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1. PLAN ORGANIZATION AND INTRODUCTION 

PLAN ORGANIZATION 

The Nevada Coordinated Human Services Transportation Plan is organized in five chapters, and 
supplemental material is provided in an Appendix.  A brief overview of the contents of each chapter is as 
follows:   

• Chapter 1 provides an introduction to plan purpose and regulatory background, identifies primary 
plan goals, and provides an overview of the contents of the plan.   

• Chapter 2 provides a summary of pertinent Nevada demographic characteristics with a particular 
focus on older adults, people with low incomes, and the disabled.   

• Chapter 3 provides information regarding existing transportation services in Nevada obtained 
through a January 2008 telephone survey of 23 transportation providers operating in the 15 smaller 
Nevada counties and non-urban areas of Clark County and Washoe County.   

• Chapter 4 provides a summary listing of comments and recommendations received from 
transportation service stakeholders regarding service needs, gaps in services, and transportation 
improvement ideas.  The information was obtained though a United We Ride Workshop held in April 
2006 and the January 2008 survey of transportation providers referenced in the Section 3 
description.   

• Chapter 5 identifies potential strategies to address human service transportation needs in Nevada.   
INTRODUCTION   

The Nevada Coordinated Human Services Transportation Plan focuses on the transportation needs of 
individuals with disabilities, older adults, and people with limited incomes throughout the State of Nevada, 
excepting the urban areas of Clark County and Washoe County.  Complementary plans are the Coordinated 
Public Transportation and Human Services Plan prepared by the Regional Transportation Commission of 
Southern Nevada and the Coordinated Human Services Public Transit Plan prepared by the Regional 
Transportation Commission of Washoe County.  

On August 10, 2005 President Bush signed into law the Safe, Accountable, Flexible, Efficient Transportation 
Equity Act: A Legacy for Users, commonly referred to as SAFETEA-LU.  The SAFETEA-LU legislation 
authorized the provision of $286.4 billion in funding for federal surface transportation programs over six 
years through Fiscal year 2009, including $52.6 billion for federal transit programs.   

Projects funded through three programs included in SAFETEA-LU, including the Elderly Individuals and 
Individuals with Disabilities Program (Section 5310), Job Access and Reverse Commute Program (JARC, 
Section 5316), and New Freedom Program (Section 5317), are required to be derived from a locally 
developed, coordinated public transit-human services transportation plan.  The three funding programs 
focus on the needs of transportation disadvantaged persons, or those with special transportation needs that 
cannot be met through the traditional means (access to a private automobile or public transportation).  A 
coordinated transportation plan focuses on the transportation needs of individuals with disabilities, older 
adults, and people with limited incomes.  
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PLAN GOALS  

The Nevada Department of Transportation (NDOT) serves as the designated recipient for the Section 5310, 
Section 5316, Section 5317, and other federal funds intended for the non-urbanized area of the state.  
NDOT in turn distributes these funds to local entities through a competitive grant process.  The overarching 
goal of this planning effort, then, is to respond to both SAFETEA-LU and State of Nevada requirements for 
receiving these federal funds. 

Additionally, an important goal for this plan is to provide an opportunity for a diverse range of stakeholders 
with a common interest in human services transportation to collaborate on how best to provide 
transportation services for these targeted populations.  Specifically, the stakeholders are called upon to 
identify service needs, gaps, and barriers, and to identify potential solutions for meeting transportation 
needs.  Stakeholder outreach and participation is a key element to the development of this plan, and federal 
guidance issued by the Federal Transit Administration (FTA) specifically requires this participation, and 
recommends that it come from a broad base of groups and organizations involved in the coordinated 
planning process.  This document is intended to capture that local stakeholder participation, and to provide a 
framework for potential future planning and coordination activities. Stakeholder participation was sought in 
two ways: 1) United We Ride Workshop which occurred in April 2006 and 2) Phone interviews of service 
providers which occurred in January 2008. Service providers were included in the phone interview from 
throughout the state of Nevada as shown on Figure 1.  
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2. NEVADA DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS 

This chapter includes a summary of demographic statistics for 15 counties in Nevada that are part of this 
plan.  The Washoe County Regional Transportation Commission and the Regional Transportation 
Commission of Southern Nevada (primarily Clark County) are each preparing a Coordinated Human 
Services Transportation Plan for their service areas.  

Demographic data from the 15 counties was collected to document population characteristics in these areas 
that may require specific services.  Specifically, the data evaluated includes a breakdown of the percentage 
of the population of each county that is over age 65, disabled, or below the poverty level.  In some cases, 
these categories may overlap.  That is, one person could be over 65, disabled, and below the poverty level 
and would appear once in each category.   

The population estimate was acquired from the State Demographer’s Office.  This data represents the most 
recent estimate to be certified by the Governor.  The demographic data was acquired from the 2000 Census 
and is presented in percentages.  As the population has increased, the percentage of the population is each 
of the groups may have changed.  However, the data presents a good estimate of the population 
characteristics of each county. 

The most recent estimate of the state of Nevada population by the State Demographer’s office is 2,623,050 
and has been increasing at a rate of approximately 4% per year for the past six years.  The estimated 
population and characteristics of the population in each county included in this plan are shown in Table 2.1. 
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TABLE 2.1 
NEVADA COUNTIES DEMOGRAPHIC DATA 

County 
Year 2006 
Population 
Estimate1 

Median Age2 Over Age 652 Disabled2 Below Poverty 
Level2 

Carson City 57,701 38.7 14.9% 20.8% 10.0% 
Churchill  27,371 34.7 11.9% 19.4% 8.7% 
Douglas  51,770 41.7 15.2% 17.0% 7.3% 
Elko 48,339 31.2 5.9% 16.3% 8.9% 
Esmeralda 1,262 45.1 17.2% 26.9% 15.3% 
Eureka 1,460 38.3 12.4% 22.2% 12.6% 
Humboldt 17,751 33.4 7.5% 15.7% 9.7% 
Lander  5,655 34.1 7.0% 20.9% 12.5% 
Lincoln 3,987 38.8 16.2% 24.6% 16.5% 
Lyon 54,031 38.2 13.7% 22.3% 10.4% 
Mineral 4,399 42.9 19.8% 29.8% 15.2% 
Nye 44,795 42.9 18.4% 28.3% 10.7% 
Pershing 6,955 34.4 7.8% 20.4% 11.4% 
Storey 4,110 44.5 13.1% 25.9% 5.8% 
White Pine 9,542 37.7 13.5% 22.9% 11.0% 

Sources:  1 Nevada State Demographer’s Office  
  2 2000 U.S. Census 

Ten out of fifteen counties have a population over age 65 at or above the national average of 12.4%.  
Twelve out of fifteen counties have a disabled population of over the national average of 19.3%.   Five 
counties have a population below the poverty level that is above the national average of 12.4%.   

 As this report is concerned with the transportation of the population, travel to work data was acquired from 
the 2000 Census and is shown in Table 2.2.  While many important trips are taken to destinations other than 
the workplace, this data provides some understanding of the mode choice of travelers in each county. 
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TABLE 2.2 
2000 CENSUS INFORMATION FOR NEVADA COUNTIES AND NEIGHBORING STATES 

Location 
Means of Transportation to Work Mean Travel

Time to WorkDrive Alone Carpool Public Trans Bicycle Walk Other 

Carson City 77.7% 13.9% 0.6% 0.9% 0.7% 4.2% 17.7 min. 
Churchill 74.0% 17.1% 0.1% 0.5% 3.8% 4.3% 20.7 min. 
Clark 74.6% 14.7% 4.4% 0.5% 2.3% 3.5% 24.3 min. 
Douglas 79.0% 10.9% 0.4% 0.2% 2.1% 7.5% 23.5 min. 
Elko 64.2% 18.1% 8.8% 0.3% 5.3% 3.2% 25.2 min. 
Esmeralda 63.9% 12.6% 1.9% 0.0% 14.2% 7.5% 21.9 min. 
Eureka 64.0% 13.1% 4.4% 0.0% 9.1% 9.4% 18.2 min. 
Humboldt 60.5% 24.1% 9.0% 0.0% 3.7% 2.8% 26.2 min. 
Lander 66.1% 25.0% 0.2% 0.5% 4.5% 3.7% 23.6 min. 
Lincoln 66.3% 14.2% 1.0% 1.1% 12.5% 4.9% 20.2 min. 
Lyon 75.7% 17.3% 0.1% 0.3% 2.6% 4.2% 28.0 min. 
Mineral 72.4% 14.1% 0.3% 0.0% 7.7% 5.4% 16.9 min. 
Nye 70.4% 18.0% 1.8% 0.1% 4.9% 4.8% 28.6 min. 
Pershing 69.9% 18.4% 0.6% 0.8% 6.3% 4.0% 22.8 min. 
Storey 77.8% 11.7% 0.7% 0.5% 6.2% 3.1% 29.4 min. 
Washoe 75.3% 13.8% 3.2% 0.7% 3.2% 3.8% 19.2 min. 
White Pine 71.3% 15.7% 1.6% 0.4% 5.7% 5.2% 18.3 min. 

Source:  2000 U.S. Census, Summary File 3 (SF 3) 

As in most areas of the U.S. the majority of the population drives alone to work.  Humboldt County has the 
highest percentage of travelers on public transit and Esmeralda County has the highest percentage of 
walkers.   

The mean travel time to work for all counties is between 15 and 30 minutes.   
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3. EXISTING TRANSPORTATION SERVICES  

To develop an overview of existing transportation services and needs in Nevada, a telephone interview 
survey of 23 transportation providers was performed during January 2008.  The survey was intended to be 
representative, and is not exhaustive.  The intent of the survey was to focus on services provided or needed 
for individuals with disabilities, older adults, and people with limited incomes.   

The service providers surveyed included a diversity of public, private, and tribal organizations that are of 
various sizes.  The service providers are based in 15 counties, and included one Clark and one Washoe 
County agency providing service to the non-urban areas of those counties, and one Washoe County agency 
providing service to a disabled population.  A listing of the service providers included in the survey is 
included in Appendix A.   

Question subject matter included type of service offered, who typically uses the service and for what 
purpose/destination, service area, type and capability of service vehicles, unmet service needs, and possible 
areas for increased coordination.  A copy of the survey instrument as well as the service provider responses 
is provided in Appendix B.  A summary of the responses regarding services offered and 
equipment/operations/funding are provided below.   

SERVICES OFFERED SURVEY RESPONSES 

Twenty-three service providers participated in the survey which included 11 private non-profit organizations, 
nine public entities, two tribal governments, and one public/private organization.  Public transit systems 
operating in more populated areas included Jump Around Carson (JAC), Douglas Area Regional Transit 
(DART), Bluego (Douglas County), and the Tahoe Transportation District.  Larger public systems operated 
by non-profit organizations include the Churchill County Senior Center (CART) system, Southern Nevada 
Transit Coalition (SNTC) in Clark County, and the Northern Nevada Transit Coalition (NNTC) in Elko 
County.  The two tribal governments participating in the survey were the Pyramid Lake Paiutes and the Ely 
Shoshone Tribe.   

The most common type of transportation provider surveyed was senior centers, which typically provide 
limited service to elderly/disabled citizens.  The senior centers included in the survey are located in Carlin, 
Wells, Eureka, Winnemucca, Battle Mountain, Silver Springs, Yerington, Tonopah, Pahrump, Lovelock, and 
Virginia City.  Three non-profit organizations (Ormsby ARC in Carson City, Fallon Industries, and High Sierra 
Industries in Reno) providing transportation to special needs/disabled populations were also included in the 
survey.  Accordingly, the survey encompassed a diversity of perspectives relative to organizational character 
and location within the state of Nevada. 

The questions regarding services focused on type of service, offered user groups that the service is 
provided for, important destinations, and highest priority for transportation service.  A summary of responses 
to those questions is presented in Table 3.1.  The survey also included questions regarding geographic 
service area, day/hours of service operation, service duplication, and transportation functions requested.  
Appendix B includes copies of each of the provider survey responses.   
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TABLE 3.1 
SERVICE PROVIDERS CHARACTERISTICS SUMMARY 

Total Service Providers Surveyed: 23 

Question/Response Number of Service Providers 
Responding 

Percent of Total Service Providers 
Surveyed 

Question: Which of the following best describes your organization (check one only)? 
Private Not-Profit 11 48% 
Public (operates) 6 26% 
Public (contracts) 3 13% 

Tribal 2 9% 
Other 1 4% 

Question: What transportation service are offered by you agency (check all that apply)? 
Demand Response 18 78% 

Fixed Route 7 30% 
Dial-a-Ride 7 30% 

Intercity 6 26% 
Reservations 5 22% 

Other 3 13% 
Question: Are there any restrictions to receiving transportation services (check all that apply)? 

Elderly and Disabled 8 35% 
Elderly Only 5 24% 

Disabled Only 1 4% 
Clients 3 13% 

Reservations 2 9% 
None 3 13% 

Question: What Destinations are most important for your citizens within your community?  
Medical 10 48% 

Employment 5 24% 
Shopping 9 43% 

Senior Center 9 43% 
Question: What Destinations are most important for your citizens adjacent to your community? 

Medical 12 71% 
Employment 2 12% 

Shopping 6 35% 
Question: What do you consider your highest priority for transportation services? 

Medical 15 71% 
Senior Center 6 29% 

Source: Fehr & Peers, 2008 
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When asked as to what transportation functions are most requested, ‘to medical appointments’ received 19 
responses and was followed by ‘grocery shopping’ with 18 responses and ‘to senior center’ at 15 responses.  
The second tier of requested transportation functions included ‘recreational/social, social services, home 
delivered meals, and employment’ with 12, 10, 9, and 9 responses, respectively.   

EQUIPMENT/OPERATIONS/FUNDING SURVEY RESPONSES  

Responses to questions regarding equipment, operations, and funding were quite variable, and consistent 
with the different community settings and purposes of the service providers responding to the survey.   

The public systems such as JAC, CART, DART, NNTC, and SNTC in larger communities operate multiple 
vehicles, and their annual budgets for transportation are greater.  The typical senior center operates two to 
four vans to provide transportation for their clients and have modest budget amounts for that limited 
transportation service.  A question on the cost (per ride) of providing transportation service did not produce a 
meaningful set of responses.  

Four of the 23 respondents purchase transportation from other providers.  For vehicle maintenance, three 
organizations have their own shops, 11 contract with an outside vendor, and eight city or county 
organizations have vehicle maintenance facilities.   Four organizations performed their own driver training, 
three went to other entities for training, and eight received training from NDOT.  Some respondents 
expressed concern that training once provided by NDOT was no longer available.   

Respondents reported a variety of funding sources for their transportation services as presented in Table 
3.2.   

TABLE 3.2 
SERVICE PROVIDERS FUNDING SUMMARY 

Question/Response Number of Service Providers 
Responding 

Percent of Total Service Providers 
Surveyed 

Question: What is source of your transportation system funding (check all that apply)? 
Federal 

Section 5310 9 39% 
Section 5311 5 25% 
Section 5316 6 26% 

Other 6 26% 
None 2 9% 

Unknown 7 30% 
State 

Division for Ageing, Independent Living Grant 9 39% 
Other 14 61% 
None 1 4% 

Local 
Local Sources 15 65% 

Source: Fehr & Peers, 2008 
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The majority (17) of service providers that were surveyed indicated that there were restrictions/limitations on 
how the funding that was received could be used. Several of the service providers rely on funding from 
federal sources including Elderly Individuals and Individuals with Disabilities Program (Section 5310) and 
Job Access and Reverse Commute Program (JARC, Section 5316). None of the service providers 
specifically listed the New Freedom Program (Section 5317) as a funding source; however, this program 
could provide funding for the service providers. 
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4. IDENTIFICATION OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICE NEEDS, 
GAPS, AND TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENT IDEAS  

This chapter describes the service needs, gaps in service, and transportation improvement ideas that were 
collected during the April 2006 United We Ride Workshop and through phone interviews that were 
conducted in January 2008. 

APRIL 2006 UNITED WE RIDE WORKSHOP 

On February 24, 2004 President George W. Bush signed an Executive Order on Human Services 
Transportation Coordination to improve human services coordination for individuals with disabilities, older 
adults, and people with lower incomes. The Executive Order established the Interagency Transportation 
Coordinating Council on Access and Mobility (CCAM) representing 11 Federal departments.  Accordingly, 
the CCAM launched United We Ride, a national initiative to implement the requirements of the Executive 
Order.   

The Nevada Department of Transportation (NDOT) hosted the United We Ride workshop at Caesars Lake 
Tahoe April 26-28, 2006.  The purpose of the workshop was to bring together state and local transportation 
providers with Department of Transportation, Department of Labor, and Department of Education 
representatives to discuss improved mobility, employment opportunities, and access to community services 
for persons who are transportation disadvantaged in Nevada.   

The facilitator of the workshop was Mr. Dave Cyra of Community Transportation Association of America.  He 
provided the agenda and format for the working sessions.  At the conclusion of the workshop, 36 
participants working in five different groups developed statements regarding mission (identification of 
barriers other than funding), actions, and goals.  A listing of the workshop participants is included in 
Appendix C.    

A summary of each group’s mission, actions, and goals is provided as follows. 

Blue Group  

Mission:  To Identify Barriers (other than funding) 

• Want to take their own personal transit assessment to their group meeting to identify their common 
thread and weaknesses. 

• Work on areas that need improvement overall.   

• Plan to educate governmental entities and improve public awareness. 

• Want to attend more ACT meetings and keep current with past/present/future issues. 

• Develop transit websites to coordinate user-friendly data to get riders where they need to go.  
Encourage comments, questions and needs.   

• Develop a time line for improvements.   
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Action   

• Mineral, Pershing, Lyon, Churchill and Storey Counties all have a common need for connectivity.   

• They formed an informal “coalition” to meet monthly and have informational and progressive 
meetings. 

• The first meeting will be held after the ACT meeting on May 17, 2006. 

• The second meeting will be held in Fallon to visit and observe Ernie Maguire’s facility. 

• Leslie Spracklin will be the BLUE GROUP’S coordinator. 

• All are willing to offer support at the other BLUE GROUP county/public meetings to educate and 
provide public awareness to their communities. 

• Ernie will share grant program information as well as provide samples of applications and 
ILG/Division of Aging information. 

Goal 

• Re-evaluate assessments to see what progress or accomplishments were achieved with the group.   

• Provide a less complex and more efficient transit service with better connectivity within the 5 rural 
counties.  The intent isn’t to alienate others but to provide connectivity if possible with them also. 

• Eventually make CART the main transit system hub that offers and satisfies clients from as many 
areas as possible.  

• To provide a written report for the “United We Ride” State Plan to improve transit connectivity by 
September 30, 2006.   

Green Group  

Mission:  To Identify Barriers (other than funding) 

• Establish a Regional Working Group Coordination Committee (RWGCC) 

• Identify who will be the leaders 

• Needs analyst for a Database system 

• Design a website  

• Incorporate a information hot line (511) statewide 

• Produce consultants for dependable data collection 
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Action 

• Nevada Department of Transportation (NDOT) to grasp the lead position for the RWGCC and guide 
the planning process.   

• This group will include the MPO’s TMA, School District Leaders, VA Group, Greyhound, Amtrak, 
TRPA, Mobility Managers and NDOT.  

• Consultants to do a study on schools. Examine the rules and regulations for the school buses (can 
they be used) acquire them into the routes with gaps to bond the bus lines or use them as charters.  

• Create the Triangle Van Pool for commuters on the Kingsbury Grade, Tahoe, and Douglas County. 
Provide a Ride Share Program. 

• Design the 511 Information number to be automated with a representative from a brokerage firm 
linked with the website, map lines, and information for the bus. 

• Once the Information Hot line 511 is established, place the number on bus line maps, website, news 
ads, and on the side of the bus for public notice exposure.  

• Design new maps (Transit Connectivity Map) connecting routes. 

Goal: 

• Clarify the results, priorities, and continue the developed plan connecting transportation brokers 
creating transit hubs throughout the state securing the most cost-effective transportation for human 
service. Compliment the existing public transportation service for persons that depend on public 
transportation and private transit that make their journeys successfully. 

Pink Group  

Mission:  To Identify Barriers (other than funding) 

• Mission:  To Identify Barriers and Eliminate Them. 

• Establish coordination/collaboration between state agencies. 

• Establish coordination between federal and state agencies. 

• Standardize regulations.  For example: driver training and drug testing requirements and funding 
restrictions. 

Action 

• Start at state level with NDOT being lead agency.  

• Request and assist Feds to look at disparities within regulations to reduce costs, which get passed 
along to taxpayers. 
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• Getting state agencies and representatives of other entities to the table (attending workshops, 
meetings, etc.) 

• Coordinate State agencies in resolving regulation differences and fiscal issues. 

Goal: 

• Provide funding to cover cost of training for transit providers, i.e., CPR, First Aid. 

• Identify individual(s) to provide timely training in rural areas. 

• Identify or provide a state position at NDOT Elko District office to oversee multi-modal issues. 

Red/Purple Group  

Mission:  To Identify Barriers (other than funding) 

• Initial notification from NDOT, counties, etc. 

• Funding for the planning process (travel, etc) to decrease the boundary of limited funds for small 
stakeholder to ensure their participation 

• Leadership council – made up of government, non profit and others (equal representation) 

• Establish missions and goals of the UWR group 

• Identify potential stakeholders and their funding sources for transit services such as: TANIF, WFIB, 
JARC, 5310/5311, New Freedom (5317), VA, DAS/ILG transportation recipients 

• Construct the coordination plan and Designate recipients of funds 

Action 

• Action – To develop the capability to coordinate and go beyond set boundaries 

• Form inter-local agreements (RTC of Washoe County has offered some templates for this purpose) 

• Create a list of projects that are boundary related and distribute ideas, issues and solutions to 
stakeholders of the projects (county, state, cities) 

• Information gathering of what we can or cannot do 

• Inform/educate working group of projects in other states/areas of the country 

• Develop solution to Rural to Urban transit problems 

• Inventory of vehicle sources from the coordination efforts of the planning group 

• Develop a plan to increase the productivity of vehicles 
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• Include NDOT, subrecipients, DAS/ILG grantees, develop a list of stakeholders and identify gaps in 
service (school, SC, VA, etc) Goal – To improve and/or provide the following: 

− Interagency Communications 
− Technology Sharing 
− Standardization of Forms/Criteria 
− A central point of information 
− Corridor connectivity relative to US50, I-80, US95 and US93 
− Public outreach/Education 
− Funding diagram 
− Same day priority service 
− Volunteer rules 

 

STATE GROUP  

Mission:  To Identify Barriers (other than funding) 

• The Statewide Interagency Council will provide leadership and direction in the provision of transport 
services statewide.  By working together this group will work with needs and resources to assure a 
seamless transfer service with quality control 

• Obtain a committed lead agency; the Nevada Interagency Transportation Coordination Council 
(NITCC) 

• Solicitation of interest for a work group 

• Form an interagency work group 

• Solicit executive support and seek and obtain direction from the Governor 

• Determine feasibility 

• Provide a forum for discussing issues and initiating change 

• Report to the Legislature and recommend legislative changes 

• Promote the coordination of special needs transportation 

• Seek and obtain state coordination 

• Provide oversight and direction to the states coordination agenda 

Action 

• Propose legislation for Bill Draft Requests (BDR’S) 

• Communicate the need and benefits coordination to all agencies involved in transport 

• Work with the Olmstead Act in providing transport services 



 
 

 16 

State of Nevada Coordinated Human Services Transportation Plan 
March 25, 2008 

• Explore funding programs and/or opportunities for formal planning endeavors 

• Develop and conduct a statewide needs assessment 

• Develop and conduct a statewide coordination feasibility study 

• Develop an inventory of resources 

• Develop and conduct a statewide coordination plan – combine all local plans 

• Develop a statewide public participation process 

• Develop and conduct a data process – IT (Information Tools) survey to search for compatibility of 
different programs 

Goal 

• Seek executive endorsement 

• Obtain an inventory of “needs and resources” 

• Review institutional barriers, policies, procedures and rules, etc 

• Review human service programs and determine transport implications. Examples:  Olmstead Act, 
rehabilitation education, FTA and ADA 

• Identify cost redundancies 

• Explore the feasibility of a central database and eligibility criteria and/or program. Example:  Conduct 
an inventory of information technology existing in local agencies such as the Department of 
Information Technology (DOIT) 

• Develop a communication strategy for the dissemination of the NITCC result 

• Obtain coordination of operational support facilities 

• Provide oversight and direction to saving the needs of transit populations 

• Invent customer feedback system to ensure satisfaction. Example:  Telephone hotline, the Internet, 
an ombudsman, etc.  

• To improve overall community transportation systems by: 

− Making things happen by working together 
− Taking stock of community needs and moving forward 
− Putting customers first 
− Adapting funding for greater mobility, and  
− Moving people safely and efficiently 
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JANUARY 2008 SURVEY OF TRANSPORTATION PROVIDERS   

The January 2008 telephone survey of 23 transportation providers in Nevada included twelve questions that 
focused on the identification of service needs, gaps in service, and recommendations for improving 
transportation services.  A copy of the survey instrument is included in Appendix B.   

Summary of Survey Responses by County 

At least one transportation provider within all Nevada counties were contacted and asked to participate in 
the transportation needs interview.  The responses that focus on service gaps and needs from each 
transportation provider are summarized below, organized by County and provider name.  

The questions that focused on service needs and gaps are as follows:  

• How would you describe unmet transportation service needs (if any) in your area? 

• What are the service gaps temporal (time), connectivity (location), accessibility (affordability)? 

• What specific recommendations would you offer for providing service to those unmet needs? 

• What types of service are most desired by your community? (i.e., dial-a-ride, local bus, inter-city bus, 
etc.).   

Each survey participant’s responses to these questions are as follows.  

Carson City Service Gaps/Needs 

Jump Around Carson (JAC)  

 Unmet needs include a fixed route to un-served areas of the city and longer service hours.  
 Specifically, the representative recommended that an increase in service should be sought.  
 The community desires more service in un-served locations and service provided in the 

evening hours. 

Ormsby ARC  
 Unmet needs include JAC service not provided for hours and areas needed. 
 A primary service gap is that paratransit  is not provided. 
 Recommendations include expanding areas of JAC service and paratransit vehicles/service.  
 The community would like local bus service. 

Churchill County Service Gaps/Needs 

Churchill County Senior Center (CART) 

 Unmet needs include county to county service. Desired service includes Tri-county service 
(Mineral, Lyon, and Churchill) 5 days/week providing connections from Hawthorne to Shurz 
to Yerington to Fallon to Patrick to Silver Springs and Stagecoach to Dayton to Carson to 
Reno.  

 The community would like county to county service for shopping, etc.   
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Fallon Industries   

 The representative indicated that Health and Human Services should provide service for 
children, adults, and seniors. Currently, seniors get priority, so the service should expanded 
to include children and adults 

Clark County Service Gaps/Needs 

Southern Nevada Transit Coalition (SNTC)  

 The SNTC would like to provide service in Pahrump and more service in Indian Springs, 
however, more funding needed for fuel. In addition, they would like to increase the demand 
responsive service In Moapa Valley and Searchlight/CalNevAri/Palm Gardens. Additional 
fixed routes are needed in Mesquite and Laughlin.  

 To serve unmet needs, the SNTC would like to increase senior riders. 

Douglas County Service Gaps/Needs 

Douglas Area Regional Transit (DART) 

 The representative indicated that DART cannot deviate more than one mile from route but 
beyond that might be needed. Other unmet needs include service on weekends and 
evenings, and additional service to Reno. Because the county is large, they feel that it is  
difficult to serve everyone. 

 Recommendations to improve unmet needs include better communication between agencies 
and providers, direct connection to JAC, more funding, and more vehicles. 

 The community would like expanded dial-a-ride and local bus service. 

Bluego 

 Bluego indicated that there is a need for additional connectivity, and closing affordability 
service gaps. 

 They would like additional funding. 

Tahoe Transportation District (TRPA)  

 TRPA indicated that the ticket process should be streamlined (currently cash only), and 
increase in service needed to outlying areas.  

 Unmet needs include nighttime service and there is not a fixed route service to Meyers. 
 Recommendations for unmet needs include increase service through increased local source 

revenues such as tax, parking charges, etc. 
 The community would like intra-regional service– South Lake Tahoe to Incline Village, Tahoe 

City, etc. and South Lake Tahoe to Sacramento and Carson City. 
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Elko County Service Gaps/Needs 

Northern Nevada Transit Coalition (NNTC)  

 The NNTC recommends that agencies are coordinated. For example there is a VA bus once 
a week, but it is restricted for veteran use only.  The NNTC suggested that on weeks when 
the bus does not fill up, the space could be made available to others. 

 The community would like Saturday/Sunday demand responsive service. 

Carlin Open Door Senior Center 

 Unmet needs include only having one bus available, if it breaks down there is no backup, 
and there are no other transportation providers in the area. Adding an additional bus would 
help meet needs. 

 The community would like service to Salt Lake City for medical treatment and service for 
people under 60 years old. 

Silver Sage (Wells) Community Center 

 Silver Sage Community Center indicated that their unmet need was having weekend service.  
 The community would like dial-a-ride service. 

Eureka County Service Gaps/Needs 

Eureka Senior Center 

 Eureka Senior Center indicated that most of their needs are met but a second monthly trip to 
Elko is desired. 

Humboldt County Service Gaps/Needs 

 Seniors of Humboldt County 

 The primary service limitation is that service is only provided between 8 am and 4 pm. 
Therefore, they recommend that the hours are extended. 

 Local bus and dial-a-ride is desired by the community.   

Lander County Service Gaps/Needs 

Lander County Senior Citizens Center 

 Lander County Senior Citizens Center indicated that more transportation is needed out of 
town and for medical appointments. 

 Connectivity and affordability are the biggest service gaps. 
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Lyon County Service Gaps/Needs 

Lyon County Human Services 

 Lyon County indicated that there is a lack of public transportation for seniors, low-income 
families and their children, a shortage of funding to provide public transportation, and a lack 
of specialized transportation. 

 Recommended is better coordination to between partners to increase accessible 
transportation services for Lyon County. 

 Each Lyon County community would like dial-a-ride service (door-to-door service) and local 
transportation. 

Older Americans of Lyon County (Yerington)  

 Older Americans of Lyon County indicated that a service gap is that there is not weekend or 
after hours service, other than voluntary service.  

 They would need additional funding to provide the weekend and afternoon service. 
 The community desires out-of-town service for shopping, etc. 

Nye County Service Gaps/Needs 

Nye County Nutrition & Esmeralda Senior Nutrition (Tonopah) 

 Nye County Nutrition and Esmeralda Senior Nutrition indicated that service gaps/unmet 
needs include that disabled non-seniors are not a priority, services are not always available, 
and transients can’t get out of town to Reno or Las Vegas. 

 The recommended that Tonopah service extended later in the day and/or on weekends. 
 The community would like dial-a-ride and local bus service.  

Pahrump Senior Center 

 The community would like local bus and inter-city bus service.   

Pershing County Service Gaps/Needs 

Pershing County Senior Center 

 Pershing County Senior Center indicated that additional funding was their primary need. 
 The recommended more out of area trips for medical purposes. 
 The service desired is local daily rides. 

Storey County Service Gaps/Needs 

Virginia City Senior Center  

 The Virginia City Senior Center indicated that many seniors in the area do not own cars and 
do not drive seniors; however, they need transportation to shopping, medical appointments, 
etc.  

 The major service gaps are connectivity to Dayton and Reno; therefore, a intercity bus is 
desired by the community. 
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Washoe County Service Gaps/Needs 

High Sierra Industries  

 High Sierra Industries indicated that training needs to be more readily available. 
 The community desire is dial-a-ride service. 

Pyramid Lake Paiutes/Numaga Project Senior Center 

 The Pyramid Lake Paiutes/Numaga Project Senior Center indicated that their challenge is 
that the small communities are isolated relative to Reno and Fernley and individuals need to 
leave the reservation for shopping, work, appointments, and other reasons. 

 The tribe indicated that they should be included in planning. 
 Their primary need is vans for transportation. 

White Pine County Service Gaps/Needs 

Ely Shoshone Tribe 

 The Ely Shoshone Tribe indicated that their unmet need is transportation out of town. They 
need service to locations outside of town for medical services, etc. 

 The service desired is inter-city bus. 

SUMMARY OF SERVCE GAPS/NEEDS 

A summary of the responses to the survey questions that referred to service needs/gaps is provided in Table 
4.1. 
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TABLE 4.1 
SERVICE PROVIDERS CHARACTERISTICS SUMMARY 

Question/Response Number of Service 
Providers Responding

Additional Information 

Question: What are areas for increased coordination (check all that apply)?  
Funding 7 N/A 
Training 7 N/A 

Ride Sharing 6 N/A 
Eligibility 4 N/A 

Drivers 4 N/A 
Purchasing 3 N/A 

Reporting 2 N/A 
Maintenance 2 N/A 

Other (Ticket Sales) 1 N/A 
None 2 N/A 

Question: Is there a need for transportation amenities such as shelters, transfer points, marketing, information sharing? 

Shelters 6 

Shelters were indicated as a need by six respondents 
(Jump Around Carson, Southern Nevada Transit 
Coalition, Bluego, Tahoe Transportation District, High 
Sierra Industries, and Pyramid Lake Paiutes).  Other 
specific needed amenities identified were benches and 
bike racks (Jump Around Carson), marketing (Southern 
Nevada Transit Coalition), transfer points (Douglas Area 
Regional Transit), integrated phone and web information 
sharing (Tahoe Transportation District), and covered 
bus parking (Nye County Nutrition). Positive but non-
specific responses regarding the need for amenities 
were received from Lyon County Human Services and 
the Pahrump Senior Center. 

Other 7 

Question: What technology would assist in meeting customer’s travel needs? 

Variety of responses 6 

Responses included the following: Jump Around Carson 
– automated stop announcements; Southern Nevada 
Transit Coalition – radios in buses; Tahoe 
Transportation District – integrated phone and web 
information sharing between areas;  Northern Nevada 
Transit Coalition – expand into GPS for existing 
computerized dispatch;  Nye County Nutrition – 
maintenance program and dispatch/trip tracking; and 
Pyramid Lake Paiutes – software for scheduling 

Question: Is emergency medical transportation service adequate in the area? 
No 4 Only four ‘no’ responses to this question were received 

from the Northern Nevada Transit Coalition, Nye County 
Nutrition, Pahrump Senior Center, and Pyramid Lake 
Paiutes.   

Yes 19 
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TABLE 4.1 
SERVICE PROVIDERS CHARACTERISTICS SUMMARY 

Question/Response Number of Service Providers 
Responding 

Additional Information 

Question: What connections would expedite travel for long distances? 

Intercity Bus Service 14 Fourteen providers identified inter-city bus service as a 
need, with two suggesting Greyhound service. 

   
   

Question: What public/private arrangements could increase travel options?   
The service providers offered a wide range of responses to this question as follows:  Jump Around Carson – improved 
coordination with non-profits,  Southern Nevada Transit Coalition – service to low income homes in Arizona and to the Indian 
tribe south of Laughlin,  Douglas Area Regional Transit – Wal-Mart employees shuttle, more private business to contribute to 
dial-a-ride,  Tahoe Transportation District – airport shuttle from Sacramento to Stateline,  Northern Nevada Transit Coalition –
continue to work with mines to help match funds and work with other providers,  Carlin Open Door Senior Center – affordable 
shuttle or taxi,  Silver Sage Community Center – partner with Greyhound,  Seniors of Humboldt County – transportation for 
hours we don’t serve,  Lander County Senior Citizens Center – financial,  Older Americans of Lyon County – taxi service,  
Nye County Nutrition – an affordable, reliable taxi service,  Pershing County Senior Center – more funding, Pyramid Lake 
Paiutes – feeder bus to main-line service, and Ely Shoshone Tribe – use of grant opportunities.   

Question: What do you see as the most pressing constraints, if any, to the provision of the desired services? (i.e., financial, 
institutional, operational)   

Financial 20 
Other constraints mentioned were distribution of 
residents/planning not conducive to transit, lack of 
transportation services in the rural areas, lack of 
coordination, and lack of planning.  Some illustrative 
comments regarding the financial constraints included 
the following:  no state funding, NV is one of only 3 
states with no tax money for rural public transportation 
(use sales tax, gas tax, DMV revenues, etc.),  find 
matching funds, and make use of grant opportunities. 

Institutional 2 

Operational 1 

Notes:  N/A – Not Applicable 
Source: Fehr & Peers, 2008 

 

The final question posed to the survey participants was if there were any recommendations that they 
would offer that would improve transportation services and/or coordination by service providers in the 
state?  The service providers offered a variety of responses to this question as follows:   

• Jump Around Carson – More funding 

• Ormsby ARC – Continued expansion of services 

• Churchill County Senior Center – County to county coordination and funding and coordination with 
the Paiute Shoshone Tribe 
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• Fallon Industries – Coordination between counties and cities, Wal-Mart shuttles, medical needs rides 
between Hawthorne and Fallon 

• Southern Nevada Transit Coalition – Need cross state line coordination/service/funding 

• Northern Nevada Transit Coalition – Push on United We Ride at the federal and state levels, get 
more service providers involved, some small senior centers cannot send people to quarterly 
meetings in Carson City 

• Carlin Open Door Senior Center – Single point of contact for the entire state, more training 

• Seniors of Humboldt County – NDOT training program should be offered again 

• Lyon County Human Services – More communication and coordination with agencies providing 
transportation services 

• Older Americans of Lyon County – More funding 

• Pyramid Lake Paiutes – Involve the tribe in planning  
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5. POTENTIAL STRATEGIES TO ADDRESS TRANSPORTATION 
SERVICE NEEDS 

This chapter describes potential strategies to address the general transportation service needs identified 
during the 2006 United We Ride workshop and the phone interviews conducted in January 2008. The 
strategies are broad and are intended to provide guidance as specific improvements are developed for 
specific communities. Table 5.1 describes the general service need and identifies potential strategies to 
meet that need. 

TABLE 5.1 
STRATEGIES TO ADDRESS SERVICE NEEDS 

Service Need Strategy 

Increased funding 

• Identify all possible funding sources 
• Assist small providers in finding matching funds for grants 
• Streamline grant approval procedures 
• Seek a statewide dedicated source of transit funding 

Coordination of planning 
and services 

• Undertake coordinated planning on a regional basis with area providers 
• Develop a database of service providers 
• Pursue cross state line coordination where applicable 

Apply technology to 
improve service 

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

for larger transit systems 
• Provide information to customers through 511 or 211 technology 

Improve service provider 
capabilities 

• Provide standardized driver training 
• Develop a pool of back-up temporary ‘loan’ vehicles 
• Provide administrator management and planning training 
• Develop an informational database/library as a resource for service providers 

Increase inter-city bus 
service 

• Prioritize inter-city bus service needs 
• Explore and initiate service options in cooperation with service providers 

Source: Fehr & Peers, 2008 

The strategies identified are intended for action by the Nevada Department of Transportation (NDOT), as the 
agency having overall responsibility for oversight and transit funding in the state (outside of the urban 
areas).  However, the success or failure of transit in Nevada is dependent on the many service providers in 
the state. NDOT should serve as a resource for those service providers.  The responses to the provider 
surveys and the strategies identified in Table 5.1 should be used to develop and prioritize specific 
transportation projects that focus on serving individuals with disabilities, older adults, and people with limited 
incomes. Proposals for these specific projects would be used to apply for funding through the Elderly 
Individuals and Individuals with Disabilities Program (Section 5310), Job Access and Reverse Commute 
Program (JARC, Section 5316), and New Freedom Program (Section 5317). 
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A common theme of both the April 2006 United We Ride Workshop and the January 2008 survey of 
transportation providers was the need for the coordination of transportation planning and services.  Due to 
the population distribution throughout the state, it appears that the coordination of planning and services 
would best be carried out on a regional basis.  Indeed, it appears that the Northern Nevada Transit Coalition 
and the Southern Nevada Transit Coalition have evolved exactly in response to the interface of area 
populations and their transportation needs.   



 

 

 

 

 

 

APPENDIX A: 
JANUARY 2008 SURVEY CONTACTS 

 

 







 

 

 

 

 

 

APPENDIX B: 
JANUARY 2008 COMPLETED SURVEYS 

 































































































































































































 

 

 

 

 

 

 

APPENDIX C: 
APRIL 2006 UNITED WE RIDE WORKSHOP 
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