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NOTICE OF MEETING OF THE  

CARSON AREA METROPOLITAN PLANNING 
ORGANIZATION (CAMPO) 

 
 

 
Day:  Wednesday 
Date:  September 11, 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 August 14, 2019 draft 
minutes. 
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6.    PUBLIC MEETING ITEM(S): 
 

6-A  For Possible Action – Discussion and possible action regarding the Federal Fiscal Year 
(FFY) 2020 Transit Asset Management performance targets.  
 
Staff Summary:  The Federal Transit Asset Management performance targets must be 
established on an annual basis for capital assets used in the provision of transit services.  The 
proposed set of performance targets meets the requirements under the Federal Transit 
Administration’s (FTA) Transit Asset Management (TAM) Final Rule. CAMPO’s performance 
targets include Rolling Stock, Equipment, and Facilities assets, as defined by the Final Rule. 
 
6-B  For Information Only – Presentation and discussion on the draft Transit Development 
and Coordinated Human Services Plan for Jump Around Carson (JAC) Transit. 
 
Staff Summary:  Staff and LSC Transportation (contracted) will provide a presentation of the 
draft Transit Development and Coordinated Human Services Plan for JAC Transit. 
 

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, October 9, 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, September 5, 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 

http://www.carson.org/agendas
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, August 14, 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
Ex-Officio Member Sondra Rosenberg

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 (4:30:29) - Chairperson
Kimbrough called the meeting to order at 4:30 p.m.  Ms. King called the roll; a quorum was present.

2. AGENDA MANAGEMENT NOTICE (4:30:51) - Chairperson Kimbrough entertained
modifications to the agenda; however, none were forthcoming.

3. DISCLOSURES (4:30:59) - Chairperson Kimbrough entertained disclosures; however, none were
forthcoming.

4. PUBLIC COMMENT (4:31:07) - Chairperson Kimbrough entertained public comment; however,
none was forthcoming.

5. ACTION ON APPROVAL OF MINUTES - July 10, 2019 (4:31:18) - 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 A FORMAL AMENDMENT

TO CAMPO’S FEDERAL FISCAL YEAR 2018 - 2021 TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENT
PROGRAM (4:31:44) - Chairperson Kimbrough introduced this item.  Mr. Goering presented the agenda
materials, and responded to questions of clarification.  Chairperson Kimbrough entertained public comment

DGoering
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and, when none was forthcoming, a motion.  Member Bagwell moved to approve the formal
amendment, as presented, with a correction “on project CC2017002 to change the STBG $5,000 to
$2,000 funding to STBG TAP.”  Member Bonkowski seconded the motion.  Chairperson Kimbrough
entertained discussion on the motion and, when none was forthcoming, called for a vote.  Motion carried
7-0.

6(B) DISCUSSION AND POSSIBLE ACTION REGARDING PROPOSED AMENDMENTS
TO CAMPO’S PUBLIC PARTICIPATION PLAN (4:38:57) - Chairperson Kimbrough introduced this
item, and Ms. Maloney presented the agenda materials.  Ms. Maloney and Mr. Goering responded to
questions of clarification, and discussion followed.  Chairperson Kimbrough entertained public comment
and, when none was forthcoming, a motion.  Member Bagwell moved to approve the amendments, as
presented, with a change throughout the document to a minimum 14-day public review and a
minimum 30-day public participation plan; and correction to page 6, item 1.  Member Macquarie
seconded the motion.  Chairperson Kimbrough entertained discussion on the motion and, when none was
forthcoming, called for a vote.  Motion carried 7-0.

6(C) INFORMATIONAL PRESENTATION REGARDING FISCAL YEAR 2019 CAMPO
ACTIVITIES (4:49:38) - Chairperson Kimbrough introduced this item, and Ms. Maloney presented the
agenda materials.  Ms. Maloney and Member Bonkowski responded to questions of clarification, and
discussion followed.  Chairperson Kimbrough entertained public comment; however, none was
forthcoming.

7. INTERNAL COMMUNICATIONS AND ADMINISTRATIVE MATTERS; FUTURE
AGENDA ITEMS (5:00:46) - Chairperson Kimbrough introduced this item, and Ms. Maloney reviewed
the tentative agenda for the September CAMPO meeting.

8. CAMPO MEMBER COMMENTS (5:01:31) - Chairperson Kimbrough entertained CAMPO
member comments.  Member Bonkowski commended the NDOT project on Highway 50 East “across from
the mobile home park.”  Ex-Officio Member Rosenberg advised that NDOT is considering ways to improve
communication on projects.  Chairperson Kimbrough entertained additional CAMPO member comments;
however, none were forthcoming.

9. THE NEXT MEETING IS TENTATIVELY SCHEDULED FOR 4:30 P.M. ON
WEDNESDAY, SEPTEMBER 11, 2019 IN THE COMMUNITY CENTER SIERRA ROOM, 851
EAST WILLIAM STREET, CARSON CITY

10. PUBLIC COMMENT (5:02:51) - Chairperson Kimbrough entertained public comment; however,
none was forthcoming.

11. ACTION TO ADJOURN (5:02:57) - Upon motion by Member Bagwell, Chairperson Kimbrough
adjourned the meeting at 5:02 p.m.

The Minutes of the August 14, 2019 Carson Area Metropolitan Planning Organization meeting are so
approved this _____ day of September, 2019.

_________________________________________________
MARK KIMBROUGH, Chair
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Report To:  The Carson Area Metropolitan Planning Organization (CAMPO) 
 
Meeting Date: September 11, 2019 
 
Staff Contact:  Michael Reynolds, Transit Coordinator 
 
Agenda Title:  For Possible Action – Discussion and possible action regarding the Federal Fiscal Year 
(FFY) 2020 Transit Asset Management performance targets.      
 
Staff Summary:  The Federal Transit Asset Management performance targets must be established on an 
annual basis for capital assets used in the provision of transit services.  The proposed set of performance 
targets meets the requirements under the Federal Transit Administration’s (FTA) Transit Asset Management 
(TAM) Final Rule.  CAMPO’s performance targets include Rolling Stock, Equipment, and Facilities assets, 
as defined by the Final Rule. 
 
Agenda Action:  Formal Action/Motion   Time Requested:  5 minutes 
 
 

Proposed Motion  
I move to approve the Federal Fiscal Year 2020 Transit Asset Management performance targets as presented. 
 
Background/Issues & Analysis   
The Moving Ahead for Progress in the 21st Century Act (MAP-21) required the Secretary of Transportation 
to develop rules to establish a system to monitor and manage public transportation assets to improve safety 
and increase reliability and performance, and to establish performance measures. The Fixing America’s 
Surface Transportation (FAST) Act reaffirmed this requirement. 
 
The following performance targets are proposed for FFY 2020: 
 

• 20% - Percentage of Rolling Stock (revenue vehicles only) that will have met or exceeded their 
respective Useful Life Benchmark (acceptable age of a vehicle in service) by the end of FFY 2020 

• 100% - Percentage of Equipment (non-revenue vehicles only) that will have met or exceeded their 
respective Useful Life Benchmark (acceptable age of a vehicle in service) by the end of FFY 2020 

• 0% - Percentage of Facilities with a condition rating below 3 (Adequate) 
 
The FTA defines Useful Life Benchmark (ULB) as the expected lifecycle of a capital asset for a particular 
operating environment, or the acceptable age of a vehicle. This measure is different from the FTA’s 
definition of Useful Life, which is used to determine federal interest of an asset purchased with FTA funds. 
CAMPO uses the default ULB for all vehicles in the Jump Around Carson (JAC) fleet. 
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Presently, JAC has three types of revenue vehicles in the Rolling Stock asset class – Bus (BU), Cutaway Bus 
(CU), and Minivan (MV). There are seven vehicles each in the JAC fleet for the BU and CU asset classes, 
and one MV vehicle. Two CU vehicles and one MV vehicle have reached the Useful Life Benchmark in FFY 
2019. This equates to three of 15 (or 20%) Rolling Stock revenue vehicles meeting their ULB.  All three of 
these vehicles continue to operate with low maintenance costs.  The two cutaway buses are slated for 
replacement in FFY 2020, but staff recommends including them in the goal should it be necessary to keep 
them in revenue service through the end of this goal period. 
 
The asset qualifying under the Equipment category is a Ford Explorer SUV used for administrative (non-
revenue) purposes. This vehicle has already exceeded its ULB, but is in good operating condition with just 
under 30,000 miles on the odometer as of the time of this report. 
 
Buildings that qualify as part of the Facilities asset class include a recently updated portion of the City’s 
Fleet Maintenance facility and the JAC administrative facility. The portion of the City’s Fleet Maintenance 
facility is in like-new condition, so it does not fall below the condition rating of 3.0 on the FTA’s Transit 
Economic Requirement Model (TERM) one to five scale. The JAC administration office and bus yard is also 
in like-new condition. Therefore, zero of these two qualifying facilities will have fallen below a condition 
rating of 3.0 on the TERM scale by the end of FFY 2020. 
 
The FFY 2020 performance targets have not changed from FFY 2019, and the targets for FFY 2019 were 
met. As assets in the fleet which have exceeded their ULB continue to operate with low maintenance costs, 
staff will continue to utilize them until their expected project dates as slated in the TAM Plan. 
 
Applicable Statute, Code, Policy, Rule or Regulation   
-49 U.S.C. 5326; 49 C.F.R. 625; 49 C.F.R. 630 
 
Financial Information 
Is there a fiscal impact?     Yes      No 

If yes, Fund Name, Account Name / Account Number:   

Is it currently budgeted?     Yes       No  

Explanation of Fiscal Impact:        
 
Alternatives   
-N/A      
 
Supporting Material 
-Exhibit-1: CAMPO Performance Targets for FFY 2020 and Federal Guidance 
 

Board Action Taken: 
Motion: ______________________________ 1) _________________ Aye/Nay 
                   2) _________________ ________ 
           ________ 
           ________ 
           ________ 
           ________ 
           ________  
___________________________ 
     (Vote Recorded By) 
 



1 
 

CAMPO Transit Asset Management 
Targets FFY 2020 

 

FTA Guidance: Table extracts from FTA Guidance on setting Transit Asset Management Performance 
Targets and Measures 

 

 

Proposed CAMPO Performance Targets for FFY 2020 

 

Asset (ULB 
Classification) 

ULB/TERM 
Default Rating 

# of 
Assets in 

Class 

# of Assets 
Exceeding 
ULB/TERM 

Performance 
Target 

Rolling Stock 
BU - Bus 14 7 0 

20% 
CU - Cutaway 10 7 2 
MV - Minivan 8 1 1 

Equipment 
SV - Sport Utility 

Vehicle 8 1 1 100% 

Facilities 
Maintenance 3.0 1 0 0% 

Administration 3.0 1 0 0% 

DGoering
Typewritten Text
Exhibit-1: CAMPO Performance Targets for FFY 2020 and Federal Guidance
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STAFF REPORT 
     
 
 
Report To:  The Carson Area Metropolitan Planning Organization (CAMPO) 
 
Meeting Date: September 11, 2019 
 
Staff Contact:  Michael Reynolds, Transit Coordinator 
 
Agenda Title:  For Information Only – Presentation and discussion on the draft Transit Development and 
Coordinated Human Services Plan for Jump Around Carson (JAC) Transit. 
 
Staff Summary:  Staff and LSC Transportation (contracted) will provide a presentation of the draft Transit 
Development and Coordinated Human Services Plan for JAC Transit. 
 
Agenda Action:  Other/Presentation   Time Requested:  30 minutes 
 
 

Proposed Motion  
-N/A 
 
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 (TDCP) in February 2019. The TDCP 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 draft plan 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. 
 
In addition to stakeholder meetings, an online survey, and public meetings, the scope of work for this project 
has included the following deliverables: Technical Memorandum #1 – Existing Conditions Report and 
Technical Memorandum #2 – Alternatives Analysis.  
 
Staff is seeking discussion and public comment on the presented draft TDCP. The final TDCP is anticipated 
to be presented for support and approval from CAMPO and the Regional Transportation Commission, 
respectively, on October 9, 2019.  The draft TDCP 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: Draft 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 
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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 Plan (TDCP) 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 public transit - 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 TDCP, 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 TDCP. 
 
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 Carson Freeway 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 Interstate 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, prepared 
by DKS Associates Transportation Solutions, 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  
o Coordination of planning and services 

 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 2016 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  
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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 

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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region these persons are located, can help better define transit needs and determine if the transit 
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. 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 who 
have been living below or at the poverty line over the last 12 months. 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 is available from the 2013-2017 American Community Survey as 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 limiting their mobility 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. 
 
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  
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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. 

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). 

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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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 
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  
 

 

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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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.  

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—3790 US 395 

 The Home Depot—3185 Marketplace Street 

 Savemart—3620 North Carson Street 

 Costco Wholesale—700 Old Clear Creek Road 

 FoodMaxx—3325 US 80 

 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. 

http://www.carsoncityschools.com/schools
http://pioneer.carsoncityschools.com/
http://carsonhigh.com/new/main/index.html
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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 E 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 (310 units) 

 Clearview Ridge (73 units)  

 4530 & 4580 Cochise Street (143 units)  

 My Place Hotel (64 rooms)  

 Lompa Ranch & Railroad Development 

 Lakeview (27 homes)  

 Timberline (12 homes)  

 Silver Oak (448 units) 

 Villas Apartments (150 units)  

 Mills Landing Townhomes (83 homes)  

 Edmonds Townhomes (16 homes)  

 Lompa Phase 1 & 2 (393 units)  

 RD Lompa Apartments (372 Units) 

 Arbor Villas Townhomes (140 homes)  

 Vintage (212 units)  

 Quail Run (37 homes)  

 Jackson Village (31 units)  

 Ross Park (23 units)  

 Schulz Ranch (236 homes)  

 Schulz (6 homes)  
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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 local 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.  
 

https://carson.org/government/departments-g-z/public-works
https://carson.org/government/departments-g-z/public-works/campo-carson-area-metropolitan-planning-organization/documents
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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. 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 
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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, 
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  
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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 non-
ADA 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 
 

 
 

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



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/
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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 

will provide a modest cost savings in the first two years (from the elimination of the 6:30 PM 2A run), 

and will 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 

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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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 also identify 

development and construction cost estimates. Based on this study, funding opportunities (including 

potential Federal and state funding programs) should be defined and pursued for engineering, 

TABLE 33: Carson City JAC SRTP Estimated Annual Operating Cost

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

Base Case Operating Cost (1) $1,631,400 $1,680,300 $1,730,800 $1,782,700 $1,836,200 $8,661,400

Financially Constrained Service Plan Elements

6-Route Service Plan $0 $0 $0 $220,500 $227,100 $447,600

Eliminate 6:30 PM Route 2A Run $0 -$13,800 -$14,200 -$14,600 -$15,100 -$57,700

Expand JAC Assist Service Areas $0 $0 $0 $75,300 $77,500 $152,800

Subtotal: Financially Constrained $0 -$13,800 -$14,200 $281,200 $289,500 $542,700

Percent Increase 0% -1% -1% 16% 16% 6%

Financially Unconstrained Service Plan Elements

Downtown Shuttle Service $0 $41,900 $6,600 $51,300 $7,000 $106,800

Expand Saturday Service: 7:30 AM – 5:30 PM $0 $0 $33,300 $34,300 $35,300 $102,900

Arrowhead Drive Route - Peak Periods $0 $0 $0 $58,900 $60,700 $119,600

Lyon/Storey County Lifeline Service(2)
$0 $23,800 $24,500 $50,500 $52,000 $150,800

Subtotal: Service Plan Elements $0 $65,700 $64,400 $195,000 $155,000 $480,100

Percent Change 0% 4% 4% 11% 8% 5.5%

Total Service Plan Elements $0 $51,900 $50,200 $476,200 $444,500 $1,022,800

0% 3% 3% 27% 24% 12%

Additional Activities
Increased Marketing $25,000 $25,800 $26,500 $27,300 $28,100 $288,221

Total Operating Cost $1,656,400 $1,758,000 $1,807,500 $2,286,200 $2,308,800 $9,816,900

Percent Change 1.5% 4.6% 4.4% 28.2% 25.7%

Note 1: Per 2019/20 Final Budget, excluding capital outlays; assumes 3% annual inflation.

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
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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 also require identification of funding that does not unduly impact the City’s General Fund.  

CAPITAL IMPROVEMENTS 

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

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
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 3 stops needing a short section of walkway connecting the stop with the adjacent sidewalk in

order to avoid walking in landscaping materials.

TABLE 35: Carson City JAC SRTP Estimated Annual Farebox Revenues

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

Base Case (1)

Fixed Route $71,300 $71,700 $72,200 $72,600 $73,000 $360,800

JAC Assist $26,200 $26,300 $26,500 $26,700 $26,800 $132,500

Total $97,500 $98,000 $98,700 $99,300 $99,800 $1,001,800

Financially Constrained Service Plan Elements

6-Route Service Plan $0 $0 $0 $13,500 $20,600 $34,100

Eliminate 6:30 PM Route 2A Run $0 -$200 -$200 -$200 -$200 -$800

Expand JAC Assist Service Areas $0 $0 $0 $2,000 $2,000 $4,000

Subtotal: Financially Constrained $0 -$200 -$200 $15,300 $22,400 $37,300

Financially Unconstrained Service Plan Elements

Downtown Shuttle Service $0 $15,300 $6,150 $22,650 $6,600 $50,700

Expand Saturday Service: 7:30 AM – 5:30 PM $0 $0 $2,000 $2,200 $2,200 $6,400

Arrowhead Drive Route - Peak Periods $0 $0 $0 $4,400 $4,400 $8,800

Lyon/Storey County Lifeline Service(2) $0 $7,700 $8,700 $17,400 $17,500 $51,300

Subtotal: Service Plan Elements $0 $22,800 $16,650 $61,950 $53,100 $103,200

Percent Increase 0.0% 23.3% 16.9% 62.4% 53.2% 10.3%

Total Farebox Revenues $97,500 $120,800 $115,350 $161,250 $152,900 $647,800

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

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 2 0 0 0 0 2

 Van 0 0 3 0 0 3

 Bus 0 2 0 0 0 2

Total Cost (1) $330,000 $669,500 $429,700 $0 $0 $1,429,200

Number of Buses -- Expansion
  Fixed Route Bus 0 1 0 0 0 1
  Paratransit Van 0 1 0 0 0 1

Total Cost
 (1)

$0 $473,800 $0 $0 $0 $473,800

Bus Stop Improvement Program $37,500 $17,600 $18,200 $18,700 $19,300 $111,300

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

Downtown Transit Center $0 $60,000 $200,000 $2,400,000 $2,400,000 $5,060,000

Total Capital Plan Elements $367,500 $1,271,200 $658,500 $2,429,600 $2,430,600 $7,157,400

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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In addition, between the two new routes and the extensions of existing routes, a total of 13.4 miles of 

new routes will 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 will 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 will 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. 

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 CNG buses. BEB fleets also can 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 
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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: 

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

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 
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.
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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 will 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 will 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 
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 
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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.

 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 
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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

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. 
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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 also contingent on future grant decision-making. 

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

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

10-Year Plan 

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 Royalties
2

$13,000 $13,400 $14,200 $15,500 $17,400 $73,500

Interest Earnings
2

$1,000 $1,000 $1,100 $1,200 $1,400 $5,700

Div. of Health Care Financing & Policy
3

$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 Grants
2

$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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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, ultimately to five days a week.

 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 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 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. 

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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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 will 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. 

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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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. 
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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 will enhance social service transportation as discussed 
below: 

 The JAC fixed route expansion (Six Route Plan) will 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 will 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 will provide curb-to-curb service to an additional 1,720
local residents.

 Extended Saturday hours of service will provide greater access to programs and job
opportunities.

 Service along Arrowhead drive will 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 will 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 will be formed among public transit and social service representatives of the 
region. This Coalition will 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 will 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) _____________________



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: 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.



APPENDIX C
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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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