service. Five buses 
may be required, with vehicle-hours expanding consistent with the growth in ridership. 
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• Provision of an intercounty service connecting Lyon County (and potentially Storey County) with 
Carson City. This is assumed to consist of three round-trips per day, starting with service one 
day per week, expanding to two days per week by 2024 and expanding further to five days per 
week by 2029. Note that specific intercounty plans will require further discussions with the 
other counties and funding partners.

As shown, in sum these long-range service enhancements along with the base growth in demand will 
increase total 2039 JAC ridership by 137,000 passenger-trips per year (61 percent). The large majority of 
this growth (115,000 riders per year) will be on the fixed routes. 

Vehicle-hours of service will grow by 50 percent over the next 20 years under this scenario, 
while vehicle-miles of service will grow by 57 percent. The peak buses in operation will expand 

TABLE 30: Analysis of Long-Range Transit Ridership, Service Quantities and Cost
2019 2024 2029 2034 2039

Base Demand Ridership
Local Fixed Route 195,000 193,400 198,300 206,500 211,400
JAC Assist (1) 28,200 28,200 28,200 28,200 28,200

Ridership With Service Enhancements
Local Fixed Route 195,000 262,400 296,900 305,100 310,000
JAC Assist 28,200 29,400 29,900 32,400 33,200
Intercounty Service 0 7,700 17,000 17,000 17,000
Total 223,200 299,500 343,800 354,500 360,200
% Change From 2019 34% 54% 59% 61%

Vehicle-Hours of Service
Local Fixed Route 15,000 19,900 23,300 23,300 23,300
JAC Assist 8,200 8,500 8,700 9,400 9,700
Intercounty Service 0 730 1,760 1,760 1,760
Total 23,200 29,130 33,760 34,460 34,760
% Change From 2019 26% 46% 49% 50%

Vehicle-Miles of Service
Local Fixed Route 178,600 244,100 274,000 274,000 274,000
JAC Assist 88,000 91,700 93,300 101,100 103,600
Intercounty Service 0 17,500 42,200 42,200 42,200
Total 266,600 353,300 409,500 417,300 419,800
% Change From 2019 33% 54% 57% 57%

Peak Buses in Operation
Local Fixed Route 4 6 7 7 7
JAC Assist 4 5 5 5 5
Intercounty Service 0 1 1 1 1
Total 8 12 13 13 13
% Change From 2019 50% 63% 63% 63%

Annual Operating Costs (2019 Dollars)
$1,295,800 $1,593,400 $1,816,300 $1,849,400 $1,863,000

% Change From 2019 23% 40% 43% 44%
Note 1: There is no available existing capacity to expand ridership.
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from the current 8 to a total of 13. Of this growth, one vehicle will be JAC Assist, one for shuttle 
services, two for the regular local fixed route expansion and one for intercounty service. In total, 
annual operating costs (in constant 2019 dollars) will grow by approximately $567,200 per year 
or by 44 percent. 
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Chapter 10 
Social Service Transportation Coordination 

 
The coordinated planning process involves the mutual effort of human service agencies, transportation 
providers, workforce development agencies, citizens and others who need some form of transportation 
assistance. As discussed in the previous chapters, the study is based on communication among these 
entities by sharing the perspectives and specialized expertise that different agencies, organizations and 
individuals have to offer.  
 
The following includes recommended strategies for consideration to enhance social service mobility, 
including more traditional approaches and those identified as national best practices. 
In addition to a description of each strategy, the potential benefits and the challenges to 
implementation are discussed.  
 
As a prologue to this discussion, it should be noted that there already is a high level of coordination of 
services within Carson City. While other communities of similar size have multiple organizations serving 
individual social service needs, the JAC program—and particularly the JAC Assist service—provides 
transportation to many social service programs, including Ormsby ARC, REM Nevada, Going Places and 
the Senior Center. This benefits the region by avoiding the additional costs of individual services. 
Services connecting the other portions of the CAMPO area (in Lyon and Douglas County) with Carson 
City programs are less well-developed. 
 
Existing Partnerships and Coordination 
 
Through research and stakeholder group outreach, there did not appear to be any current sanctioned 
transportation partnerships amongst local social services. In most cases, social service programs were 
using their own means of transportation to provide accessibility for their clients. For these reasons, 
future coordination of resources could be a viable solution. The following offers recommendations on 
how to begin to bring like-services together to provide viable transit options to their clientele.  
 
CAMPO Coordinating Coalition  
 
The first recommendation is to form a CAMPO Coordinating Coalition. The Coalition is group of 
individuals, agencies, and organizational partners that are committed to improving services available 
within the community. This group should include local decision makers, business leaders, social service 
providers and representatives of groups with mobility challenges. The coalition could be either an 
informal or formal group that is recognized by the decision-makers and that has some standing within 
the community. Coalitions can be established for a specific purpose (such as to obtain funding) or for 
broad-based purposes (such as to educate local communities about transportation needs). Their main 
purpose would be to advocate for improvements of the existing systems and continue to meet 
periodically to discuss challenges and possible points of collaboration amongst social services. At a 
minimum, this group should meet semiannually to review and coordinate services. 
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Joint Planning and Grant Applications 
 
Local agencies should work together to determine transportation needs and priorities for meeting those 
needs. Transportation needs related to more rural CAMPO areas have been identified as part of this 
plan and may be used as the basis for grant applications. A single consolidated grant application would 
then be submitted for each of the funding programs that are used by agencies in that local area. As an 
example, rural public transit services are eligible for funding through the FTA Section 5311 program. This 
provides the opportunity for more local decision-making to set priorities for service and often increases 
the possibilities of funding by showing the cooperative efforts and local priorities. 
 
Public / Private Education and Outreach  
 
Transit Ambassador Program 
 
Under a Transit Ambassador Program, volunteers are trained to work with individuals or small groups to 
encourage use of transit options. Many persons—particularly those in less urban areas without 
experience with bus or van services—find the use of a fixed route bus or paratransit service to be 
intimidating. Transit Ambassadors can work with individuals (such as persons who have recently given 
up their driver’s license) to help them make a reservation and actually ride along on their first trip, to get 
over the hurdle of this first experience. This can be particularly beneficial in shifting individuals (that 
have the capability) to shift from paratransit service to fixed route services. In turn, this can benefit both 
the individual (by providing more travel choices that are not dependent on a reservation) and the transit 
program by ensuring that limited paratransit resources are targeted towards those individuals most in 
need of them. Transit Ambassadors can make presentations to groups (such as a senior nutrition 
program) that can include a quick “demonstration” trip on a transit vehicle. 
 
This strategy can be a great way to market transit services and adjust public perception of transit 
services, in addition to its primary role in assisting riders and potential riders in understanding how to 
travel with confidence throughout a transportation network. The training of a Transit Ambassador is 
primarily designed to assist seniors and individuals with disabilities, but it can also be used as a general 
public educational program to dispel fears and negative perceptions of traveling via transit. Transit 
ambassadors can consist of recruited volunteers through various social service agencies and non-profit 
organizations. 
 
A good example of a Transit Ambassador can be found at the City of Roseville, CA, where city staff 
manages a Transit Ambassador Program for the four transit services in western Placer County. The 
program includes conducting a variety of outreach efforts to existing and potential passengers, such as 
face-to-face assistance to passengers, transit training for potential transit users and attending outreach 
events. The City of Roseville manages the program, recruits and trains volunteers and provides 
insurance for the volunteers, while the local social service coalition pays up front for insurance for 
volunteers and bills Roseville for the cost. Volunteers undergo anywhere from 6 to 30 hours of training. 
The cost to the City of Roseville for administering the Transit Ambassador program in FY 2016/17 was 
$37,000. This was used to fund a total of seven Transit Ambassadors contributed 469 volunteer hours. 
 
Staff Training 
 
A lack of up-to-date knowledge among social service staff members regarding mobility options is often a 
problem. As the “front line” that interacts with social service clients, it is important for agency staffers to 
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be aware of the availability of services and be able to direct clients and their caregivers to these 
resources. Meetings (perhaps over lunch) should be held with social service staff members at which 
Carson City staff (and perhaps others) present the services provided and respond to questions as to how 
individuals can use the service. Given staff turnover, conducting this meeting on at least an annual basis 
is recommended. 
 
Marketing Campaign 
 
During discussions with current staff, it does not appear that there have been any active efforts in 
marketing and outreach within the past ten years. Aside from an annual or biannual press release 
announcing changes to service or an anniversary, the transit program could benefit from a coordinated 
effort in a public outreach, advertising, and marketing campaign. As discussed in the next chapter, many 
of those who took the online survey expressed that they either didn’t “know a transit service existed” or 
were “not aware how it worked and where it went.” A targeted campaign and increased presence at 
local events, social services and institutions could be an effective way to increase ridership from the 
general public. 
 
Fixed Route Service Strategies to Improve Social Service Mobility 
 
Chapter 7 offers a variety of service alternatives that could help address identified gaps in social service 
mobility services. The following is a brief summary of these alternatives and how they would meet 
existing service gaps that have been identified in previous chapters: 
 

• Arrowhead Drive and northeast Carson City provides a lot of employment within Carson City. By 
providing an Arrowhead Drive service, more people may be able to access the office of Nevada 
State Human Health and Social Services and other employment opportunities within that area. 
These may only run during peak hours of service but would provide service to an area not 
currently served by a public transit. 
 

• Service to Topsy Lane would provide access to various employment opportunities and 
commercial retail locations most requested in our public workshop and online survey. 
 

• Changes to Route 1 could better serve the FISH Thrift Store. 
 

• Later-evening service has been offered as an alternative to meet the needs of those wanting to 
attend activities that last past the existing service time of 6:30 PM. 
 

• Increased intercounty transit services to Mound House and the Dayton area (and potentially 
Storey County) would allow improved access to medical and social services being provided in 
Carson City for those living in this region of Lyon County. 
 

• Both the “Six-Route” and “Full Pulse” fixed route alternatives would provide service to Yasmer 
Estates and areas of Carson City currently not being served by public transit. 
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Chapter 11 
Community Input 

 
In previous chapters, existing transit ridership, social service agencies, and providers of transit and 
transportation services were identified. This chapter provides an overview of the stakeholder and public 
outreach workshops, in addition to the online survey conducted. This information has been considered 
to develop strategies to address the gaps in service and transportation needs identified in the previous 
chapters. 
 
WORKSHOPS 
 
In an effort to capture in-person feedback from both stakeholders and the general public, two 
workshops were held between April and May of 2019. In addition to these, another stakeholder 
workshop took place in July 2019 to present the elements of the draft plan. 
 
Stakeholder Workshop 
 
Using the list of social services described in previous chapters, a group of key stakeholders were invited 
to a workshop held on April 29th, 2019 at the Carson City Community Center. The workshop was led by 
LSC Transportation Consultants and Carson City staff, who gave a brief presentation of existing 
demographics, service performance and social services. This was followed by break out groups where 
each stakeholder had a chance to discuss a series of questions. The following provides a summary of 
these questions and the stakeholders’ responses. 
 
When discussing “the strengths and weaknesses of the existing public mobility network,” stakeholders 
identified the following: 
 
Strengths 

 
• Current JAC Transit fares are affordable 
• JAC, Carson City and CAMPO agencies work well together and have local expertise 
• JAC Transit schedule is good 
• The major medical center is well served by transit 
• Taxi voucher program is a great option 
• JAC Free senior bus passes 
• Current system serves low-income housing 
• Bilingual inclusion 
• Phone app is clear and easy to use 

 
Weaknesses 
 

• Bus route service area is limited 
• No late evening service 
• ¼ mile service area doesn’t consider proximity to bus stops 
• RSVP is filling in gaps and there are challenges with that 
• Restricted funding sources 
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• Lack of communication of services to the public 
• No free passes for disabled persons 
• No service to 5th street corridor (Frost/Yasmer) 
• Service to FISH is too far away 
• No service to Lyon County 
• No service to industrial areas 

 
When asked “what is the top priority transportation needs for each organization and the community as a 
whole,” the most commonly expressed needs included the following: 
 

• Improved service to and from the Storey County Senior Center (Including areas of Virginia 
City/Gold Hill/ Mark Twain) 

• Evening services to and from Mound House/Dayton to Western Nevada College 
• Expanded services and better connections to and from Lyon County Senior Center and Douglas 

County Senior Center 
• Later evening fixed route services 
• Increased service along school route 

 
When asked what strategies should be pursued to address these needs, stakeholders suggested the 
following: 
 

• Connecting WAVE with the Storey County Senior center 
• Looking to the existing partnership between Family Support Council and DART as an example of 

resource sharing and communication between providers 
• Providing more service to elementary schools to increase ridership (DART noticed increases 

through their partnership with the local community center and providing service to the 
community center from school) 

• Increase local marketing to show what current services exist 
• Implement special event hours and services seasonally 

 
At the end of the meeting, LSC and Carson City staff distributed public workshop fliers requesting that 
attendees distribute them amongst their respective workplaces.  
 
Public Workshop 
 
The Public Workshop was held on May 14th, 2019 in the Carson City Senior Center. Similar to the 
stakeholders workshop, the meeting began with an overview of existing conditions followed by 
questions. Attendance included people in the senior and disabled communities. The following list 
provides a summary of identified needs: 
 

• Expanded service to the eastern (Saliman Road) and northern (Arrowhead Drive) areas of Carson 
City 

• Remove barriers to purchasing passes:  
o Frequently out of stock at certain locations 
o Unavailable for purchase online 
o Not enough places for purchase of tickets 

• Provide more frequent service to Dayton/Mound House areas. 
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• Expand service to Topsy Lane. 
• Add evening service on Saturdays. 

 
ONLINE COMMUNITY SURVEY 
 
Online surveys were conducted during April and May of 2019 for those located in and around Carson 
City. The surveys were advertised through our identified stakeholders and various social media groups. 
The survey consisted of 12 questions and an analysis of these surveys is described below. The specific 
survey form is provided in Appendix A. 
 
Online Survey Results 
 
Question 1—Where do you live?: As shown in the corresponding Figure 35, 82 percent of those who 
took the survey lived in Carson City. The 10 percent who responded “Other” lived in areas such as 
Gardnerville, Sparks, Reno, Minden and Stagecoach. 
 

 
 
Questions 3, 4, 5, and 6—The following highlights summarize the data presented in Table 31.  
 

• Nearly 64 percent of those taking the survey were between the ages of 25 and 64, followed by 
31 percent being age 65 or older. 

Carson City, 81.6%

Western Lyon County  
(Dayton, Mound House) , 

5%

Northern Douglas County 
(Indian Hills, Johnson 

Lane), 3.3%

Other (Please Specify), 
10%

FIGURE 35: Q1 - Where do you live?
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• When asked about familiarity with JAC Transit, 41 percent answered that they were somewhat 
familiar, followed by 36 percent stating that they know that a bus service exists but are 
unfamiliar with the schedule/route. 

• Over the past year, 57 percent of those taking the survey had not used any transit services, 
followed by 36 percent stating that they have used JAC Transit’s fixed-route services. 

• Of the 57 percent who have not used any transit services in the past year, nearly 41.7 percent 
indicated that the bus routes do not go where they need to go, followed by nearly 39 percent 
stating that they need their car during the day for work or to run errands. 

 

 
 

Question # %
Q3 What is your age?

17 or Younger 0 0.0%
18 to 24 3 4.9%
25 to 64 39 63.9%
65 and Older 19 31.1%

Q4 How familiar are you with the JAC Transit system?
Very familiar - I use the bus on a weekly basis 12 19.7%
Somewhat familiar – I’ve used it before and/or know 
someone who uses it 25 41.0%
Not familiar – I know that there is a bus, but I don’t 
know the schedule or any details 22 36.1%
I didn’t know there was public transit in Carson City 2 3.3%

Q5
Which of the following services have you used within 
the past year?
JAC Fixed Route 22 36.1%
JAC Assist 4 6.6%
RTC Regional Connector 6 9.8%
TTD Route 18x 2 3.3%
None of the above 35 57.4%

Q6
Why do you not use the JAC Transit  or other Transit 
services?
Bus routes do not go where I need to go 15 41.7%
I need my car during the day for work or to run errands 14 38.9%
The buses do not operate when I need to travel 3 8.3%
Buses are not frequent enough 2 5.6%
The bus trip takes too long 2 5.6%

TABLE 31: Online Survey Responses Regarding 
Age and Use of Transit Services

Responses
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Question 7—Ranking of Characteristics: The survey asked the public to rank various JAC service 
characteristics. The following highlights summarize the data presented in Figure 36: 
 

• Overall, respondents had a good opinion of the quality of JAC services, with 68 percent 
indicating “Good” or “Excellent” and only 9 percent indicating “Poor” or “Very Poor” 

• Characteristics that generated a particularly high overall opinion were “value for the fare,” 
“driver courtesy and competency” and “safety onboard vehicles” 

• Those characteristics with a relatively low ranking were “frequency of bus service” (with 43 
percent indicating “poor” or “very poor”) and the hours of bus service (41 percent “poor” or 
“very poor”  

• Of all characteristics, the one with the highest proportion ranking it “very poor” was on-time 
reliability, at 13 percent 
 

 
 
Question 8—Do you agree or disagree with the following statements: Approximately 98 percent of 
respondents agreed with the statement, “It is good that Carson City has a bus service.” In addition, a 
majority of those surveyed agreed that the JAC buses are clean and comfortable (96 percent) and that 
they are safe and secure on the buses (98 percent). However, only 40 percent agreed that the bus 
service is convenient.  
 
Question 10—JAC Transit Improvements: The survey asked the public what improvements could be 
made to encourage ridership. The following highlights summarize the data presented in Figure 37. 

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Driver courtesy and
competency

Safety onboard vehicles

Quality of the bus stops

Hours of bus service

Frequency of bus service

On-time reliability

Value for the fare

Overall quality of JAC service

FIGURE 36: Ranking of JAC Transit Characteristics

1 - Very Poor

2 - Poor

3 - Average

4 - Good

5 - Excellent
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• 18 percent would like to see service to new locations. Many of the responses included schools, 

Topsy Lane and Saliman Road. 
• 16.8 percent would like to see more shelters and benches at bus stops. 
• 15.5 percent would like better information on how to use existing transit. 

 

 
 
Question 11—JAC Transit Information: As shown in Figure 38, when asked how the public located 
information about the transit system, the responses were as follows: 
 

• 36.6 percent of people locate bus info from the website. 
• 19.5 percent use the printed transit guide. 
• Of the ten people that responded “Other”, 4 people mentioned that they use the JAC Phone 

Application. 
 
Question 12—How can transit services in Carson City be improved? As an open ended question, these 
responses have been included under Appendix B with a brief summary of common responses below.  
 

• Extended service to new areas (including Tospy Lane and Saliman Road) 
• Half hour running time rather than one-hour 
• First time ride discounts to encourage more ridership 
• Holiday service 

Better information on 
how to use transit, 

15.5%

Extended weekend 
service, 13%

Later weeknight 
service, 13%

Earlier weekday 
morning service, 5.8%More frequent bus 

service, 14%

More shelters or 
benches at the bus 

stops, 16.8%

None, 3.8%

Service to New 
Locations, 18%

FIGURE 37: What JAC Transit improvements would encourage you to use 
JAC or ride more frequently?
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• Increased marketing and outreach (including better information/signage on-bus as well as at 
various commonly used stops and shelters) 

• No music on the bus 
• Service to mound House and Dayton areas 
• Create fewer barriers to purchasing the passes 

  

Transit Call center, 5.6%

Website, 3.6%

Facebook, 7.3%

Printed Transit Guide, 19.5%

Asking the bus driver, 10.5%

At the bus stop, 12%

Other (please specify), 8.1%

FIGURE 38: Q11 - How would you locate information about JAC Transit 
services?
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Chapter 12 
Short- and Long-Range Transit Plan 

INTRODUCTION 

The following plan presents service enhancements, capital improvements, management plan elements 
and marketing and financial strategies to enhance public transit services in Carson City and the CAMPO 
region. It is based on a review of existing transit service and demand conditions, analysis of a wide range 
of alternatives and public input. This chapter presents the individual plan elements in brief based on the 
substantial discussions presented in previous chapters; the reader is encouraged to refer to previous 
chapters for additional background on the plan elements. The overall plan features are presented 
graphically in Figure 39. These service changes build upon the “base” of the existing services, which are 
planned to continue except as modified by the plan elements. 

SHORT RANGE SERVICE PLAN 

The Short Range Transit Plan (SRTP) encompasses service strategies envisioned for implementation 
within the coming five years. The recommended service enhancements are listed below and depicted in 
Figure 39. These service plan elements are considered in two categories: “financially constrained” 
elements, and “financially unconstrained” elements. While all future funding is dependent on future 
allocation and grant decisions, for purposes of this plan it is assumed that an annual increase in subsidy 
funding levels of approximately $225,000 per year (from all sources) is reasonably foreseeable and thus 
financially constrained. 

Fixed Route Service Plan 

Financially Constrained 

Implement the Six Route Service Plan 

The availability of fixed route transit service to Carson City residents could be expanded by operating 
one additional bus, increasing the number of buses in operation from four to five. This fifth bus would 
be used to operate two additional routes throughout the day: Route 4 serving the southeast portion of 
the community (focusing on the Saliman Road corridor) and Route 5 service the central area focusing on 
Northridge Drive. Example schedules for these two new routes are shown in Table 32. In addition, the 
following modifications could be made to existing routes to improve and expand service: 

• Route 1 could be realigned between the Downtown Transfer Plaza and the Senior Center to use N.
Carson Street and Long Street, rather than E. Robinson Street and N. Roop Street. This will provide
new service on N. Carson Street. Route 2A/2B could be realigned east of downtown to use Williams
Street rather than Long Street. This will save running time that could be used to extend the route
beyond its existing easternmost point on Monte Rosa Drive eastward to Fairview Drive, serving new
neighborhoods. It would provide faster service between eastern Carson City and downtown.
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• Route 3 could be realigned to shift to S. Carson Street between Fairview Drive and Koontz Lane,
providing a faster trip and improving the ability of this route to served S. Carson Street as it
redevelops over time. It could also be extended slightly to Topsy Lane, to provide better access to
commercial destinations for Carson City residents and to eliminate the existing turn around through
the Costco parking lot.

Additional detailed service planning will be needed prior to implementation of this service strategy, 
including review of running times, selection of the specific routes and defining and installing new stops. 

Overall, these route expansions would provide transit service within a convenient five-minute walk of 
11,000 additional Carson City residents resulting in an increase of 27 percent. It would serve new activity 
centers and schools, and provide some additional service times for specific trips.  To provide time 
needed for the necessary bus purchase and bus stop improvements, this element is planned for 
implementation in Fiscal Year 2022/23. 

TABLE 32: Example Schedules for New JAC Routes
ROUTE 4 Saliman

Leave 
Downtown 

Transfer Plaza
Saliman & 

Little Ln
Seeliger 

Elementary
Koontz & 

Silver Sage
California & 

Fairview
Fremont 

Elementary

Arrive 
Downtown 

Transfer Plaza
6:30 6:36 6:40 6:45 6:50 6:54 7:02
7:30 7:36 7:40 7:45 7:50 7:54 8:02
8:30 8:36 8:40 8:45 8:50 8:54 9:02
9:30 9:36 9:40 9:45 9:50 9:54 10:02

10:30 10:36 10:40 10:45 10:50 10:54 11:02
11:30 11:36 11:40 11:45 11:50 11:54 12:02
12:30 12:36 12:40 12:45 12:50 12:54 1:02
1:30 1:36 1:40 1:45 1:50 1:54 2:02
2:30 2:36 2:40 2:45 2:50 2:54 3:02
3:30 3:36 3:40 3:45 3:50 3:54 4:02
4:30 4:36 4:40 4:45 4:50 4:54 5:02
5:30 5:36 5:40 5:45 5:50 5:54 6:02
6:30 6:36 6:40 6:45 6:50 6:54 7:02

ROUTE 5 - North Central
Leave 

Downtown 
Transfer Plaza

Beverly & 
Roop (Senior 

Center)
Marian & 

Rolling Hills
Northridge & 

Spooner

Russell & 
Northridge 

(MAC)
Long & Roop 

(H&HS)

Arrive 
Downtown 

Transfer Plaza
7:03 7:07 7:10 7:12 7:14 7:19 7:24
8:03 8:07 8:10 8:12 8:14 8:19 8:24
9:03 9:07 9:10 9:12 9:14 9:19 9:24

10:03 10:07 10:10 10:12 10:14 10:19 10:24
11:03 11:07 11:10 11:12 11:14 11:19 11:24
12:03 12:07 12:10 12:12 12:14 12:19 12:24
1:03 1:07 1:10 1:12 1:14 1:19 1:24
2:03 2:07 2:10 2:12 2:14 2:19 2:24
3:03 3:07 3:10 3:12 3:14 3:19 3:24
4:03 4:07 4:10 4:12 4:14 4:19 4:24
5:03 5:07 5:10 5:12 5:14 5:19 5:24
6:03 6:07 6:10 6:12 6:14 6:19 6:24
7:03 7:07 7:10 7:12 7:14 7:19 7:24

Shaded area is Saturday schedule. Bold is PM.
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Eliminate 2A Weekday 6:30 PM Run 
 
The last run of Route 2A service could be eliminated, to improve overall service performance and 
providing funding for more effective service expansions. This run currently only serves 2.3 passengers 
per day. Though riders would experience longer in-vehicle-travel times, Route 2B would still provide 
service to these passengers.  This could be implemented in the near-term, to provide immediate cost 
savings. 
 
Expand JAC Assist Service Areas 
 
ADA Service Area 
 
Since the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) requires complementary paratransit service be provided 
to all areas within ¾ miles of a fixed route, the fixed route service expansion will trigger a modest 
expansion of ADA service area. As shown in Figure 39, these expanded ADA service areas are located to 
the south (south of Topsy Lane), to the southeast (the area east of I-580 between roughly Clearview 
Drive and Fairview Drive) and to the east (the area along US 50 between roughly Sherman Lane and 
Sunrise Drive). Based on U.S. Census data, these additional ADA service areas include the residences of 
approximately 2,630 persons of which 450 are persons with disabilities. 
 
Expanded Service Area 
 
The JAC Assist goes beyond the requirements of the ADA to also provide service in the quarter-mile area 
beyond the ¾ mile requirement for an additional $1.00 fare. Portions of the boundary of this area cut 
through some residential areas and leaves some residents just outside the area. While the cost of JAC 
Assist service makes it infeasible to serve all areas, the expanded JAC Assist area will be expanded as 
shown in Figure 39 to expand service to more residential areas and to make the service easier to 
administer. This expanded area includes approximately 7,640 Carson City residents, of which 1,270 are 
persons with disabilities.11  
 
This expansion of both the ADA and expanded service areas will increase ridership by an estimated 950 
passenger-trips per year within the ADA area plus 1,450 in the extended service area, for a total of 
approximately 2,400 passenger-trips per year. This is equal to an 8.5 percent increase in demand. 
Serving this increase in demand will require one additional vehicle, operating five additional vehicle-
hours per weekday. This improvement could be made parallel with the fixed route expansion in FY 
2022/23. 
 
Require In-Person Application for ADA Certification 
 
JAC Assist policies could be revised to require an in-person interview as part of the “Part A” application 
process. An in-person interview provides an opportunity for staff to make a preliminary determination 
of eligibility as well as providing an opportunity to educate the applicant about the fixed route service 
and travel training. As existing passengers would not be required to re-apply, this will not provide any 
immediate reduction in service or costs. However, over the long term requiring an in-person interview 
has been found to decrease the number of clients by 25 to 30 percent, ensuring that services are 

                                                 
11 This value was approximated using census tracts information from the US Census Bureau 2013-2017 American 
Community Survey. 
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focused on those most in need of curb-to-curb service. A free JAC Assist ride to and from the in-person 
interview would be provided, if needed.  
 
Financially Unconstrained Service Plan Elements 
 
Downtown and Special Events Shuttle 
 
Downtown Carson City is growing as a retail and entertainment hub and is particularly busy during the 
Nevada State Legislative session. A convenient shuttle service that could encourage staff and visitors to 
explore the various elements of the downtown core could enhance economic activity. There are also 
other special events and activities in the downtown area (such as concerts at the Brewery Arts Center) 
that could benefit from a shuttle program that ties event venues with off-site parking as well as dining 
and shopping. So long as services are focused on periods of high demand, a shuttle program could 
provide a strong benefit to the downtown area. 
 
Accordingly, a downtown shuttle service should be implemented for the 2021 Legislative session on a 
demonstration basis. This service would run over the course of four months (February through May) on 
Mondays through Saturdays between 10:00 AM and 5:00 PM.  
 
A specific route should be identified based on a detailed review of bus stop opportunities, and should 
ensure that one vehicle can provide frequent (no more than every 15 minutes) service. A pilot route 
could consist of a 1 mile loop that travels along Carson Street, 5th Street, Stewart Street and Robinson 
Street. This potential route could serve the State Legislature, all commercial retail located along Carson 
Street and various parking lots located on Stewart Street.  
 
As a demonstration project, leasing a vehicle rather than purchasing a vehicle is recommended. This 
vehicle should be approximately 25- to 30-feet in length and could be a rubber-tired faux trolley or 
another distinctive type of vehicle. Bus stops should be established no more than every two blocks 
apart. A distinctive public image should be established with bus stop signs and marketing materials 
different from the JAC marketing image as well as a strong marketing effort made prior to and during 
the service period. To be most effective, the service should be provided at free-fare in order to 
encourage initial ridership. This pilot demonstration would be evaluated based on daily ridership and 
overall public perception.  
 
If service for the legislative session has proven successful, a permanent vehicle can be purchased. This 
would then be available for other special event transportation services. Based on the attendance levels 
at the Brewery Arts Center and the current parking challenges, a service connecting the venue with 
parking lots in the southern portion of downtown could serve on the order of 300 passenger-trips per 
day. For purposes of this plan, this service is assumed to operate during the legislative session starting in 
2021, along with 13 special event days per year. 
 
Expand Saturday Service to 7:30 AM – 5:30 PM 
 
The JAC fixed route service provides a relatively limited span of service on Saturdays (compared to that 
on similar systems), starting at 8:30 AM and ending at 4:30 PM. As passengers can typically not arrive at 
their destination prior to 9:30 AM and must depart by 3:30 PM, few passengers can use the service for 
commuting and the time available for many other types of trips are limited. If funds are available, 
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expanding service to begin at 7:30 AM and end at 5:30 PM would be cost-effective and significantly 
increase the utility of Saturday service. 
 
Arrowhead Drive Route in Peak Periods 
 
The Arrowhead Drive area in northern Carson City includes approximately 2,500 residents and 3,300 
jobs as well as other transit generators such as the Health and Human Services Department. Operating 
two runs in the morning and two runs in the afternoon commute periods (weekday only) would be cost-
effective and would provide transit access to this important corridor.12  
 
Lyon County / Storey County / Carson City Lifeline Service  
 
If partnerships with Lyon County or Lyon and Storey Counties can be established, the JAC program 
should provide “lifeline” transit service to the Mound House/Dayton/Silver City area in Lyon County at a 
minimum, and the Virginia City area if Storey County participation can potentially also be included. 
“Lifeline” transit services are intended to connect residents to medical, social programs and other urban 
services on at least a weekly basis. As a whole, this area shown in Figure 40 has a population of 
approximately 16,700 residents. Many residents of this area have disabilities (23 percent) or are low 
income (14 percent), which combined with the limited medical and other services generates a significant 
and growing need for travel to/from the Carson City area (or beyond, using connecting services).  
 
At a minimum, service should be provided one day a week, with round-trips in the morning, mid-day and 
late afternoon. This will allow residents the flexibility to make half-day trips, which is particularly 
convenient for persons that have difficulties with long travel days. Reservations at least 24-hours in 
advance would be required, though “standing reservations” could also be provided for regular riders 
(avoiding the need to make a reservation for every trip). A wheelchair-accessible vehicle should be used. 
While some centralized stops could be served (such as a post office or coffee shop) for passengers that 
can congregate at such a stop, service to individual residences within at least ¾ miles would be available 
to ensure persons with disabilities have equal access. As a result, separate paratransit service will not be 
necessary. In Carson City, service would be provided to the Downtown Transfer Plaza as well as to 
specific destinations (such as medical facilities) that can be more conveniently served using this bus 
rather than a transfer to JAC or JAC Assist.  
 
As the service grows in ridership, additional days of service could be provided. In addition, as ridership 
patterns become established, a more formal schedule could be defined to specific stops. 
 
Service Plan Impacts 
 
Table 33 depicts the annual operating cost for JAC, including the cost of the base case (existing services) 
plus the impact of the individual plan elements. The costs assume a 3 percent annual inflation rate, as 
well as the recently-negotiated contractor rates. As shown, the financially constrained plan elements 
would provide a modest cost savings in the first two years (from the elimination of the 6:30 PM 2A run), 
and would add $281,200 per year in FY 2022-23, rising with inflation to $289,500 by FY 2023-24. This 
reflects a 16 percent increase over base (existing) operating costs, adjusted for inflation. The impact of 

                                                 
12 While service during the mid-day or on Saturday would not be effective in the short-range plan period, this could potentially 
grow to the level warranting such service in the long term. 
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the unconstrained plan elements would be to add between $64,400 and $195,000 per year (varying by 
the level of downtown shuttle service). This is equal to 4 to 11 percent over base case costs.  
 
As discussed in greater detail in Chapters 3 and 4, ridership projections for all plan elements are based 
on the demographics of the area as well as historical ridership trends, peer system comparisons and 
studies of how ridership has responded in similar systems to similar changes. Typically, it takes two 
years for expanded services to reach full ridership potential if the service is well advertised. The base 
ridership is expected to increase consistent with average growth over the last five year (0.6 percent 
annually). The resulting ridership forecasts are shown in Table 34. Financially-constrained service 
improvements are forecast to increase ridership (total of fixed and JAC Assist) by 58,500 boardings per 
year by the end of the five-year SRTP period, which is equal to a 25 percent increase. Significantly, the 
percentage ridership increase (25 percent) is substantially more than the percentage increase in 
operating cost (13 percent), indicating a substantial improvement in the overall cost efficiency of the 
transit program. The financially unconstrained service elements would add another 35,500 boardings 
per year, bringing the total increase to 93,400 boardings, or 41 percent over base case ridership. 
 
Table 35 shows the estimated fare revenue, based on the projected ridership. The added passengers 
generated by the financially constrained service enhancements increase farebox revenues by $15,300 in 
FY 2022-23, rising to $22,400 per year by the end of the plan period (an 8.3 percent increase). 
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CAPITAL PLAN 
 
Downtown Transit Center  
 
A crucial capital improvement in the development of the JAC service will be the development of a new 
Downtown Transit Center. The current hub along North Plaza Street has served adequately to date but 
has a number of deficiencies including the lack of protection from the weather, the lack of facilities for 
drivers and riders, poor lighting, inconvenient locations of bus loading zones and the provision of an 
overall poor public image. The service planning conducted as part of this study underscores the 
importance of a downtown transit hub in the JAC system for both the short term and the long term. 
 
Chapter 8 presents details regarding the recommended program for a new Downtown Transit Center, 
including space for up to eight buses as well as passenger and driver facilities, as well as location criteria. 
Fortunately, there are a number of identified potential sites in the downtown area that could be 
considered. 
 
The first step should be to conduct a detailed study regarding possible sites. This study should compare 
potential sites with regards to availability (“willing seller”), adequacy to accommodate the proposed 
program, proximity to major destinations, impact on transit operations, consistency with zoning and 
other regulations, traffic impacts and impacts on adjacent properties. It should identify development 
and construction cost estimates. Based on this study, funding opportunities (including potential Federal 

Table 34: Carson City JAC SRTP Estimated Annual Ridership

Plan Element 2019-20 2020-21 2021-22 2022-23 2023-24

Base Case (1)

Fixed Route 196,300 197,500 198,700 199,900 201,100 993,500
JAC Assist 28,400 28,500 28,700 28,900 29,100 143,600
Total 224,700 226,000 227,400 228,800 230,200 1,137,100

Financially Constrained Service Plan Elements
6-Route Service Plan 0 0 0 37,300 56,800 94,100
Eliminate 6:30 PM Route 2A Run 0 -500 -500 -500 -500 -2,000
Expand JAC Assist Service Areas 0 0 0 2,200 2,200 4,400
Subtotal: Financially Constrained 0 -500 -500 39,000 58,500 96,500
Percent Increase 0% 0% 0% 17% 25% 8%

Financially Unconstrained Service Plan Elements
Downtown Shuttle Service 0 10,200 4,100 15,100 4,400 33,800
Expand Saturday Service: 7:30 AM – 5:30 PM 0 0 5,100 5,700 5,700 16,500
Arrowhead Drive Route - Peak Periods 0 0 0 12,100 12,200 24,300
Lyon/Storey County Lifeline Service(2) 0 3,900 4,300 8,700 8,800 25,700
Subtotal: Financially Unconstrained 0 24,300 17,600 56,700 35,500 100,300

Total Increase 0 23,800 17,100 95,700 94,000 230,600
Percent Increase 0% 11% 8% 42% 41% 20%

Total Ridership 224,700 249,800 244,500 324,500 324,200 1,367,700

Note 1: Base case ridership assumed to grow at half the pace of population growth (0.67% annually).
Note 2: 1 day per week starting in July 2020, expanding to a second day in 2022.
Source: LSC Transportation Consultants, Inc.

Fiscal Year 5-Year Plan 
Total

 
Packet Page Number 152



 

 
  JAC Transit Development and Coordinated Human Services Plan  
Page 138  Carson City 

 
 
and state funding programs) should be defined and pursued for engineering, environmental clearance, 
permitting and construction. A total of $60,000 is included in this plan for this planning and project 
development work.  
 
There are many factors that will impact the overall cost of a Downtown Transit Center such as land 
availability/costs, environmental remediation costs, and future trends in construction costs. Given these 
uncertainties, it is not possible to make a reasonable estimate prior to the initial planning work.  This 
project will require identification of funding that does not unduly impact the City’s General Fund.  
 
Transit services require a substantial amount of capital items, notably buses and facilities. Planned 
capital improvements are discussed below, and summarized in Table 36. 
 
Bus Stop Improvements 
 
As detailed in Table 27 in Chapter 8, a review of existing JAC bus stops indicates that the following 
improvements are warranted: 
 

• 3 additional shelters 
• 5 additional benches 
• 3 stops needing a short section of walkway connecting the stop with the adjacent sidewalk in 

order to avoid walking in landscaping materials. 
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In addition, between the two new routes and the extensions of existing routes, a total of 13.4 miles of 
new routes would be added. This will require establishing approximately 35 new stops. While the level 
of stop improvements should be based on observed ridership activity, this plan assumes that four new 
shelters and five additional benches will be warranted. In addition, it is assumed that half of these new 
stops would require new wheelchair pads. The following unit costs were applied: 
 

• New bus stop pole and sign—$300 
• New pad—$800 
• New bench—$800 
• New shelter and pad—$8,000 

 
Upon applying these costs, an estimated $37,500 is needed prior to the implementation of the Six Route 
Plan to construct new poles, signs and pads. The existing stop improvements will cost $32,500, while the 
remainder of the improvements at the new stops will cost $51,000, for a total of $83,500. The existing 
stop improvements are spread over the five years of the short-range plan period (adjusted for inflation), 
while the costs associated with stops along the new routes are incurred in FY 2021/22. 
 

  
 
Bus Purchases 
 
A total of seven existing buses would need to be replaced over the coming five years as shown in the top 
portion of Table 36. At current unit prices and assuming a three percent capital inflation rate, this will 
require $2,800,100 over the SRTP plan period. In addition, one fixed-route bus (35 feet in length) and 
one additional paratransit van (21 feet in length) will need to be purchased to provide an adequate ratio 
of spare buses with the planned service expansions, adding $514,500 in capital costs. 
 
 
 
  

TABLE 36: JAC Short Range Capital Plan

 Plan Element 2019-20 2020-21 2021-22 2022-23 2023-24

Vehicle Purchases
Number of Buses -- Replacement
  Small Bus 0 2 0 0 0 2
  Van 0 0 0 3 2 5
  Bus 2 0 2 0 0 4
Total Cost (1) $650,000 $339,900 $689,600 $524,500 $360,200 $2,564,200

Number of Buses -- Expansion
  Fixed Route Bus 0 0 1 0 0 1
  Paratransit Van 0 0 1 0 0 1
Total Cost (1) $0 $0 $514,500 $0 $0 $514,500

Bus Stop Improvement Program $13,700 $14,100 $54,300 $15,000 $15,400 $112,500

$0 $50,300 $10,600 $10,900 $11,300 $83,100

Downtown Transit Center $0 $30,000 $30,000 TBD TBD TBD

Total Capital Plan Elements $663,700 $434,300 $1,299,000 $550,400 $386,900 $3,334,300

Source: LSC Transportation Consultants, Inc.
Note 1: All  costs include 3 percent annual inflation. 

Fiscal Year 5-Year Plan 
Total

Fare Payment Software & Maintenance
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Monitor Progress in Battery Electric Bus Technology 
 
The bus purchases listed above are planned to continue to use gasoline and diesel as a fuel. Battery 
Electric Bus (BEB) technology is rapidly improving, and has the potential to reduce 
operating/maintenance costs as well as to reduce noise impacts along the routes and overall 
environmental impacts. At present, however, large BEB buses are on the order of $300,000 more 
expensive than gas buses. BEB fleets require a large investment in charging facilities and upgrades to the 
supporting power grid. Smaller transit vehicles (such as the JAC Assist vans) with BEB propulsion, 
moreover, are not currently available that qualify for federal funding. Due to these factors, Carson City 
should not immediately shift to BEB transit vehicles but rather should continue to monitor 
improvements in the technology and reductions in cost to determine if and when this technology is right 
for the JAC program. 
 
MARKETING AND FARE TECHNOLOGY IMPROVEMENTS 
 
The JAC program has included only modest marketing efforts over recent years. While the system has 
historically seen small growth in ridership without extensive marketing efforts, increased public 
education, outreach and advertising will be vital in the system’s continued expansion and growth 
moving forward. The following recommendations are consistent to other relative agency efforts. 
 
Social Media  
 
The JAC Transit system does not currently have an independent social media presence. While it may not 
be necessary to exist amongst all platforms, most transit systems of similar sizes have a Facebook page 
and Twitter presence. These platforms are free and would require a simple log in by current staff. Once 
established, the accounts could friend and follow a variety of active local agencies and organizations 
such as: 
 

o Visit Carson City 
o Carson City, Nevada  
o Carson City Department of Public Works 
o Carson City Parks, Recreation, & Open Space Department 
o Brewery Arts Center 
o Douglas County, Nevada 
o Carson City Senior Center 
o Youth Theater Carson City 
o Carson City Sheriff’s Office 
o Carson City Chamber of Commerce 
o Carson City Health and Human Services Department 

 
Having a JAC specific social media presence would connect the transit system to these local agencies and 
organizations and aid in future transit outreach. The benefits of this networking effort include a platform 
to announce route change information, special event services and general updates regarding the 
system. It would also strengthen future public outreach efforts related to expansions. Additionally, 
Facebook advertisements have been found to be effective in some regions due to their ability to be 
targeted towards particular demographics such as age and residential location. For instance, marketing 
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messages can be targeted to the residents of the neighborhoods that will get new service as part of the 
Six Route Plan. 
 
Marketing Materials and Advertising 
 
JAC currently has some informational marketing materials including small schedule and route pamphlets 
as well as schedule and route poster boards on buses and at major bus stops. While this level of 
informational distribution has been sufficient in educating existing riders, we recommend revisiting all 
current information materials and their levels of visibility. This includes the following: 
 

- Ensure all buses have visibly mounted enlarged schedules and route maps. 
 

- Distribute educational pamphlets to all social service organizations, downtown businesses and 
hotels. 
 

- Improve physical community engagement efforts overall through increased presence at Carson 
City special events and Western Nevada University student orientations. 

 
- Increase digital and print advertisements in local news organizations such as Nevada Appeal and 

Carson Now. 
 

The implementation of new services (such as the new Southeast and North Routes discussed above) 
provides an excellent opportunity to conduct additional targeted marketing. Social media options, such 
as Facebook, provide the opportunity to target marketing to specific neighborhoods at modest cost of a 
few hundred dollars. 
 
Website Improvements  
 
Currently the JAC Transit website is nested within the official Carson City website. It is currently easy to 
navigate but will need ongoing maintenance and revisions if future route and schedules changes occur, 
social media accounts are created and electronic fares are implemented. In addition to minor changes to 
information presented on the page, the website would require an ecommerce backend website that can 
process credit cards for ticket purchases or auto-charge for reoccurring monthly pass holders. 

Transit Ambassador Program 

JAC staff will work with social service agencies to develop a Transit Ambassador program, wherein 
volunteers are trained to conduct presentations and work with individuals to educate residents on their 
mobility options. This type of program, which has proven successful in similar communities, encourages 
new potential riders to use transit services, encourages use of the more cost-effective fixed route 
services and ensures that riders understand the rules of paratransit services to minimize the cost of the 
service. Overall, the Transit Ambassador program would expand mobility among area residents while 
increasing the cost-effectiveness of the overall JAC program. 
 
Marketing Costs 

Much of the day-to-day work on marketing can be accomplished using existing staff, so no additional 
staff is recommended. However, printing and media costs will be incurred, along with some additional 
website development costs. A budget of $25,000 for these additional costs is included in this plan. This is 
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in line with transit industry guidelines that marketing should reflect roughly two percent of the total 
transit operating budget. 

Fare Technology 
 
Fare payment technologies for public transit have evolved from paper tickets to magnetic stripe cards, 
smart cards, and mobile device applications. These next generation transit fare payment systems can be 
implemented in the form of physical card passes or electronically through “token” transit models.  
 
Our plan has considered the pros and cons of two next generation transit fare payment systems. JAC 
may either implement a physical card-based fare system for which value is added to a card with 
magnetic striping or smart chip technology or implement an electronic fare system requiring a phone 
application that functions as a “token.” The positive and negative aspects of each are presented below.  

Transit Card 

A physical transit card-based system would provide the ability to reload at an electronic kiosk, a physical 
presence in ones’ wallet or purse and general accessibility for those who do not own a smart phone 
device. In a card-based system, all fare transactions take place at the front-end of the system, at the 
card reader located at the farebox, barrier, or other transit system point-of-entry (POE). Potential 
challenges to the implementation of such a system include high costs of physical kiosk and on-board 
reader maintenance as well as the high likelihood that the system will become out of date in the near 
future. 

Costs of implementing and maintaining a card-based fare program are sobering, particularly for a system 
of JAC’s size. Based on the costs incurred in other services, up-front implementation could total on the 
order of $250,000, while ongoing maintenance and operating costs would be roughly $20,000 per year. 
Given the characteristics of JAC ridership, there is only a small potential that the convenience of a transit 
card would generate any noticeable increase in ridership. 

Smartphone Fare Payment 
 
As indicated in the 2017 User Survey, as well as the most recent 2019 online survey, increasing access to 
purchasing various types of fare electronically was very important to Carson City’s population. Electronic 
fare systems are quickly replacing many transit card systems in creating easier access for those using 
smart phones. Companies such as Bytemark and Passport Parking are amongst the more affordable 
mobile ticketing software companies offering these services. Implementation of this sort of system 
would result in device access to trip planning, schedules and route maps, advisories and alerts functions, 
and easier maintenance via software improvements over time. Some drawbacks include lack of access 
by those without smart phone devices and potential system glitches that may occur. 

Recommendations 
 
In the short term, JAC should focus on improving access to traditional passes through the following short 
term actions: 
 

• Strengthen existing Monthly and 10-Ride Pass distribution by offering online purchasing. These 
passes can then be mailed to passengers’ homes once purchased. 
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• Increase pass purchasing locations and ensure that these locations are stocked with passes 
more frequently. 

 
• Maintain cash payment fareboxes on all routes. 

 
As the costs associated with these actions are modest, they are considered to be financially constrained. 
In addition, JAC staff should continue to investigate and monitor the potential for smartphone-based 
fare systems to become an additional (though not sole) means of paying for JAC fares. This technology is 
evolving rapidly and become more standardized and may well be a cost-effective option for JAC in the 
near term. 
 
INSTITUTIONAL PLAN 
 
Establish Service Standards 
 
At present, there are no established service standards for the JAC service. Transit systems typically find 
that standards are a useful management tool in tracking the effectiveness and quality of services, as well 
as to help explain to the public why services are operated. It is recommended that service standards be 
established (considering existing performance and the results of the peer analysis) for the following: 
 

• Passengers per Vehicle-Hour: Fixed Route 
 
• Passengers per Vehicle-Hour: JAC Assist and Rural Route Deviation Service 
 
• Marginal Operating Subsidy per Passenger-Trips: Fixed Route 
 
• Marginal Operating Subsidy per Passenger-Trip: JAC Assist and Rural Route Deviation Service 
 
• On Time Performance Standard: Fixed Route 
 
• On Time Performance Standard: JAC Assist and Rural Route Deviation Service 
 
• Miles Between Accidents 
 
• Miles Between Road Calls 

 
Agreements with Other Counties Regarding Intercounty Lifeline Service 
 
As the potential lifeline service serving Lyon County or Lyon and Storey Counties would benefit residents 
of these other counties, an intergovernmental agreement will be necessary between the participating 
counties. While specific details will be based on negotiations, it is the consultant’s recommendation that 
the following be reflected in this agreement: 
 

• Carson City would administer any state or federal grants. 
 
• Carson City would charge to the service the marginal cost (fuel, maintenance, driver wages, 

marketing, etc.) of the program but would not charge any allocated fixed or administrative 
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costs. These costs would be based on services provided by the city’s service contractor. Not 
charging allocated costs would be part of the city’s effort to support this new service. 

 
• Lyon or Lyon and Storey Counties would be responsible for the local match of any grants used to 

fund the service. 
 
• Carson City would track the service provided, ridership and passenger fares (by jurisdiction) and 

provide regular reports to the other jurisdictions. 
 

FINANCIAL PLAN  
 
The financial plan to fund the financially-constrained operating plan elements and capital elements is 
shown in Table 37. Operating costs and fare revenues are drawn from Tables 33 and 35, respectively. 
Starting from the adopted budget and negotiated contractor rates for Fiscal Year 2019 – 20, a three-
percent annual rate of inflation is assumed and used to increase the rent income, interest income and 
state grant income. The Division of Health Care Financing and Policy funding for JAC Assist Medicare 
passengers is assumed to increase proportionate to JAC Assist ridership. The remaining funding needed 
to address the growth in operating costs is then split 50 percent to Federal sources and 50 percent to 
the City General Fund, based on Federal operating grant requirements. This forecast assumes the city is 
successful in gaining the necessary growth in grant funds. By 2024 (the final year of the short-range 
transit planning period), city operating funding would be 42 percent above current levels (including the 
impacts of inflation). 
 
Capital funding is shown in the bottom portion of Table 37. Federal funding is assumed for 80 percent of 
the capital needs, consistent with standard requirements for the 5307 and 5339 programs. City funding 
requirements will vary depending on the need for vehicle replacement and facility improvements. In 
particular, the increases in the final two years reflect the assumption that construction of a downtown 
transit center is underway. Capital funding is contingent on future grant decision-making. 
Note that Table 37 does not reflect the financially unconstrained service improvements discussed above, 
such as the Lyon/Storey County Lifeline Service. These unconstrained plan elements would require 
funding beyond that shown in the table such as funds generated by other funding partners. 
 
LONG RANGE PLAN 
 
This long range plan builds upon the short range plan and the detailed discussion and analysis presented 
in Chapter 10 to define transit strategies through 2039. Beyond the short-range plan elements (both 
financially constrained and unconstrained) as discussed above, the following plan elements are 
identified for 2024 to 2039: 
 

• Provision of evening transit service on weekdays and Saturdays until approximately 9:30 PM. 
 
• Expansion of the Downtown Shuttle to year-round operation. 
 
• Expansion of the Intercounty Service to Storey and Lyon Counties, ultimately to five days a 

week.  
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• Additional runs of the Arrowhead Drive Route, beyond the peak period service included in the 
SRTP, to provide weekday all-day service. 

 
• Gradual expansion of the vehicle-hours of service provided on JAC Assist. Beyond the one 

additional vehicle in peak operation identified in the SRTP, current demand forecasts indicate 
that the peak vehicles will not need to be expanded further. 

 
• Implementation of fare technologies appropriate for the JAC program size as they mature and 

become more cost-effective. 
 
• Onboard Wi-Fi service. 
 
• Half-hour fixed-route weekday service frequency, implemented as warranted by growth in 

demand. This plan assumes that half-hourly service is ultimately warranted for the existing four 
routes and the planned southeast and north routes. 

 
• Potential ultimate conversion to Battery Electric Bus (BEB) technologies, if cost reduction and 

improvements in range and dependability makes this appropriate for JAC. BEB implementation 
could potentially be part of a larger electrification program for the overall city fleet. 

TABLE 37: Carson City JAC SRTP Financial Plan -- Financially Constrained
Numbers in Thousands

2019-20 2020-21 2021-22 2022-23 2023-24
  

Total

OPERATING PLAN
Base Case Costs $1,631,400 $1,680,300 $1,730,800 $1,782,700 $1,836,200 $8,661,400
Operating Plan Elements (From Table 33) $25,000 $12,000 $12,300 $308,500 $317,600 $675,400

Total Operating Costs $1,656,400 $1,692,300 $1,743,100 $2,091,200 $2,153,800 $9,336,800
Operating Revenues1

Passenger Fares (From Table 35)1 $97,500 $97,800 $98,500 $114,600 $122,200 $530,600
Rents and Royalties2 $13,000 $13,400 $14,200 $15,500 $17,400 $73,500
Interest Earnings2 $1,000 $1,000 $1,100 $1,200 $1,400 $5,700
Div. of Health Care Financing & Policy3 $34,306 $34,400 $34,800 $35,400 $36,300
FTA (5307, 5310)4 $1,028,194 $1,045,000 $1,068,600 $1,232,800 $1,258,000 $5,632,594
State Grants2 $50,000 $51,500 $53,000 $54,600 $56,300 $265,400
City General Fund3 $466,300 $449,200 $472,900 $637,100 $662,200 $2,687,700
Total Operating Revenues $1,690,300 $1,692,300 $1,743,100 $2,091,200 $2,153,800 $9,370,700

CAPITAL PLAN 
Capital Costs (From Table 36)5 $663,700 $434,300 $1,299,000 $550,400 $386,900 $3,334,300
Capital Revenues

FTA (5307, 5339)6 $531,000 $347,400 $1,039,200 $440,300 $309,500 $2,667,400
CAMPO Planning Funds $0 $30,000 $30,000 $0 $0
City Carry Forward Funds6 $132,700 $0 $0 $0 $0 $132,700
City General Fund6 $0 $86,900 $259,800 $110,100 $77,400
Total Capital Revenues $663,700 $347,400 $1,039,200 $440,300 $309,500 $2,800,100

Total City General Fund $466,300 $449,200 $472,900 $637,100 $662,200 $2,687,700

Note 1: 2019-20 figures based upon adopted budget.
Note 2: Assumed to increase to keep even with inflation.
Note 3: Assumed to increase proportionate to growth in JAC Assist ridership.
Note 4: 50% of growth in operating costs, subtracting growth in fares, rents, interest, DHCFP and state grant funds.
Note 5: 80 percent Federal / 20 percent local match.
Note 6: 80 percent Federal / 20 percent local match.
Source: LSC Transportation Consultants, Inc.

Fiscal Year
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Table 38 presents the impacts of this long-range plan. As shown, operating costs are forecast to rise 
relatively slowly over the first five years (27 percent), and more rapidly towards the end of the 20-year 
plan period to a 2039 figure just over twice the current operating budget.13 In particular, half-hourly 
fixed route service contributes to this cost increase. 
 
Ridership is forecast to increase by 52 percent over the coming five years and by 104 percent over the 
next 20 years. As ridership grows at a faster rate than costs, this indicates that the JAC program will 
become more cost-effective under this plan. 
 
The JAC program’s peak number of buses in operation may increase from the existing eight vehicles by 
five vehicles over the next five years (two for fixed-route improvement, one for JAC Assist expansion, 
one for the Downtown Shuttle and one for intercounty service) assuming funding is available for all 
service elements. An additional five buses would be needed in peak operation with half-hourly service, 
bringing the total buses in operation to 18. Applying the standard Federal Transit Administration 
guideline of no more than a 20 percent spare ratio indicates a total fleet size in 2039 of 22 vehicles. 
Any long range plan is based on assumptions regarding future conditions, which can change significantly. 
There is a particularly high level of uncertainty at present in the field of transportation planning due to 
the potential for changes in technology and society that can impact the demand for public transit 
services. Individual elements of this long-range plan should therefore be carefully considered in light of 
current conditions prior to implementation. These long-range plan elements are also dependent on 
funding availability and future budget decision-making. 
 

                                                 
13 Note that inflation is not reflected in these long-range figures, in order to provide a better picture of how the program would 
change from current conditions. 
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TABLE 38: JAC Long Range Transit Plan
2019 2024 2029 2034 2039

Annual Operating Cost (1)
Existing Services $1,631,400 $1,631,400 $1,631,400 $1,631,400 $1,631,400
SRTP Elements (2) $25,000 $419,900 $419,900 $419,900 $419,900
Arrowhead Route Full Day -- -- -- $121,300 $121,300
Downtown Shuttle Expansion -- -- $74,100 $74,100 $74,100
Evening Service -- -- $330,000 $330,000 $330,000
Half Hourly Service -- -- -- -- $809,125
Additional JAC Assist Expansion -- $17,100 $28,400 $68,200 $85,300
Intercounty Service Expansion -- -- $65,300 $65,300 $65,300
Total $1,656,400 $2,068,400 $2,549,100 $2,710,200 $3,536,425
Total Increase $25,000 $437,000 $917,700 $1,078,800 $1,905,025
Percent Increase 2% 27% 56% 66% 117%

Annual Ridership
Existing Services 224,700 221,600 226,500 234,700 239,600
SRTP Elements -- 95,700 95,700 95,700 95,700
Arrowhead Route Full Day -- -- -- 5,500 5,500
Downtown Shuttle Expansion -- -- -- 7,600 7,600
Evening Service -- -- 25400 25400 25,400
Half Hourly Service -- -- -- -- 82,100
Additional JAC Assist Expansion -- 1,200 1,700 4,200 5,000
Intercounty Service Expansion -- -- 9,400 9,400 9,400
Total 224,700 318,500 358,700 382,500 470,300
Total Increase 0 96,900 132,200 147,800 230,700
Percent Increase 0% 44% 58% 63% 96%

Peak Buses in Operation
Existing Services 8 8 8 8 8
SRTP Elements 0 5 5 5 5
Half Hourly Service -- -- -- -- 5
Total 8 13 13 13 18
Total Increase 0 5 5 5 10
Percent Increase 0% 63% 63% 63% 125%

Note 2: Includes both financially constrained and unconstrained elements.

Note 1: These costs exclude the impacts of inflation. As even a 3 percent inflation rate over 20 years increases figures by 80 percent, 
excluding inflation effects provides a better picture of the overall  impacts.
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Chapter 13 
Coordinated Public Transit-Human Services Transportation Plan 

 
This Coordinated Public Transit-Human Services Transportation Plan has been developed through input 
from human service organizations, public input and evaluations of social service needs and trends. It is 
built upon the review of existing services and programs (as discussed in Chapter 6) as well as the 
evaluation of social service transportation needs presented in Chapter 3. 
 
Service Improvements 
 
The following Short-Range Transit Plan elements would enhance social service transportation as 
discussed below: 

 
• The JAC fixed route expansion (Six Route Plan) would provide new fixed-route service to an 

additional 2,700 disabled residents of Carson City, 1,800 seniors and 1,700 low-income 
residents. It would also provide new access to the North Carson corridor (including the FISH 
Thrift Store), Yasmer Estates and Target. 

 
• Expansion of the JAC Assist service area would provide curb-to-curb service to an additional 

1,720 local residents. 
 
• Extended Saturday hours of service would provide greater access to programs and job 

opportunities. 
 
• Service along Arrowhead drive could allow more people to access the office of Nevada State 

Human Health and Social Services and other employment opportunities within that area.  
 
• The intercounty lifeline service may significantly expand mobility options for residents of the 

Mound House and Dayton areas of Lyon County and the Virginia City area of Storey County. 
These areas include approximately 3,900 persons with disabilities, 3,300 seniors and 2,400 low-
income residents who currently have very limited access to medical and urban services. 

 
CAMPO Coordinating Coalition 
 
A Coordinating Coalition may be formed among public transit and social service representatives of the 
region. This Coalition may meet a minimum of twice per year to: 
 

• Present information and discuss challenges to mobility among area residents. 
 
• Identify ongoing opportunities for coordination of services and grant applications. 
 
• Direct staff training and public outreach efforts. 
 
• Advocate for social service mobility programs. 
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Joint Planning and Grant Applications  

 
Many of the mobility challenges extend beyond the individual city/county borders and warrant a 
regional approach to services. CAMPO staff should work with the individual jurisdictions to develop joint 
grant applications for services extending over these boundaries. New sources of “local match” funding 
will be essential in expanding the regional social service transportation network. These local services 
could include sources beyond the governmental jurisdictions, such as major hospitals, the community 
college and major employers. 
 
Transit Ambassador Program 
 
A volunteer program should be established that develops a group of individuals that are knowledgeable 
in transit options and are trained in working with social service program clients in expanding their 
awareness of mobility services. These volunteers can accomplish the following: 
 

• Make presentations to groups (such as senior luncheons) to explain the various transit services, 
how to use the services and how to gain information on the services. Optimally, these 
presentations can end with a short ride on a transit vehicle to provide clients with a “hands-on” 
understanding of the service, as a means of overcoming any caution about using a new service. 

 
• Work with individuals to provide travel training. As an example, a volunteer could meet with 

resident who has recently lost their ability to drive and conduct a transit trip with them to show 
how to understand the schedule, board the bus, request a stop and the other elements of using 
a transit service.  

 
• Work with JAC Assist passengers to better use the service, including how to make reservations, 

schedule discretionary trips when capacity is available and avoid late cancellations or no-shows.  
 

Staff Training 
 
JAC staff may offer training sessions for social service staffers regarding the transit services and how to 
work with their clients and the transit program to solve mobility problems. This training can include the 
following: 
 

• A description of the JAC fixed route and JAC Assist programs, the hours of operation, fares, etc. 
that is focused on the needs of an individual social service program. 

 
• A discussion of eligibility requirements for JAC Assist and the ways that the more cost-effective 

fixed route service can meet the needs of clients. 
 
• A discussion of how best the social service program and appointment times can best use the 

periods of the day when JAC Assist has greater available capacity. 
 

As social service staffers are key in providing information to program clients, and as staff can turn over 
on a frequent basis, city staff should check in with program managers on at least an annual basis to see 
if additional training is warranted. 
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Introduction 

 
The Carson City Area Metropolitan Planning Organization is preparing a plan to guide transit services 
over the coming years, and we need your input to improve JAC transit services in and around Carson 
City. We want to know your familiarity with existing public transit services and learn how public transit 
can better serve your needs. We are interested in your input even if you currently do not use JAC 
Transit. Please answer the following questions and thank you for your participation! 
 

1. Where do you live 
a. Carson City 
b. Northern Douglas County (Indian Hills, Johnson Lane) 
c. Western Lyon County (Dayton, Mound House) 
d. Other: ____________ 

 
2. What neighborhood do you live in?  Please provide a major intersection near your home: 

______________ and _____________ 
 

3. What is your age? 
a. 17 or younger 
b. 18 to 24 
c. 25 to 64 
d. 65 or older 

 
4. How familiar are you with the JAC Transit system? 

a. Very familiar - I use the bus on a weekly basis 
b. Somewhat familiar – I’ve used it before and/or know someone who uses it 
c. Not familiar – I know that there is a bus, but I don’t know the schedule or any details 
d. I didn’t know there was public transit in Carson City 

 
5. Which of the following services have you used within the past year? (Check all that apply) 

a) JAC fixed route 
b) JAC Assist 
c) RTC Regional Connector between Carson City and Reno 
d) TTD Route 19X between Carson City and Minden 
e) None of the above 

 
6. (If #5 not equal a or b) Why do you not use the JAC Transit services? 

a. I have a disability that precludes use of the bus 
b. Bus routes do not go where I need to go 
c. The buses do not operate when I need to travel 
d. Buses are not frequent enough 
e. The bus trip takes too long 
f. The fare is too high 
g. I don’t feel safe riding the bus 
h. Buses are too crowded 
i. I need my car during the day for work or to run errands 
j. Other (please specify) _____________________ 

 
 

 
Packet Page Number 167



7. (If 5 = a,b) If you currently use JAC fixed route or Assist services, or have used in the past, please 
let us know what you think by ranking the following (1= Very Poor to 5=Excellent) 

1 2 3 4 5 
Driver courtesy & competency 
Safety onboard vehicles 
Quality of the bus stops 
Hours of bus service 
Frequency of bus service 
On-time reliability 
Value for the fare 
Overall quality of JAC service 

 
8. Please indicate whether you agree or disagree to the following statements: 

Agree   Disagree 
It’s good that Carson City has a bus service 
The buses are clean and comfortable 
The bus service is convenient to me 
I feel safe and secure on the bus 
 

9. Please indicate why you did or did not agree with the previous statements: 
It’s good that Carson City has a bus service _______________ 
The buses are clean and comfortable _______________ 
The bus service is convenient to me ______________ 
I feel safe and secure on the bus _________________ 

 
10. How would you locate information about JAC Transit services? (Check all that apply) 

a. Transit Call center 
b. Website 
c. Facebook 
d. Printed Transit Guide 
e. Asking the bus driver 
f. At the bus stop 
g. Other: ____________________ 

 
11. What JAC transit service improvements would make you more likely to use JAC or encourage 

you to ride more? (Please check all that apply) 
a. Better information on how to use the transit 
b. Extended weekend service 
c. Later weeknight service 
d. Earlier weekday morning service 
e. Service to new locations (if so, where ____________) 
f. More frequent bus service 
g. More shelters or benches at the bus stops 
h. None 
i. Other (Please specify) ____________________ 

 
12. In general, how can transit services in Carson City be improved to better serve the community? 

________________________________________ 
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APPENDIX B

JAC Online Community Survey Comments
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APPENDIX B: Online Survey Open Ended Responses
In general, how can transit services in Carson City be improved to better serve the community?

Adding Topsy stop.

An evening services say until about 9.00 pm.  Service more of the East Side of town.  Half hour service, instead of having to wait a whole hour if bus is 

missed.

Better coverage and increased frequency.

Better link-ups with surrounding areas (South Lake Tahoe, Incline, Reno) so people don't need to drive.

Better signage on the bus itself.  What does counterclockwise mean if I don’t know the route?  Transportation up and down Spooner to the state parks.

Coordination with surrounding counties; expand services south (Stewart area) and east (neighborhoods along hwy 50 corridor.

Do you have student/senior (or 'Honored Citizens' as Seniors are called in Portland, Oregon) passes? Do you have ways to introduce people to using rapid 

transit? (Offer a first-timer discount and even a repeat customer discount to get the ball rolling.... maybe offer passes to schools to give to students for 

'Citizen of the Month' awards and such. Allow some freebies to generate more use and get people into the habit of using public transport. Have KOLO 

News do a piece every week for a while. (Public Service Announcements?) Offer service between casinos? Offer service from specific neighborhoods to 

grocery stores/WalMart/CVS and/or Walgreens/laundromats.... I'm just throwing ideas out there.  

Downtown circulator, service on holidays (just because it's a holiday doesn't mean people don't need to get places). Please add trash cans to highly-used 

stops.

Easier to find out about. 

Extend the hours and boundries of the bus

Faster central routes and more coverage of the area.

Faster times

Further out 

Half hour run times not hour, more locations around town, routes listed on stops

Have longer hours, rather than stopping at 7 p.m. go until 11 at least

Have more routes and more times 

Have service information more readily available to the public and simplified. Maps of routes are very confusing - why use clockwise and counter clockwise 

concept?  Why not just simply list pick-up and drop-off locations and their times?

I'd say keep up outreach and always tinker with line routes and frequency. As I'm sure you know, effective transit moves people between destinations. 

Identify destinations and then boost length of service (i.e., morning to night) and frequency as much as you can afford. Aim to be a viable alternative to 

driving. 

Increase frequency  evenings.sunday

it is nice to have a transit system in Carson city

Just try and make it more on schedule. We have some extreme weather so difficult for some people having to wait for late buses. Maybe a pick up close to 

the Seeliger school. That would be super convenient for people in the neighborhoods around the school. 

Keep cars off the road and public safe

Later workforce transport on Saturday 

longer hours, say midnight.  

Look to service areas in need such as Micah dr.and Carson st.

More frequent pickups and closer bus stops. 

More reliable service 

more routes

More shelters and probably impossible 20 min waits.

More stops 

More stops and better covered us stops. 

More stops within residential neighborhoods, earlier and later service 7 days a week, free shuttle service during drinking holidays, e.g. 4th of July, New 

Year's Eve, Nevada Day.

More transit maps at public locations such as Dr. offices, hospital, public offices, grocery stores, etc. as I do not believe people are aware of the services 

offered.  More frequent stops and extended hours of operations.  

Not really sure yet

Not sure

Please see above statement on separate bus service to the airport!

Put stops on College Parkway

Run more, more stops, more often

See above.  Carson has a very active "outdoor" community.  If JAC busses could take hikers and bikers to trailheads, I believe it would be a hit.

Smaller buses. More routes. Shorter wait times.

Some of the bus drivers are not friendly, but for the most part they are much friendlier than in other cities. Two points: bus drivers often talk to 

passengers. They should never do so, instead paying attention to the road. Put in a sign no talking to the driver when the bus is in motion. Other point, why 

do bus drivers have to play music? It almost seems it is there for their own satisfaction. I don't want music blasting when I am in a bus, particularly music I 

don't care for.

Tap the recreational market - bikers, hikers, concert/restaurant goers.

The basic service is as good as it gets, just like to see more frequency of times, later times and up to mound house and Dayton.....thank you for a great 

community service.....also reduced carbon footprint

Uber

Update the app times

We had to get a disabled pass for my son and it was not very clear how to get a card the first time.  We were told we needed a medicare card and at 21 he 

doesn't have one.  It took some calling around to find out where to go and that we only needed his SSI approval letter.  It shouldn't be that hard.  I was able 

to do it but if a person with intellectual disabilities needed to do it on their own it could be very difficult.
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APPENDIX C

Carson City JAC Transit 10 Year Financial Plan

 
Packet Page Number 172



APPENDIX C: Carson City JAC 10 Year Financial Plan
Numbers in Thousands

2019-20 2020-21 2021-22 2022-23 2023-24 2024-25 2025-26 2026-27 2027-28 2028-29
  

Total

OPERATING PLAN
Base Case Costs $1,631,400 $1,680,300 $1,730,800 $1,782,700 $1,836,200 $1,878,387 $1,921,590 $1,965,786 $2,010,999 $2,057,252 $8,661,400
Operating Plan Elements (From Table 33) $25,000 $12,000 $12,300 $308,500 $317,600 $326,006 $333,489 $341,188 $349,003 $357,035 $675,400

Total Operating Costs $1,656,400 $1,692,300 $1,743,100 $2,091,200 $2,153,800 $2,204,393 $2,255,079 $2,306,974 $2,360,002 $2,414,287 $9,336,800
Operating Revenues1

Passenger Fares (From Table 35)1 $97,500 $97,800 $98,500 $114,600 $122,200 $123,300 $124,100 $124,800 $125,500 $126,200 $530,600
Rents and Royalties2 $13,000 $13,400 $14,200 $15,500 $17,400 $20,000 $23,600 $28,400 $35,000 $44,100 $73,500
Interest Earnings2 $1,000 $1,000 $1,100 $1,200 $1,400 $1,600 $1,900 $2,300 $2,800 $3,500 $5,700
Div. of Health Care Financing & Policy3 $34,306 $34,400 $34,800 $35,400 $36,300 $37,300 $38,600 $40,200 $42,200 $44,400
FTA (5307, 5310)4 $1,028,194 $1,045,000 $1,068,600 $1,232,800 $1,258,000 $1,280,200 $1,301,900 $1,323,400 $1,344,300 $1,364,400 $5,632,594
State Grants2 $50,000 $51,500 $53,000 $54,600 $56,300 $57,600 $58,900 $60,200 $61,600 $63,100 $265,400
City General Fund3 $466,300 $449,200 $472,900 $637,100 $662,200 $684,393 $706,079 $727,674 $748,602 $768,587 $2,687,700
Total Operating Revenues $1,690,300 $1,692,300 $1,743,100 $2,091,200 $2,153,800 $2,204,393 $2,255,079 $2,306,974 $2,360,002 $2,414,287 $9,370,700

CAPITAL PLAN 
Capital Costs (From Table 36)5 $663,700 $434,300 $1,299,000 $550,400 $386,900 $394,239 $214,888 $24,648 $25,418 $26,100 $3,334,300
Capital Revenues

FTA (5307, 5339)6 $531,000 $347,400 $1,039,200 $440,300 $309,500 $315,400 $171,900 $19,700 $20,300 $20,900 $2,667,400
CAMPO Planning Funds $0 $30,000 $30,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
City Carry Forward Funds6 $132,700 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $132,700
City General Fund6 $0 $86,900 $259,800 $110,100 $77,400 $78,839 $42,988 $4,948 $5,118 $5,200
Total Capital Revenues $663,700 $347,400 $1,039,200 $440,300 $309,500 $315,400 $171,900 $19,700 $20,300 $20,900 $2,800,100

Total City General Fund $466,300 $449,200 $472,900 $637,100 $662,200 $684,393 $706,079 $727,674 $748,602 $768,587 $2,687,700
Note 1: 2019-20 figures based upon adopted budget.
Note 2: Assumed to increase to keep even with inflation.
Note 3: Assumed to increase proportionate to growth in JAC Assist ridership.
Note 4: 50% of growth in operating costs, subtracting growth in fares, rents, interest, DHCFP and state grant funds.
Note 5: 80 percent Federal / 20 percent local match.
Note 6: 80 percent Federal / 20 percent local match.
Source: LSC Transportation Consultants, Inc.

Fiscal Year
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The attached Cost/Funding Summary Table is an excerpt from: 
 
The Carson Area Metropolitan Planning Organization’s 
 
Unified Planning Work Program 
 
Last amended May 8, 2019 
 
Full document available here: 
https://carson.org/government/departments-g-z/public-works/campo-carson-area-
metropolitan-planning-organization/documents 
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Table 5.1 CAMPO FY 2019 and FY 2020 UPWP Cost/Funding Summary 

Amended 5/8/2019 

  
Major Work Element 

Work Task Funding Breakdown 

Task # Description CPG Local Match Total Cost 

1.0 MPO 
Administration 

1.1 General Administration and Work Program Oversight $148,487 $7,815 $156,302 

1.2 UPWP Development and Administration $14,250 $750 $15,000 

1.3 MPO Representation $57,000 $3,000 $60,000 

1.4 Professional Development $52,250 $2,750 $55,000 

2.0 Regional 
Coordination and 
Engagement 

2.1 Public Participation $19,000 $1,000 $20,000 

2.2 Regional Transit Coordination and Engagement $12,350 $650 $13,000 

3.0 Regional 
Multimodal Planning 

3.1 2040 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP)* $27,922 $1,470 $29,392 

3.2 Transit Planning* $90,250 $4,750 $95,000 

3.3 ITS Planning $13,348 $703 $14,050 

3.4 Updates to Supporting Regional Planning Documents and Policies* $33,250 $1,750 $35,000 

3.5 Regional Consistency Review $23,750 $1,250 $25,000 

4.0 Transportation 
Performance 
Management 

4.1 MAP-21/FAST Act Implementation and Performance Measures $30,400 $1,600 $32,000 

4.2 Update and Maintain the Transportation Improvement Program $22,800 $1,200 $24,000 

4.3 Maintain Travel Demand Model* $39,900 $2,100 $42,000 

4.4 Data Management, Collection, and Performance Measurement $42,750 $2,250 $45,000 

5.0 Asset Planning 
and Management 

5.1 Maintain Pavement Management System* $42,703 $2,248 $44,950 

5.2 Roadway Asset Management   $28,500 $1,500 $30,000 

5.3 Non-Motorized Asset Management*   $25,650 $1,350 $27,000 

5.4 Transit Asset Management $11,400 $600 $12,000 

 Total Funding $735,959 $38,735 $774,694 

*Consultant involvement is expected 
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6-B
         

STAFF REPORT 
     
 
 
Report To:  The Carson Area Metropolitan Planning Organization (CAMPO) 
 
Meeting Date:  October 9, 2019 
 
Staff Contact:  Michael Reynolds, Transit Coordinator 
 
Agenda Title:  For Possible Action – Discussion and possible action regarding a Disadvantaged Business 
Enterprise (DBE) Program update. 
 
Staff Summary:  The fiscal year 2019-2020 Unified Planning Work Program (UPWP), Task 3.2 - Transit 
Planning, includes an update of the CAMPO and RTC DBE Program document.  The current DBE Program 
was last updated in September 2015.  Staff has reviewed the current DBE Program requirements and has 
made minor revisions to CAMPO and RTC’s DBE Program document.   
 
Agenda Action:  Formal Action/Motion   Time Requested:  5 minutes 
 
 

Proposed Motion  
I move to approve the revised DBE Program as presented. 
 
Background/Issues & Analysis   
Title 49 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) Part 26 provides guidance for submittal of DBE Policy 
Statements and Programs for recipients of Department of Transportation funding. To ensure continued 
compliance with federal regulations, a review and update was scheduled to be completed in the 2019/2020 
UPWP, Task 3.2 – Transit Planning.  Revisions included partial rewording of the program document to be 
more concise or descriptive.  49 CFR § 26.21(b)(2) reads, “You do not have to submit regular updates of 
your DBE programs, as long as you remain in compliance. However, you must submit significant changes in 
the program for approval.”  As this program document was found to be compliant with Federal Regulations, 
and as no significant changes are proposed, the DBE Program will be updated for internal use and not 
required to be submitted to the FTA. 
 
Applicable Statute, Code, Policy, Rule or Regulation   
-Title 49 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) Part 26 
-CAMPO and Regional Transportation Commission of Carson City, Nevada Disadvantaged Business 
Enterprise Program  
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CAMPO - Staff Report Page 2 
 

 
Financial Information 
Is there a fiscal impact?     Yes       No 

If yes, Fund Name, Account Name / Account Number:  CAMPO fund, Unified Planning Work Program 

account, Task 3.2 Transit Planning / 2453028-501210 

Is it currently budgeted?     Yes       No  

Explanation of Fiscal Impact:  UPWP tasks are reimbursable with Federal planning funds at a rate of 95%. 
The 5% local match has been budgeted.  
 

Alternatives   
-Do not approve the DBE Program updates and provide alternate direction to staff. 
 
Supporting Material 
-Exhibit-1: CAMPO and Regional Transportation Commission of Carson City, Nevada Disadvantaged 
Business Enterprise Program, as revised with track changes 

-Exhibit-2:  CAMPO’s Unified Planning Work Program Cost/Funding Summary Table 
 

 

 

Board Action Taken: 

Motion: ______________________________ 1) _________________ Aye/Nay 
                   2) _________________ ________ 
           ________ 
           ________ 
           ________ 
             
___________________________ 
     (Vote Recorded By) 
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STATEMENT OF POLICY 
 
The Carson Area Metropolitan Planning Organization (CAMPO) and the Carson City 
Regional Transportation Commission (RTC) are committed to carrying out all of the 
Disadvantaged Business Enterprises (DBE) requirements of 49 CFR Part 26.  The 
procedures contained in the DBE program will assure that all contracts and procurements 
are administered without discrimination on the basis of race, color, sex or national origin, 
and DBEs have an equal opportunity to compete for and participate in the performance of 
all agreements, contracts and subcontracts awarded by CAMPO and RTC. 
 
It is the policy of CAMPO and RTC to ensure nondiscrimination on the basis of race, color, 
sex, ethnicity or national origin in the award and administration of federally funded 
contracts.  It is the intention of CAMPO and RTC to allow DBEs to compete fairly for 
agreements, contracts and subcontracts, including but not limited to construction, 
procurement and proposal contracts, professional and technical services agreements and 
purchase orders. 
 
To ensure adherence to this policy, CAMPO and RTC have assigned the coordination of the 
DBE program to the Transportation Manager.  The Transportation Manager has delegated 
this responsibility to the Transit Coordinator and the Transit Coordinator will serve as the 
DBE Liaison Officer.  The DBE Liaison Officer will be responsible for development, 
implementation and monitoring of the DBE program.  It is the expectation of CAMPO and 
RTC that the provisions of this DBE program will be adhered to, both in the spirit and letter 
by all personnel. 
 
This DBE program is intended to implement the federal requirements pertaining to the DBE 
program, including but not limited to 49 CFR Part 26.  In the event of any inconsistencies 
between the terms of the CAMPO and RTC DBE Program and the terms of 49 CFR Part 26, 
the latter will prevail. 
 
This policy will be circulated to corporate employees and community and business 
organizations that perform work on federally funded contracts issued by CAMPO and RTC.  
CAMPO and RTC will provide further information regarding this program, including a copy 
of the overall annual DBE goal analysis, to the public or any individual requesting such 
information. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

CAMPO Signature 
 
________________    ________ 
Signed                              Dated 
 
Mark Kimbrough, Chairman 
 

RTC Signature 
 
________________    ________ 
Signed                              Dated 
 
Brad Bonkowski, Chairman 

Formatted: Font: 10 pt
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I.   OBJECTIVES 
 
The objectives of this DBE Program are to: 
 
1. Ensure nondiscrimination in the award and administration of federally funded 

contracts. 
2. Allow DBEs to compete fairly for federally funded contracts. 
3. Help remove barriers to DBE participation in the bidding, award, and 

administration of CAMPO and RTC contracts. 
4. Assist in the development of DBE firms that can compete successfully in the 

market place outside of the DBE Program. 
5. Ensure that only firms that fully meet the eligibility standards of 49 CFR Part 26 

are permitted to participate as DBEs. 
6. Ensure that the DBE Program is narrowly tailored in accordance with applicable 

law. 
7. Identify business enterprises that are qualified as DBEs and are qualified to 

provide CAMPO and RTC with required materials, equipment, supplies and 
services; and to develop a good rapport with the owners and management of 
those enterprises. 

8. Develop communication programs and procedures which will acquaint 
prospective DBEs with CAMPO and RTC’s contract procedures, activities and 
requirements; and allow DBEs to provide CAMPO and RTC with feedback on 
existing barriers to participation, and effective procedures to eliminate those 
barriers. 

9. Administer the DBE Program in close coordination with the various departments 
within CAMPO and RTC so as to facilitate the successful implementation of this 
Program. 
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II. APPLICABILITY 
 
Pursuant  to 49 CFR Part 26, Subpart B, § 26.21, FTA recipients receiving planning, 
capital and/or operating assistance who will award prime contracts (excluding transit 
vehicle purchases) exceeding $250,000 in FTA funds in a Federal fiscal year are 
required to implement a DBE Program meeting the requirements of this part.  The DBE 
Program outlined herein applies to all CAMPO and RTC contracts that are funded, in 
whole or in part, by FTA.  
 
In the administration of the DBE Program, CAMPO and RTC will not directly or through 
contractual or other arrangements, use criteria or methods of administration that have 
the effect of defeating or substantially impairing the accomplishment of the objectives of 
this DBE Program with respect to individuals of a particular race, color, sex or national 
origin. 
 

III. DEFINITION OF TERMS 
 
The Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) Title 49, Part 26.5, provides definitions of terms 
used in this program as well as terms used in Part 26 Participation by Disadvantaged 
Business Enterprises in Department of Transportation Financial Assistance Programs. 
 
This program adopts the definitions contained in Part 26.5 for this program. 
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IV. RESPONSIBILITY FOR DBE PROGRAM IMPLEMENTATION AND 
ADMINISTRATION 

 
A. CAMPO and RTC 

CAMPO and RTC are ultimately responsible for establishing DBE policy and 
ensuring that the DBE Program has a high priority. 

 
B. Transportation Manager 

The Transportation Manager is responsible for seeing that CAMPO/RTC policies 
are implemented and that the DBE Liaison Officer has adequate support to 
enable timely completion of duties. 

 
C. DBE Liaison Officer 

The Transit Coordinator has been designated as the DBE Liaison Officer as 
referenced in 49 CFR Part 26.  The DBE Liaison Officer is responsible for 
overseeing the DBE Program, recommending DBE policy, development and 
implementation of a written DBE program, and internal and external 
communication procedures.  The DBE Liaison Officer shall have direct and 
independent access to the Transportation Manager.   

 
The DBE Liaison Officer is the primary person responsible for all aspects of this 
Program, and he/she will work closely with other departments, contractors and 
consultants of CAMPO and RTC, which are responsible for making decisions 
relative to CAMPO/RTC agreements, contracts and subcontracts, including but 
not limited to construction, procurement and proposal contracts, professional and 
technical services agreements and purchase orders. 

 
In accordance with 49 CFR Part 26, § 26.25, the specific duties and 
responsibilities of the DBE Liaison Officer or his/her designee will include but not 
be limited to the following: 

 
1. Gathers and reports statistical data and other information as required. 
2. Reviews third party contracts and purchase requisitions for compliance with 

this program. 
3. Works with all departments to set overall three-year goals. 
4. Ensures that bid notices and requests for proposals are available to DBEs in 

a timely manner. 
5. Identifies contracts and procurements so that DBE goals are included in 

solicitations (both race-neutral methods and contract specific goals) and 
monitors results. 

6. Analyzes CAMPO and RTC progress toward goal attainment and identifies 
ways to improve progress. 

7. Participates in pre-bid meetings. 
8. Advises CAMPO and RTC and the Transportation Manager on DBE matters 

and achievement. 
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9. Participates with the legal counsel and project director to determine 
contractor compliance with good faith efforts. 

10. Provides DBEs with information and assistance in preparing bids, and 
obtaining bonding and insurance. 

11. Plans and participates in DBE training seminars. 
12. Provides outreach to DBEs and community organizations to advise them of 

opportunities. 

 

V. ADMINISTRATIVE REQUIREMENTS 
 
A. DBE Financial Institutions 

Pursuant to 49 CFR Part 26, §26.27, the DBE Liaison Officer will explore the full 
extent of services offered by banks and other financial institutions that qualify as 
DBEs in the Carson City and Reno/Sparks metropolitan area and determine 
areas in which CAMPO and RTC may reasonably utilize their services.  CAMPO 
and RTC will also encourage its prime contractors to use the services of DBE 
financial institutions. 
 

B. DBE Directory   
Pursuant to 49 CFR Part 26, §26.31, the DBE Liaison Officer will refer all 
interested persons to the DBE Directory available from the Nevada Department 
of Transportation and the website at www.nevadadbe.com. 
 

C. Over concentration 
Pursuant to 49 CFR Part 26, §26.33, if the DBE Liaison Officer determines that 
DBE participation is so over concentrated in certain types of work or contracting 
opportunities that it unduly burdens the participation of non-DBEs in that type of 
workit is determined that DBE firms become over-concentrated in a certain type 
of work as to unduly burden the opportunity for non-DBE firms to participate in 
this type of work, the DBE Liaison Officer will develop appropriate measures to 
address the over concentration.  The DBE Liaison Officer will seek approval from 
FTA, and once approved, the measures will become part of this ProgramThese 
measures will be submitted for FTA review, and if approved, shall become a part 
of this program. Currently, CAMPO and RTC are unaware of any types of work 
that have a burdensome over- concentration of DBE participation. 
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D. Small Business Participation 
CAMPO and RTC are committed to fostering small business participation in the 
DBE program by structuring contracting requirements to facilitate competition by 
small businesses.  CAMPO and RTC will take all reasonable steps to eliminate 
obstacles to DBE participation that may preclude small business participation in 
procurements as prime contractors or subcontractors.  Strategies that CAMPO 
and RTC may utilize include, but are not limited to, the following: 
 

• Unbundling of large contract requirements (breaking down 
contractsdividing into multiple smaller contracts) to allow small business 
participation in procurements as prime contractors or subcontractors  
 

• On prime contracts not having DBE contract goals, requiring the prime 
contractor to provide subcontracting opportunities of a size that small 
businesses, including DBEs, can reasonably perform, rather than self-
performing all the work involved 
 

• To meet the race-neutral portion of overall agency goal, ensuring that a 
reasonable number of prime contracts are of a size that small businesses, 
including DBEs, can reasonably perform 

 
CAMPO and RTC shall actively employ the following steps to increase small 
business participation in contracting opportunities: 
 

1. Update website information withProvide reasonable public notice for the 
latest activities and announcements pertaining to small businesses and 
DBEs in the local project areas.  

 
2. Provide access to DBE-related contact information and directories on the 

website. 
 
3. Hold Pre-Bid meetings introducing and instructing prospective bidders and 

proposers on reaching out and utilizing small businesses and DBEs.  
 
4. Coordinate with Carson City Procurement and Contracts Division to 

provide small business organizations with notifications and bid assistance 
on current contracting opportunities. 

 
This section shall be implemented and fully operational within nine (9) months of 
approval by FTA. 
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E.       Business Development Programs, Outreach and Mentor-Protégée Programs 
CAMPO and RTC do not have a business development or mentor-protégée 
program.  If the CAMPO and RTC identifies the need for such a program in the 
future, the rationale for adopting such a program and a comprehensive 
description of it will be submitted for approval. 
 

F. Hearing Officer 
In accordance with 49 CFR Part 26, § 26.53(d)(2) and 26.87(e), all proceedings 
by CAMPO and RTC in connection with the removal of certification or 
reconsideration of a determination that a bidder has not met the DBE goal or 
used good faith efforts will be made by an outside independent hearing officer 
selected in accordance with CAMPO and RTC procedures. 

 
G. Unified Certification Program 

CAMPO, as the designated recipient of FTA Section 5307 funds to the Carson 
City urbanized area, is signatory to the Nevada Unified Certification Program 
(UCP).  All certifications will be performed by the UCP and are binding on 
CAMPO and RTC.   

 
H. Transit Vehicle Manufacturer Certification 

CAMPO and RTC will require that each transit vehicle manufacturer, as a 
condition of being authorized to bid or propose on FTA-assisted transit vehicle 
procurements, certify that it has complied with the requirements of 49 CFR Part 
26, §26.49. 

 

VI.  DBE GOALS 
 
Pursuant to 49 CFR Part 26, §26.45, CAMPO and RTC will establish  overall three-year 
goals according to the procedures expressed in Appendix A, based on the FTA 
schedule for three-year goal submittal.  The overall three-year goals will be submitted to 
FTA for review by August 1 preceding the Federal fiscal year in which the goal 
submission is due.  The overall three-year goals will be expressed as a percentage of 
the total amount of FTA funds that CAMPO and RTC anticipates expending in any of 
the three Federal fiscal years.      
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VII. CONTRACT-SPECIFIC DBE GOALS 
 
In accordance with the procedures expressed in Appendix B, CAMPO and RTC will 
establish contract-specific DBE goals on contracts with subcontracting opportunities to 
the extent that CAMPO and RTC cannot achieve its overall three-year goals with race-
neutral measures.  Where a contract-specific DBE goal has been established, the 
bidder or proposer must meet the contract-specific goal or demonstrate that it made 
good faith efforts to do so.  A bidder will be ineligible for award if it does not meet the 
goal or demonstrate good faith efforts. Procedures for determining compliant good faith 
efforts are outlined in Appendix C. 

 

VIII. REMEDIES FOR NONCOMPLIANCE 
 
Non-compliance consists of failure or refusal to implement, meet or satisfy the 
applicable governmental requirements related to DBE participation, including but not 
limited to 49 CFR Part 26 and related federal guidelines.  CAMPO and RTC may 
impose any remedies for non-compliance authorized by the federal, state and local 
regulations and CAMPO and RTC contract specifications, including withholding of 
progress payments, liquidated damages and termination of the contract in whole or in 
part. 
 
 

IX. REQUIRED CONTRACT PROVISIONS 
 
CAMPO and RTC agrees to include the following provisions in all federally funded 
contracts, where appropriate: 
 
A. Nondiscrimination Assurance 

Each federally funded contract CAMPO and/or RTC signs with a contractor, and 
each subcontract the prime contractor signs with a subcontractor, will include the 
following statement: 

 
"The contractor, subrecipient or subcontractor shall not discriminate on the 
basis of race, color, national origin or sex in the performance of this 
contract.  The contractor shall carry out applicable requirements of 49 
CFR Part 26 in the award and administration of DOT-assisted contracts.  
Failure by the contractor to carry out these requirements is a material 
breach of this contract, which may result in the termination of this contract 
or such other remedy as CAMPO and/or RTC deems appropriate. 
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B. Prompt Payment Policy and Provisions 
Each federally funded contract CAMPO and/or RTC signs with a contractor will 
include the following provision: 

 
"The prime contractor must pay subcontractors for satisfactory 
performance of their contracts no later than 30 days from the receipt of 
payment made to the prime by CAMPO and/or RTC.  Prompt return of 
retainage payments from the prime contractor to the subcontractor will be 
made within 30 days after the subcontractor's work is satisfactorily 
completed.  Any delay or postponement of payment among the parties 
may take place only for good cause and with CAMPO and/or RTC's prior 
written approval.  If the prime contractor determines the work of the 
subcontractor to be unsatisfactory, it must notify CAMPO and/or RTC's 
project manager and DBE Liaison Officer immediately in writing and state 
the reasons.  Failure by the prime contractor to comply with this 
requirement will be construed to be a breach of contract and may be 
subject to sanctions as specified in the contract or any other options listed 
in 49 CFR Part 26, §26.29." 
 

X. CONTRACT COMPLIANCE AND REPORTING 
 
Pursuant to 49 CFR Part 26, §26.37, CAMPO and RTC will implement appropriate 
mechanisms to ensure compliance with the DBE Program by all program participants 
under federal, state and local law.   
 
The following efforts shall be employed to ensure compliance:   
 

• Completion of a FTA Disadvantaged Business Enterprise (DBE) Race Neutral 
Goal form, documenting DBE commitment and monitoring efforts, by contractors 
submitting a bid (See Appendix D) 

o The form is required to be completed by the contractor and submitted with 
the bid, prior to bid opening.  The form requires the following information 
be provided by the contractor: 
 The names and addresses of DBE firms that will participate in the 

contract 
 A description of the work that each DBE will perform 
 The dollar amount of the participation of each DBE firm 

participating 
 Written documentation of the bidder/offeror’s commitment to use 

the DBE subcontractor(s)  
 Written confirmation from each DBE that is participating in the 

contract as provided in the prime contractor’s commitment 
(confirmation can be obtained upon bid award) 
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o During construction, monitoring efforts will be employed to monitor the 
contractor and subcontractors for compliance with applicable DBE 
commitments contained within the contract award and FTA Disadvantaged 
Business Enterprise (DBE) Race Neutral Goal form: 
 The form includes an office only portion that will be used by staff to 

document DBE firm participation 
 A site visit is required to be completed at least once for each 

participating DBE firm 
 
 

XI.     PUBLIC PARTICIPATION/CONSULTATION  
 
CAMPO and RTC will provide for public participation in establishing overall three-year 
DBE goals which includes: consultation with minority, women’s and general contractor 
groups, community organizations, and other officials or organizations that may have 
information concerning the availability of DBE and non-DBE firms; the effects of 
discrimination on DBE opportunities, and efforts to establish a level playing field for DBE 
participation.   
 
Starting four months prior to expiration of CAMPO’s overall program goal, the DBE 
Liaison will consult with local DBEs in Carson City, Douglas County, and Lyon County 
and the Nevada Department of Transportation’s DBE Liaison to gain information 
concerning the availability of DBE and non-DBE firms.  CAMPO’s DBE Liaison will 
consult with contractors who were recently awarded contracts with Carson City and 
other available minority trade professionals to gauge the availability of DBE and non-
DBE firms in the Carson City market.  The consultation process will include the use of e-
mail, phone calls, mailings, and/or meetings to communicate with agencies and trade 
professionals. 
 
CAMPO and RTC will publish a notice announcing proposed overall DBE goals 
informing the public that the proposed goal and its rationale are available for inspection 
during normal business hours at CAMPO and RTC’s principal office for 30 days 
following the date of the notice, and that CAMPO and RTC and USDOT will accept 
comments on such goals for 45 days from the date of the notice.  The notice will include 
the CAMPO and RTC’s address and will be posted on CAMPO’s website and may be 
published in general circulation media, minority/women focus media, and/or trade 
association publications. (49 CFR Part 26, § 26.45(g)). 
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XII.  UNIFORM REPORT OF DBE AWARDS OR COMMITMENTS AND 
PAYMENTS 
 
CAMPO, as the designated recipient of FTA funds, will submit a Uniform Report of DBE 
Awards or Commitments and Payments semi-annually in TrAMS.  The report addresses 
the contracting opportunities of CAMPO and its subrecipients, and includes information 
on awarded, ongoing, and completed contracts; those that included DBE participation; 
and those that did not include DBE participation.  Reports are due by June 1 (for the 
period covering October 1 – March 31) and by December 1 (for the period covering April 
1 – September 30). Procedures used for ensuring accurate reporting are included in 
Appendix E. 
 
  

XIII.   MISCELLANEOUS 
 
A. Program Review 

The DBE Program will be reviewed every five (5) years, or more frequently as 
necessary at the sole discretion of CAMPO and RTC to ensure that elements of 
the DBE Program are tailored to address any discrimination that may exist in the 
industries relevant to CAMPO and RTC's contracting activities and to ensure that 
the DBE Program does not disproportionately impact any particular group. 

 
B. Severability 

Should any part, term, provision or element of this DBE Program be decided by 
the courts to be illegal or in conflict with any law of the United States or of the 
State of Nevada or otherwise rendered unenforceable or ineffective, the validity 
of the remaining parts, terms, provisions, or elements shall not be affected. 
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THE APPENDICES ARE PART OF THE DBE PROGRAM. 
THE APPENDICES MAY BE SUBJECT TO REVISION, SUBSTITUTION, 
DELETION OR ADDITION BY THE OFFICE OF CIVIL RIGHTS WITHOUT 

BOARD REVISION OF THE DBE PROGRAM OR APPROVAL OF 
CHANGES. 
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APPENDIX A 
Procedures for Determining the Overall Three-Year DBE Goals 

 
Pursuant to 49 CFR Part 26, §26.45 and subject to the approval of CAMPO and RTC, 
the DBE Liaison Officer will establish overall three-year goals for the participation of 
DBEs in contracts utilizing USDOT federal financial assistance, based on the FTA 
schedule for three-year goal submittal.  The overall three-year goals will be submitted to 
FTA for review by August 1 preceding the Federal fiscal year in which the goal 
submission is due.  The overall three-year goals will be expressed as a percentage of 
the total amount of USDOT funds that CAMPO and RTC anticipates expending in any of 
the three Federal fiscal years.  The CAMPO/RTC overall three-year goal is reflective of 
the amount of ready, willing and able DBEs that are available to participate in 
contracting opportunities and is reflective of the amount of DBE participation  CAMPO 
and RTC would expect absent the effects of discrimination.  CAMPO and RTC intend to 
meet this goal to the maximum extent feasible through the race-neutral measures 
described below.  The DBE Liaison Officer will use the following procedures for 
establishing overall three-year DBE goals: 
 
A. Projecting Federally Funded Contract Expenditures 
 

Overall three-year agency goals are required of FTA grantees receiving planning, 
capital and/or operating assistance that project contracting opportunities 
(excluding transit vehicle purchases) exceeding $250,000 with those funds in any 
of the three Federal fiscal years.  The DBE Liaison Officer will conduct a 
thorough analysis of the projected number, types of work and dollar amounts of 
contracting opportunities that will be funded, in whole or in part, by USDOT 
federal financial assistance for the three-year period for which the goal 
submission is due.  

 
B. Establishing a Base Figure 
 

Pursuant to 49 CFR Part 26, §26.45, CAMPO and RTC will develop a base figure 
to express the availability of DBEs as a percentage of all contractors, 
subcontractors, manufacturers and suppliers in the relevant contracting markets.  
CAMPO and RTC will follow one of the methodologies provided in 49 CFR Part 
26, but reserves the right to choose an alternative methodology.  Generally, 
CAMPO and RTC expects to use the same data source in establishing the base 
figure for both available businesses and available DBE firms. 
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1. Analyzing Total Available Businesses in Relevant Contracting Market 
The DBE Liaison Officer, in conjunction with the appropriate CAMPO and 
RTC departments, will conduct a thorough analysis of the relevant 
contracting markets.  This analysis will include the relevant geographic 
market for the types of work to be contracted, the relevant standard industry 
codes (SICs) for the types of work to be contracted and any other indicators 
that CAMPO and RTC determines to be relevant to defining its contracting 
markets for the fiscal year.  The DBE Liaison Officer will then determine the 
total number of available businesses for the relevant contracting markets.  
The DBE Liaison Officer will consult a variety of sources, which may 
include, but are not limited to, Census Bureau data, appropriate private 
business databases, and relevant disparity studies. 

 
2. Analyzing Available DBEs in the Relevant Contracting Markets 

The DBE Liaison Officer will conduct a similar analysis to determine the 
number of DBEs that are available to participate as contractors, 
subcontractors, manufacturers and suppliers in the projected contracts for 
the three-year period.  This analysis will include the relevant geographic 
market for the types of work to be contracted, the SICs for the types of work 
to be contracted, and any other factors as described above.  CAMPO and 
RTC will consult a variety of sources which may include, but are not limited 
to, the Minority Business Patterns Database, Census Bureau data and 
relevant disparity studies. 

 
3. Calculating the Base Figure 

The DBE Liaison Officer will compare the number of available DBEs in the 
relevant contracting markets for the three-year period to the total number of 
available businesses in the relevant contracting markets for the three-year 
period.  The calculation of the base figure for available DBEs will be 
expressed as a percentage of the total relevant contracting markets. 

 
C. Adjusting the Base Figure 
 

Pursuant to 49 CFR Part 26, §26.45(d), CAMPO and RTC will adjust the base 
figure based on demonstrable evidence indicating that the availability of DBEs for 
federally funded contracts for the three-year period may be higher or lower than 
the base figure indicates.  At a minimum, the DBE Liaison Officer will analyze the 
current capacity of DBEs, evidence from disparity studies conducted anywhere 
within Carson City and Washoe County (to the extent that they are not accounted 
for in the base figure), evidence from related fields that affect the opportunities 
for DBEs to form, grow and compete, such as data on employment, education 
and training, statistical disparities in the ability of DBEs to obtain financing, 
bonding and insurance and the effects of past discrimination. 
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Based on the evaluation of the above factors, evaluation of data (if any) 
regarding over-concentration, and other necessary adjustments (e.g. duration of 
individual projects), a goal will be set at the level of DBE participation expected 
absent the effects of discrimination. 
 
A description of the methodology used to establish the overall three-year goals, 
including the base figure and the evidence with which it was calculated and the 
adjustments made to the base figure and the evidence relied on for the 
adjustments will be included with the overall three-year DBE goals submission to 
FTA.  The submission will also include CAMPO and RTC's projection of the 
portions of the three-year goals that will be met through race-neutral and race-
conscious measures. 

 
D. Projection of Percentage of Overall Goal to be Achieved Through Race-

Neutral and Race-Conscious Measures 
 

CAMPO and RTC intend to use race-neutral methods to achieve their overall 
three-year goals.  This is in keeping with the Ninth Circuit Court decision that 
affects DBE programs in the states of Alaska, Arizona, California, Hawaii, Idaho, 
Montana, Nevada, Oregon and Washington [Western States Paving Co. vs. 
State of Washington Dept. of Transportation, 407 F. 3d 983 (9th Cir. 2005)].  For 
grantees in these states a disparity analysis must be completed before race 
conscious goals can be established.  
 
DBE participation that is obtained on contracts that have no specific DBE goal, or 
where prime contractors use a strictly competitive bidding process or do not 
consider the DBE’s status as a DBE in awarding a subcontract will be considered 
race-neutral DBE participation.  In addition, CAMPO and RTC will use the 
following measures as appropriate: 

 
1. unbundling large contracts; 

 2. assisting in overcoming limitations in bonding and financing; 
3. providing technical assistance; 
4. providing outreach and communications programs to DBEs; 
5. distributing the DBE Directory electronically and otherwise as requested. 

 
The DBE Liaison Officer will review and analyze the adjusted base figure to 
determine the amount of the three-year goals that can be met through race-
neutral measures and the type(s) of contracts to be selected unless review of 
information obtained during the three-year period demonstrates that an 
adjustment is appropriate.  CAMPO and RTC will review that portion of the 
overall three-year DBE goals being met through race-neutral measures on an 
annual basis.  As part of the review, CAMPO and RTC will verify compliance with 
the DBE Program and DBE goal attainment. 
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The DBE Liaison Officer will monitor and adjust the use of contract-specific goals 
in accordance with 49 CFR Part 26, §26.51(f).  When projecting the percentage 
of the overall three-year goals to be achieved through establishing contract-
specific goals, the DBE Liaison Officer will analyze the actual achievement of the 
overall three-year goals through race-neutral methods in the previous two years.  
When establishing contract-specific goals during the current fiscal year, the DBE 
Liaison Officer will analyze the progress towards achieving the overall three-year 
goals and increase or reduce the use of contract-specific goals accordingly.    
DBE contract goals will be established so as to cumulatively result in meeting 
that portion of the CAMPO and RTC's overall goal that is not projected to be met 
through race-neutral means. 

 
E. Adjustment of Contract Goals 
 

Pursuant to 49 CFR Part 26, §26.51(f) (1) - (4), CAMPO and RTC will adjust the 
use of contract goals to ensure that the Program continues to be narrowly 
tailored. 

 
1. If the Report indicates that CAMPO and RTC can meet its entire overall 

three-year goals for any given year through race-neutral means, CAMPO 
and RTC will implement its Program without setting contract goals during 
that year. 

2. If during the course of the year, CAMPO and RTC is using contract goals 
and determines that it will exceed its overall three-year goals, CAMPO and 
RTC must reduce or eliminate the use of contract goals to the extent 
necessary to ensure that the use of contract goals does not result in 
exceeding the overall goal.  If CAMPO and RTC determines that it will fall 
short of the overall goal, CAMPO and RTC must make appropriate 
modifications in the use of race-neutral goals in order to meet the overall 
goal.  

3. If CAMPO and RTC meets or exceeds its overall annual goals for two (2) 
consecutive years using only race-neutral means, CAMPO and RTC will not 
set contract goals on any contracts in the next year.  CAMPO and RTC will 
continue using only race-neutral means to meet its overall three-year goals 
unless and until it does not meet its overall three-year goal for a year. 

4. If CAMPO and RTC's DBE participation exceeds the overall three-year goal 
in two (2) consecutive years through the use of contract goals, CAMPO and 
RTC must reduce the use of contract goals proportionately in the following 
year. 
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F. Adopting and Publishing the Overall Annual DBE Goal 
 

Upon completion of the analysis described above, the DBE Liaison Officer will 
prepare a Report that documents the analysis and methodology as well as the 
proposed goal and estimate to be achieved through race-neutral measures.  The 
Report will be furnished to the Transportation Manager.  Upon the Transportation 
Manager’s recommendation, the DBE Liaison Officer will publish the proposed 
goals for public comment. 

 
1. Public Participation/Consultation 

Starting four months prior to expiration of CAMPO’s overall program goal, 
the DBE Liaison will consult with local DBEs in Carson City, Douglas 
County, and Lyon County and the Nevada Department of Transportation’s 
DBE Liaison to gain information concerning the availability of DBE and non-
DBE firms.  CAMPO’s DBE Liaison will consult with contractors who were 
recently awarded contracts with Carson City and other available minority 
trade professionals to gauge the availability of DBE and non-DBE firms in 
the Carson City market.  The consultation process will include the use of e-
mail, phone calls, mailings, and meetings to communicate with agencies 
and trade professionals.          
 

2. Publication of Proposed Overall Three-Year Goals 
Pursuant to 49 CFR Part 26, §26.45(g), the DBE Liaison Officer will publish 
the proposed overall three-year goals in general circulation, DBE-oriented 
and trade industry media.  The notice will include a statement that the 
methodology and proposed goal are available for inspection by the public 
for 30 days from the date of publication.  The notice will also include a 
statement that CAMPO and RTC will accept public comments to the 
proposed goal and methodology for a period of 45 days from the date of 
publication and provide instructions for the submission of comments.  Upon 
receipt of public comments, the DBE Liaison Officer will prepare a summary 
report analyzing the public comments received, if any, to the Transportation 
Manager. 

 
3. Adoption of Total Overall Annual Goal 

Following the review of the Report and consideration of any comments 
received during the public comment period, CAMPO and RTC will adopt an 
overall three-year goal for DBE participation which will include a projection 
of the portion of that goal that can be achieved through race-neutral 
measures.  Unless otherwise directed, the Report will be submitted to FTA 
for approval by August 1 preceding the Federal fiscal year in which the goal 
submission is due. 
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APPENDIX B 
Overall Three-Year Goal Development Process/Base Figure 

Calculation 
 
The CAMPO/RTC overall three-year goal for Disadvantaged Business Enterprise (DBE) 
participation in U.S. Department of Transportation (USDOT) assisted contracts is based 
on demonstrable evidence of the availability of ready, willing, and able DBEs relative to 
all businesses that are ready, willing, and able (49 CFR Part 26, §26.45) to participate 
on USDOT assisted projects.  The goal is derived from the Base Figure calculation.  
The Base Figure is a ratio of the number of DBE certified firms to all firms within a 
particular market area and for a particular business function. 
 
For the purposes of the Base Figure Calculation, CAMPO and RTC assume that DBEs 
are those firms that have been certified by the Nevada Unified Certification Program 
(UCP).  Each potential DBE was individually screened to determine whether they 
provide the types of goods and services used by CAMPO and RTC.  Other applicable 
criteria for the inclusion of DBE and non-DBEs in the Base Figure calculation are: 

 
1.  Certified DBE firms included in Nevada UCP DBE directory. 
2.  Professional service firms physically located in Carson City and Washoe County.  

 
Relevant Market Area 
 
The criteria requires firms to be physically located in Carson City and Washoe County is 
based upon the definition of the relevant market area.  The relevant market area for 
CAMPO and RTC is a region of the country which best reflects CAMPO and RTC’s 
purchasing practices using FTA funding.  CAMPO and RTC buy goods and services from a 
variety of firms, some of which are located outside the State of Nevada.  The question then 
becomes which geographic area (national, regional, or local), for the purpose of calculating 
the base figure, is most reflective of CAMPO and RTC’s purchasing practices and best 
reflects the relative availability of DBEs.  A national market area tends to be the least 
reflective of CAMPO and RTC’s purchasing practices.  
 
Most out-of-state professional service firms which have bid or received contracts from 
CAMPO and RTC are located in western states.  Professional service firms include 
engineers, planners, and management consulting firms.  Use of out-of-state professional 
firms occurs periodically, and is typically non-recurring (e.g., there is no one single western 
state or region outside Nevada which consistently provides professional services to 
CAMPO and RTC).  Therefore, it is difficult to define a region outside Nevada as part of the 
relevant market area. 
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Other factors which influence the determination of the relevant market area include: 
   

1. Over 80 percent of firms contained in CAMPO and RTC’s relevant market area were 
located in Carson City/Washoe County. 

 
2. With the exception of large general engineering and general building contractors, 

most construction firms perform work locally. 
 

3. Inclusion of out-of-state firms creates a situation where the relevant market area is 
difficult to define.  A count of out-of-state DBE and non-DBE firms would have to be 
included in the Base Figure calculation. 

 
4. Only a limited number of out-of-state firms have bid on CAMPO and RTC projects. 

 
For these reasons CAMPO and the RTC has limited the relevant market area to Carson 
City and Washoe County. 
 
Base Figure Calculation 
 
All of the purchasing and contracting opportunities with CAMPO and RTC, utilizing FTA 
funds typically falls into the professional services category.  This category represents the 
primary business sectors utilized by CAMPO and RTC.   
 
Professional Services 
 
This category includes firms providing expertise in engineering, architecture, planning, 
consulting, transit management, etc.  The Base Figure for Professional Services is 
calculated by dividing the total number of Carson City/Washoe County DBEs by the sum of 
all Carson City/Washoe County firms which have North American Industry Classification 
System (NAICS) code 5413 (architectural, engineering, and related services), and 5416 
(management, scientific and technical consulting services).  The classification of firms by 
NAICS codes was done in the course of developing the U.S. Census Bureau’s 1997 
County Business Patterns.  The County Business Patterns database is one of the only 
available sources of business classifications.  Using NAICS codes yields the following ratio: 
 
DBE Professional Services Firms / Total firms with corresponding NAICS codes X 100 = 
Professional Services Base Figure  
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APPENDIX C 
Guidance Concerning Good Faith Efforts 

 
When CAMPO and/or RTC establish a contract goal on a DOT-assisted contract, a bidder 
must, in order to be responsible and/or responsive, make good faith efforts to meet the 
goal.  The bidder can meet this requirement in either of two ways.  First, the bidder can 
meet the goal, documenting commitments for participation by DBE firms sufficient for this 
purpose.  Second, even if it doesn't meet the goal, the bidder can document adequate good 
faith efforts.  This means that the bidder must show that it took all necessary and 
reasonable steps to achieve a DBE goal or other requirement of this part which, by their 
scope, intensity, and appropriateness to the objective, could reasonably be expected to 
obtain sufficient DBE participation, even if they were not fully successful. 
 
In any situation in which a contract goal has been established, Part 26 requires the good 
faith efforts mechanism of this part.  CAMPO and RTC will make a fair and reasonable 
judgment whether a bidder that did not meet the goal made adequate good faith efforts.  
CAMPO and RTC will consider the quality, quantity, and intensity of the different kinds of 
efforts that the bidder has made.  The efforts employed by the bidder should be those that 
one could reasonably expect a bidder to take if the bidder were actively and aggressively 
trying to obtain DBE participation sufficient to meet the DBE contract goal.  Mere pro forma 
efforts are not good faith efforts to meet the DBE contract requirements.  CAMPO and RTC 
recognize that the sufficiency of the firm’s good faith efforts is a judgment call:  meeting 
quantitative formulas is not required.   
 
CAMPO and RTC will not require that a bidder meet a contract goal (i.e., obtain a specified 
amount of DBE participation) in order to be awarded a contract.  
 
The following is a list of types of actions which CAMPO and RTC will consider as part of the 
bidder's good faith efforts to obtain DBE participation.  It is not intended to be a mandatory 
checklist, nor is it intended to be exclusive or exhaustive.  Other factors or types of efforts 
may be relevant in appropriate cases.   
 

A.  Soliciting through all reasonable and available means (e.g. attendance at pre-bid 
meetings, advertising and/or written notices) the interest of all certified DBEs who 
have the capability to perform the work of the contract.  The bidder must solicit this 
interest within sufficient time to allow the DBEs to respond to the solicitation.  The 
bidder must determine with certainty if the DBEs are interested by taking appropriate 
steps to follow up initial solicitations. 
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B.  Selecting portions of the work to be performed by DBEs in order to increase the 
likelihood that the DBE goals will be achieved.  This includes, where appropriate, 
breaking out contract work items into economically feasible units to facilitate DBE 
participation, even when the prime contractor might otherwise prefer to perform 
these work items with its own forces. 

 
C.  Providing interested DBEs with adequate information about the plans, specifications, 

and requirements of the contract in a timely manner to assist them in responding to 
a solicitation. 
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APPENDIX D 
FTA Disadvantaged Business Enterprise (DBE) Race Neutral Goal 

Form Example 
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APPENDIX E 
Instructions for Completing the Uniform Report of DBE Awards or 

Commitments and Payments form 
 

The Uniform Report of DBE Awards or Commitments and Payments, or Semi-Annual 
DBE Report, must be submitted in TrAMS for all contracts made during the reporting 
period. The reporting periods are October 1 to March 31 and April 1 to September 30, 
and must be submitted within 60 days of the end of each six-month period (e.g., the 
report for the period ending March 31 must be submitted by June 1). It is best practice 
to gather information for the report a couple weeks after the end of the reporting period 
so that all expenses can be posted in HTE. 
 
1.   Go to the TrAMS website at  https://faces.fta.dot.gov/suite/tempo/  
2.   ‘Agree’ to terms 
3.   In the User Name field, enter the user name assigned by FTA (case sensitive) 
4.   In the Password field, enter your password (case sensitive) 

a. Passwords expire every 60 days 
b. Passwords must be a minimum of 12 characters and a maximum of 20 

characters  
c. Consecutive keyboard patterns are not allowed (‘qwe’ for example) 
d. Passwords may not match the previous five passwords used 

5. In the Main Menu, click on the “Records” tab (TrAMS will no longer create tasks for 
this) 
6.   Click on the “Disadvantage Business Enterprise (DBE) Reports” link and select the 

appropriate report due date link to begin filling out the semi-annual report:  
a.    Select “Complete DBE Report” to start filling in the boxes: 

 
Section 1 (committed contracts) 
 

8-9 – The amounts in items 8(A) – 9(I) should include all types of prime contracts 
awarded and all types of subcontracts awarded or committed, including: 
professional or consultant services, construction, purchase of materials or 
supplies, lease or purchase of equipment and any other types of services. All 
dollar amounts are to reflect only the Federal share of such contracts, and should 
be rounded to the nearest dollar. Contracts or awards that are not to be included 
are: rolling stock, staff time, and utilities (i.e., power company since there is only 
one provider in the area—waiting for confirmation of this from Marisa Appleton). 

 
8(A): Provide the total dollar amount of all prime contracts assisted with DOT 
funds that were awarded during this reporting period. Use Account Activity Listing 
report from HTE for the reporting period for all transit expense accounts. Exclude 
expenses as described above.  

 
8(B): Provide the total number of all prime contracts assisted with DOT funds that 
were awarded during this reporting period. Multiple small purchases from the 
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same vendor are included as separate “contracts” and is allowed per DBE 
reporting rules (they can also all be included as one; i.e., if 10 individual 
purchases were made at Walmart, they could be counted as 1 or as 10). Include 
all expenses from the monthly non-VEU reports as 1 award each. 

 
8(C): From the total dollar amount awarded in item 8(A), provide the dollar 
amount awarded to certified DBEs during this reporting period. 

 
8(D): From the total number of prime contracts awarded in item 8(B), specify the 
number awarded to certified DBEs during this reporting period. The Certified 
DBE Vendor List for Nevada can be found at https://ndot.dbesystem.com/.  

 
8(E): From the total dollars awarded in 8(C), provide the dollar amount awarded 
to DBEs through the use of Race Conscious methods. Currently, CAMPO does 
not utilize Race Conscious methods for contracts and awards. Until such time, 
this box will always be zero. 

 
8(F): From the total number of prime contracts awarded in 8(D), specify the 
number awarded to DBEs through Race Conscious methods. Currently, CAMPO 
does not utilize Race Conscious methods for contracts and awards. Until such 
time, this box will always be zero. 

 
8(G): From the total dollar amount awarded in item 8(C), provide the dollar 
amount awarded to certified DBEs through the use of Race Neutral methods. 
See the definition of Race Neutral Goal in item 7 and the explanation of project 
types in item 8 to include. Currently, CAMPO’s DBE goal is achieved entirely 
through Race Neutral means. 

 
8(H): From the total number of prime contracts awarded in 8(D), specify the 
number awarded to DBEs through Race Neutral methods. Currently, CAMPO’s 
DBE goal is achieved entirely through Race Neutral means. 

 
8(I): Of all prime contracts awarded this reporting period, calculate the 
percentage going to DBEs. Divide the dollar amount in item 8(C) by the dollar 
amount in item 8(A) to derive this percentage. Round percentage to the nearest 
tenth. This is calculated automatically by TrAMS and cannot be edited. 

 
9(A) – 9(I): Items 9(A) – 9(I) are derived in the same way as items 8(A) – 8(I), 
except that these calculations should be based on subcontracts rather than prime 
contracts. Unlike prime contracts, which may only be awarded, subcontracts may 
be either awarded or committed. 

 
10(A) – 10(I): These are totals of prime and subcontracts awarded or committed 
during the reporting period and are automatically calculated by TrAMS. 

 
11(A) – 16(F): From the totals in lines 8(A) – 8(C) and 9(A) – 9(C), specify the 
number and dollar amount awarded to DBE firms, broken down by ethnicity and 
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gender. Information about a DBE owner’s ethnicity and gender is included in the 
Nevada Department of Transportation’s Certified DBE Vendor List at 
https://ndot.dbesystem.com/. 

 
17(A) – 17(F): These are totals of DBE Awards and Commitments from the 
reporting period and are automatically calculated by TrAMS. 

 
Section 2 (ongoing contracts) 
 

18(A) – 18(F): This section is designed to capture information on current actual 
payments made to DBEs for work performed on ongoing federally-assisted 
contracts. This payment data provides a “snapshot” of dollars actually paid to 
DBEs as compared to dollars committed or awarded to DBEs but not yet paid 
during the reporting period. For a contract that is committed (awarded) and has 
payments made (ongoing) during a single reporting period, data about this 
should be entered into the committed AND ongoing sections of the semi-annual 
report. However, for contracts that have payments made (ongoing) and are 
closed out during a single reporting period, data about this should be entered into 
the closed section ONLY. Per FTA Regional RCRO and HQ comments on report 
due 6.1.16. 

 
18(A): In column A, the total numbers of ongoing contracts on which payments 
were made during the reporting period are the prime contracts. 

 
18(B): Similarly, in column B, the total dollars paid to prime contractors for work 
performed on prime contracts by both the prime contractor and its subcontractors 
is to be reported. Payments by recipients for all work performed on the contract 
are made to the prime contractor, who in turn is obligated to promptly pay its 
DBE and non-DBE subcontractors. See 49 C.F.R. 26.29. 

 
18(C): In column C, the total number of ongoing contracts performed by DBEs 
includes both prime contracts and subcontracts. The term contract refers to any 
legally binding relationship obligating a seller to furnish supplies, material, or 
services to a buyer who is obligated to pay. It includes, but is not limited to, 
subcontracts, supplier agreements, and trucking arrangements. The inclusion of 
prime contracts in Column C likely will be the exception and not the rule since 
most DBE participation is obtained through subcontracts. However, when DBE 
prime contracts are included in column C, you should in a footnote include the 
number of DBE prime contracts reported. The number of contracts reported in 
column C may be larger, smaller, or the same as the number in column A. To 
illustrate the point, assume that only one prime contract is underway during the 
reporting period. If the prime contractor is a non-DBE with 3 DBE subcontractors, 
the number reported in column C (3) will be higher than column A (1). By 
contrast, if a non-DBE prime contract reported in column A has no DBE 
subcontractors, the number reported in column C (0) will be less than column A 
(1). If the prime contract involves a DBE prime contractor with no DBE 
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subcontractors, the number in column A (1) and column C (1) would be the 
same, with appropriate notation that column C includes a DBE prime contract. 
 
Box 18C includes number of individual contracts (prime and sub) directly with 
DBE. For example, if we have one ongoing prime contract, and the prime has 5 
subs, 3 of which are DBE, then “3” would be entered into 18C. This was 
confirmed during a telephone call to Lynette Little, Region IX Civil Rights Officer, 
on 5.25.16. 

 
18(D): The total dollars paid to prime contractors reported in column B (which 
covers all work that resulted in payment) is used to derive the percentage 
payments to DBEs reported in column F based on the actual dollars paid to 
DBEs reported in column D. 

 
18(E): Column E captures the number of DBE firms paid during the reporting 
period. If one firm performs work on multiple contracts and is paid for that work 
during the reporting period, the firm should be counted only once. 

 
18(F): Of all prime contracts ongoing this reporting period, calculate the 
percentage going to DBEs. Divide the dollar amount in item 18(D) by the dollar 
amount in item 18(B) to derive this percentage. Round percentage to the nearest 
tenth. This is calculated automatically by TrAMS and cannot be edited. 

 
Section 3 (closed contracts) 
 

19(A) – 19(E): Provide the number and dollar amount of contracts closed out for 
primes and DBEs through the use of Race Conscious methods. Currently, 
CAMPO does not utilize Race Conscious methods for contracts and awards. 
Until such time, these boxes will always be zero. 

 
20(A): Provide the number of prime contracts completed during this reporting 
period that had Race Neutral goals. Currently, CAMPO’s DBE goal is achieved 
entirely through Race Neutral means. 

 
20(B): Provide the total dollar value of prime contracts completed this reporting 
period that had Race Neutral goals. 

 
20(C): N/A There is no editable field for this box and it is not automatically 
populated. 

 
20(D): Provide the actual total DBE participation in dollars on the prime contracts 
completed this reporting period. 

 
20(E): Of all the prime contracts completed this reporting period, calculate the 
percentage of DBE participation. Divide the actual total dollar amount in 20(D) by 
the total dollar value provided in 20(B) to derive this percentage. Round to the 
nearest tenth. This is calculated automatically by TrAMS and cannot be edited. 
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7.   Click “SUBMIT TO FTA REGION” 
 
Note: On an annual basis (after the report due December 1), a DBE shortfall analysis 
should be performed if the DBE goal has not been met (even though the DBE goal is 
triennial). This does not need to be submitted to the FTA but should be kept on record 
for reference. 
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The attached Cost/Funding Summary Table is an excerpt from: 
 
The Carson Area Metropolitan Planning Organization’s 
 
Unified Planning Work Program 
 
Last amended May 8, 2019 
 
Full document available here: 
https://carson.org/government/departments-g-z/public-works/campo-carson-area-
metropolitan-planning-organization/documents 
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Table 5.1 CAMPO FY 2019 and FY 2020 UPWP Cost/Funding Summary 

Amended 5/8/2019 

  
Major Work Element 

Work Task Funding Breakdown 

Task # Description CPG Local Match Total Cost 

1.0 MPO 
Administration 

1.1 General Administration and Work Program Oversight $148,487 $7,815 $156,302 

1.2 UPWP Development and Administration $14,250 $750 $15,000 

1.3 MPO Representation $57,000 $3,000 $60,000 

1.4 Professional Development $52,250 $2,750 $55,000 

2.0 Regional 
Coordination and 
Engagement 

2.1 Public Participation $19,000 $1,000 $20,000 

2.2 Regional Transit Coordination and Engagement $12,350 $650 $13,000 

3.0 Regional 
Multimodal Planning 

3.1 2040 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP)* $27,922 $1,470 $29,392 

3.2 Transit Planning* $90,250 $4,750 $95,000 

3.3 ITS Planning $13,348 $703 $14,050 

3.4 Updates to Supporting Regional Planning Documents and Policies* $33,250 $1,750 $35,000 

3.5 Regional Consistency Review $23,750 $1,250 $25,000 

4.0 Transportation 
Performance 
Management 

4.1 MAP-21/FAST Act Implementation and Performance Measures $30,400 $1,600 $32,000 

4.2 Update and Maintain the Transportation Improvement Program $22,800 $1,200 $24,000 

4.3 Maintain Travel Demand Model* $39,900 $2,100 $42,000 

4.4 Data Management, Collection, and Performance Measurement $42,750 $2,250 $45,000 

5.0 Asset Planning 
and Management 

5.1 Maintain Pavement Management System* $42,703 $2,248 $44,950 

5.2 Roadway Asset Management   $28,500 $1,500 $30,000 

5.3 Non-Motorized Asset Management*   $25,650 $1,350 $27,000 

5.4 Transit Asset Management $11,400 $600 $12,000 

 Total Funding $735,959 $38,735 $774,694 

*Consultant involvement is expected 
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