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1. INTRODUCTION

With a growing economy, increased development activity, and employment growth in Northern
Nevada, the Nevada Department of Transportation (NDOT) is developing a plan to explore
solutions to address inter-county commuting needs in Northern Nevada.

The development of the Inter-County and Regional Transit Plan specifically focuses on cross-
county commuter travel within the five-county region of Washoe County, Storey County, Carson
City County, Lyon County, and Churchill County along the following corridors of interest:

Interstate-80 (I-80) between Reno/Sparks and the Tahoe Reno Industrial Center (TRIC)
USA Parkway between TRIC and Silver Springs

US-50 between Silver Springs and Carson City

A Interstate-580 (I-580) between Carson City and Reno/Sparks

Special consideration is being given to commute trips between Reno/Sparks and TRIC, as I-80 is
physically constrained, employment opportunities at TRIC are increasing, and congestion during
commute hours occurs frequently. In addition to this transit plan, NDOT is currently studying traffic
along 1-80 at this area to identify potential capacity improvements.

1.1. Study Area Population

Based on the 2010 US Census, the five counties included within this study area have a combined
population of approximately 557,500 with the following percentage of population breakdown per
county:

A 76% - Washoe County (421,407 population)
A 10% - Carson City County (55,274 population)
A 9% - Lyon County (51,980 population)
A 4% - Churchill County (24,877 population)
A 1% - Storey County (4,010 population)
Based on 2015 US Census estimates, the populations of each of the counties has slightly declined

with the exception of Washoe County which is estimated to have had a 10% increase from 2010
to 2015.

1.2. Study Area Employment

According to the Bureau of Labor Statistics, as of September 2017, there were approximately
281,400 jobs within the five-county study area with the following percentage of jobs per county:

A 78% - Washoe County (218,832 jobs)

A 11% - Carson City County (30,238 jobs)
A 5% - Storey County (12,574 jobs)

A 4% - Lyon County (11,823 jobs)

A 3% - Churchill County (7,949 jobs)

Storey County, where TRIC is located, has a population of 4,010 while supplying the region with
more than 10,000 jobs, justifying a focus on commuter needs between the major population
centers and TRIC.

/ / O O Page 1 O
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1.3. Tahoe Reno Industrial Center (TRIC)

TRIC is located within Storey County, Nevada. According to the Economic Development Authority
of Western Nevada (EDAWN) and the TRIC website (tahoereno.com), the industrial center has
grown over the past 20 years to employ approximately 10,000 workers in manufacturing,
distribution services, data storage, and warehousing. TRIC is a 107,000-acre industrial park that
contains approximately 11 million square feet of industrial space housing over 125 companies.
For the past two decades businesses have been relocating to TRIC and the number of employees
at TRIC is anticipated to grow to 25,000 within the next ten years. Per EDAWN, with an estimated
75% of TRIC employees living north of I-80 in Reno/Sparks, growth at TRIC is expected to
continue to add to the congestion along I-80 during commute hours.

Figure 1 on the following page provides an overview of the study area and approximate distances
between TRIC and areas where residential housing is provided. Figure 2 identifies employers
with more than 50 employees in and around TRIC.
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1.4. Purpose

This technical memorandum has been prepared to document publicly available datasets and
review them for information and trends related to commute trips between TRIC and the 5-County
Region. This memorandum also includes a summary of the results of a 2018 employee survey
conducted as part of the Inter-County and Regional Transit Plan.

1.5. Document Organization
Technical Memorandum #2 is organized into the following sections:

A Section 1 presents the project background and purpose of the technical memorandum.

A Section 2 describes the data sources reviewed and compared within this document.

A Section 3 provides findings from a review of the data including information on
employment, employee origins and destinations, vehicle occupancy, mode split, and travel
time.

A Section 4 describes and summarizes the content and findings of the 2018 TRIC employee
survey and how those findings relate to the data reviewed in Section 3.

A Appendices include printable data as reviewed for this memorandum, issues and
concerns raised by 2018 TRIC survey respondents, and the survey instrument used in the
2018 TRIC employee survey.
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2. DATA SOURCES

Several publicly available data sources were included in this analysis to provide insight on the
travel characteristics and commute patterns of those working at TRIC. These data sources include
the following:

A Washoe County Regional Travel Characteristics Study

A American Community Survey (ACS) data

A Nevada Department of Training and Employment and Rehabilitation (DETR) data
A Longitudinal Employer-Household Dynamics (LEHD) data

2.1. Washoe County Regional Travel Characteristics Study

The Washoe County Regional Travel Characteristics Study was published in April 2018 by the
Regional Transportation Commission (RTC) and documents the demographics and multimodal
travel behavior of Washoe County residents. The study collected data from 2,154 households in
the RTC travel demand model region through telephone interviews, online, paper diaries, and two
GPS technologies. Appendix A includes experts from the study referenced in this technical
memorandum.

2.2. American Community Survey

The ACS is conducted on an ongoing basis by the United States Census Bureau. The ACS
collects information that was previously collected in the long-form version of the census and
provides detailed population and housing information. ACS data is most often available in one
year and five-year estimates for a variety of geographical units, such as census blocks, census
block groups, or census tracts. The data reviewed in this technical memorandum was from 2013
to 2017.

2.3. Nevada Department of Employment, Training, and Rehabilitation Data

The Nevada Department of Employment, Training, and Rehabilitation provides data on topics
related to businesses, employment, and wages. Data is available by a variety of geographies,
dependent on the topic. For the purposes of this technical memorandum, the employment data
from the fourth quarter of 2017 is used and included in Appendix B.

2.4. Longitudinal Employer-Household Dynamics

LEHD Origin-Destination Employment Statistics (LODES) data provides insight on the geographic
patterns of employment and residential locations. The most recent LODES data is from 2002 to
2015 for the period of April to June of each year. Data is provided at the census block level and
includes origin-destination information as well as area characteristic data such as age, earnings,
and industry of workers. Outputs from the LEHD data are included in Appendix C.
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3. FINDINGS

The following sections summarize the findings from the data review for employment, origins and
destinations of TRIC employees, vehicle occupancy in the region, mode split within the 5-County
Region, and travel time within the 5-County Region.

3.1. Employment

According to DETR data from December 2017, there were 130 employers in TRIC. These
employers varied in number of employees as shown in Table 1. Of the employers at TRIC, 57%
employ fewer than 20 workers, whereas 13% of employers employ more than 100 workers.

Table 1 — Employers by Number of Employees in TRIC

Number of Employees Number of Employers Percent

1 to 4 employees 33 25%

5 to 9 employees 24 18%
14%

[EnY
(o]

10 to 19 employees

7%
6%
5%
2%
4%

20 to 29 employees

30 to 39 employees

40 to 49 employees

50 to 59 employees

60 to 69 employees

5%
2%
7%

80 to 89 employees

90 to 99 employees

100 to 199 employees

200 to 299 employees 1%

300 to 399 employees 1%

1%
2%
1%

400 to 499 employees

700 to 799 employees
1,000 to 1,499 employees
3,000 to 3,499 employees

TOTAL 130 100%
Source: Nevada Department of Employment, Training and Rehabilitation, 2017 4" Quarter

RPlIRPIWIPr[PIP[OIN|O|[OT|N|O|0|©

1%

Based on LEHD data, as of 2015, the majority of those working at TRIC were between the ages
of 30 and 54 (Figure 3). Additionally, this data indicates that the majority of TRIC employees earn
between $15,000 to $40,000 per year (Figure 4). Further, the LEHD data reports that most of
those working at TRIC are employed in the Transportation and Warehousing industry (56.4%),
and several other employees work in the Manufacturing industry (21.2%). It is important to note
that employment at TRIC has grown since 2015 (the most recent year of LEHD data), so some of
these characteristics may have changed since that time.
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= 29 or Younger = Less than $15,000
= 30 to 54 = $15,000 to $40,000
= 55 or Older = More than $40,000
Figure 3 — Age Distribution Figure 4 — Annual Income Distribution

Source: 2015 Longitudinal Employer-Household Dynamics Data

3.2. Origins and Destinations

The most recent LEHD data (2015) indicates that most of those working at TRIC are commuting
from residential locations to the west and that most TRIC employees are located between 10 and
24 miles from their place of employment. The home cities of those who work at TRIC are
summarized in Table 2 and shown in Figure 5. As noted previously, since employment at TRIC
has grown since 2015, and with the opening of USA Parkway south of TRIC, some of these
patterns have likely changed between 2015 and 2019. As shown in Table 2, this LEHD data
includes 3,306 TRIC employees, where more than 10,000 employees currently work at TRIC.

Table 2 — Home Locations of TRIC Employees

Home City ‘ Number of TRIC Employees Percent of TRIC Employees
Reno 1,021 30.9%
Sparks 705 21.3%
Fernley 409 12.4%
Sun Valley 169 5.1%
Carson City 112 3.4%
Spanish Springs 97 2.9%
Silver Springs 54 1.6%
Cold Springs 33 1.0%
Fallon 33 1.0%
Lemmon Valley 31 0.9%
Other Locations 642 19.5%
TOTAL 3,306 100%

Source: 2015 Longitudinal Employer-Household Dynamics Data
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Figure 5 — Home Locations of TRIC Employees

The distance in miles for TRIC employees to/from their residences is summarized in Table 3. As
can be seen in the table, over 80% reside within 24 miles of TRIC.

Table 3 — Residential Distance from Work for TRIC Employees

Residential Distance from Work Number of Employees

Percentage of Employees

(miles)

Less than 10 126 3.8%
10to 24 2,648 80.1%
25 to 50 350 10.6%

More than 50 182 5.5%
TOTAL 3,306 100%

Source: 2015 Longitudinal Employer-Household Dynamics Data
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Figure 6 represents the general direction from which TRIC employees originate and the distance
they travel. Based on the LEHD data, the clear majority of employees are traveling from the west,
and the longest travel distances are traversed from the west.

5
Source: 2015 Longitudinal Employer-Household Dynamics Data

Figure 6 — Distance/Direction of 2015 TRIC Employees

3.3. Vehicle Occupancy

The Washoe County Regional Travel Characteristics Study identified a vehicle occupancy of 1.72.
This is higher than the vehicle occupancy reported by ACS data for commute trips, which indicates
a vehicle occupancy of 1.18. This suggests that those living in the 5-County Region share a
vehicle with others for non-commute trips more often than for commute trips. The vehicle
occupancy by county for commute trips is shown in Table 4.

Table 4 — Vehicle Occupancy for Commute Trips by County

County Vehicle Occupancy for Commute Trips

Carson City County 1.16
Churchill County 1.16
Lyon County 1.21
Storey County 1.08
Washoe County 1.18
5-County Region 1.18

Source: 2013-2017 American Community Survey Data
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3.4. Mode Split

The ACS estimates from 2013-2017 indicate that the commute mode split is similar amongst the
five counties. Approximately 80% of residents in every county currently drive to work. Since this
mode split varies from the 66.8% of trips reported as drive alone in the Washoe County Regional
Travel Characteristics Study, this likely indicates that people utilize other modes of transportation
more often for non-commute trips. Very few people currently take public transportation to work in
Carson City County, Churchill County, and Lyon County, while approximately 2% of residents in
Storey County and Washoe County currently take transit to work. The commute mode split for
each of the counties is depicted in Figure 7.

J J J O

90%
80%
70%
60%
50%
40%
30%
20%
10% I
0% II I _ - - o Em_Nmm ___ . mEECER
.\\QV\O& (?’&OO\ o*@\oo Q’\C\(}e $§l~ @*®®fb& ,53‘0(&
o /\@(\"Q N $0€‘“
m Carson City m Churchill County m Lyon County
Storey County Washoe County m 5-County Region

Source: 2013-2017 American Community Survey Data

Figure 7 — Resident Commute Mode Split by County
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3.5. Travel Time

According to ACS estimates from 2013-2017, travel times to work for residents in the 5-County
Region varies by county (Figure 8). Residents in Carson City and Churchill Counties have shorter
commutes. Lyon County residents have some of the longest commutes in the region, with over
25% of residents having commute times between 40 to 90 minutes. Overall, most residents
(nearly 75%) in the 5-County Region have a commute between 10 and 40 minutes. It should be
noted again that this data does not include the roadway network option for drivers to use USA
Parkway to access TRIC from US-50, which was opened in September 2017. This new network
connection significantly reduces travel time to TRIC from Carson City County, Lyon County, and
Churchill County.

50%
45%
40%
35%

30%

25%

20%

15%

10% I

-l ull I

0% | I AR AR omlles

Less than 10 10to 20 20 to 40 40 to 60 60 to 90 90+ Minutes
Minutes Minutes Minutes Minutes Minutes

Percent of Residents

Travel Time to Work

m Carson City County m Churchill County H Lyon County
Storey County m Washoe County m 5-County Region

Source: 2013-2017 American Community Survey Data

Figure 8 — Resident Travel Time to Work by County
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4, 2018 TRIC EMPLOYEE SURVEY

As part of the Inter-County and Regional Transit Plan, an online survey was developed to obtain
information from employees of TRIC. The survey link was provided to TRIC employers to
distribute to their employees, as well as publicized by the RTC, NDOT, and the City of Fernley
among others. This survey resulted in responses from 1,148 TRIC employees and was available
for input from October 24 to November 30, 2018. Appendix D includes the survey instrument that
was used to collect the data. Hundreds of written responses were received regarding issues and
concerns with transportation to TRIC which are included in Appendix E.

The following sections summarize the findings of the 2018 TRIC employer survey and provide
context for how this recent data compares to the data sources reviewed in the previous chapters
of this technical memorandum.

4.1. Employment

Figure 9 represents the tenure of TRIC employees at their current employer based on the 2018
TRIC employee survey. 79% of survey respondents have been employed for under two years at
TRIC. As noted in Section 2.4, the LEHD data will not have included 79% of the current
employees at TRIC as the most recent data available was from 2015.

= Less than a year
= 1-2 years
m 2-5 years
More than 5 years

Source: 2018 TRIC Employee Survey

Figure 9 — Tenure of TRIC Employees
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Potentially related to the tenure of TRIC employees, Figure 10 displays the survey responses of
how much commute time affects a decision to choose an employer. Most of the respondents
indicated that the amount of time required to commute to work at least somewhat influenced their

decision to choose an employer.

m No Impact
= Some Impact

High Impact

Source: 2018 TRIC Employee Survey
Figure 10 — Commute Time Impact of Employer Choice
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The 2018 TRIC employee survey included demographic information for those who work at TRIC.
Figure 11 shows the age of survey respondents and Figure 12 reports the annual income level
of respondents. The income levels appear to closely mirror employee age, and likely experience
level. Figure 12 shows that there is now a larger percentage of higher paying jobs available at
TRIC as compared to the LEHD data from 2015 shown in Figure 4.

41%
40%
m Percent of Respondents
30%
21%
20%
14%
0,
12% 11%
10%
0% ——
18-24 25-34 35-44 45-54 55-64 65+

Age
Source: 2018 TRIC Employee Survey
Figure 11 — TRIC Employee Age

50% 49%
H Percent of Respondents

40%

30%

20%

10%

0%

Annual Income

Source: 2018 TRIC Employee Survey

Figure 12 — TRIC Employee Annual Income
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4.2. Employee Origins

Figure 13 generally shows where trips to TRIC originate and was created based on the results of
the 2018 TRIC employee survey. The survey results show that practically every zip code in the
immediate area originates trips to TRIC. The 2018 survey responses show 80.3% of TRIC
employees traveling from the west along I-80. Employees that responded that they originate east
of TRIC and likely use I-80 to travel to work accounted for 10.1%. Survey respondents likely using
USA Parkway to access TRIC from the south were 9.6%. It should be noted that USA Parkway’s
connection to US-50 was completed in September 2017, thus would not have been accounted for
in the other data sources.

=,

/ ,

Reno/Sparks

sl 66,07,

@ﬂw

2.8%

Source: 2018 TRIC Employee Survey

Figure 13 — Origins of TRIC Employee Survey Respondents
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4.3. Mode Split

The 2018 TRIC employee survey provided additional insight into the current mode split specific
to those who currently work at TRIC. Based on the survey, 34.3% of respondents currently use
travel modes other than driving alone. Figure 14 provides a breakdown of different modes being
used by TRIC employees. It should be noted that My Ride to Work is a private shuttle service
which is contracted by various employers at TRIC to transport employees to/from TRIC. The 5.0%
using “private transit” is a combination of various responses that were not specific enough to be
classified as RTC VANPOOL or My Ride to Work, but generally included responses such as:
company shuttle, company picks me up, company bus, etc.

= | drive alone

= | drive or ride in a carpool

= | use My Ride to Work
| drive or ride in a RTC VANPOOL
| take private transit

Source: 2018 TRIC Employee Survey

Figure 14 — TRIC Employee Commute Mode
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The majority of TRIC employees drive alone to/from work. Figure 15 displays the responses as
to why these individuals choose to drive alone to work. It should be noted that some employers
at TRIC have company vehicles that can be used in emergency (18% of respondents noted this
as a reason why they drive alone). One employer at TRIC provides free ride share trips home in
case of an emergency for My Ride to Work users. The RTC provides guaranteed rides home in
emergencies through a ride share or a taxi for VANPOOL users. Irregular hours were identified
as an issue requiring a personal vehicle for 22% of survey respondents, while Figure 16 shows
that the majority of TRIC employees arrive and depart near the same times. Figure 16 records
the arrival and departure times at TRIC of survey respondents. Over 20% of respondents report
for work at 6:00 AM and over 30% depart from work at 6:00 PM.
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Reason for Driving Alone

Source: 2018 TRIC Employee Survey
Figure 15 — TRIC Employee Reason for Driving Alone
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Source: 2018 TRIC Employee Survey
Figure 16 — TRIC Employee Typical Arrival/Departure Times

For those who currently travel by bus, shuttle, carpool, vanpool, or ride share, Figure 17 includes
the responses as to why that mode is chosen by TRIC employees. The majority of respondents
choose not to drive alone due to the convenience or cost of alternate modes. It should also be
noted that 7% of respondents said that an alternative to driving alone was their only option,
showing that providing an alternative mode allowed these individuals to travel to/from work at

TRIC.
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Reason for Not Driving Alone

Source: 2018 TRIC Employee Survey
Figure 17 — TRIC Employee Reason for Not Driving Alone
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TRIC employees were asked what would be most likely to cause them to change how they get to
work. The responses are included in Figure 18, and the most frequently chosen response was
that a mode shift would likely be caused by a faster travel option.

A faster option became available _ 46%
Employer started paying for a different mode
: 19%
of transportation
I -

Nothing would 7%

Congestion increased - 11%
Gas prices increased . 6%

Price of parking increased 1% m Percent of Respondents

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50%
Source: 2018 TRIC Employee Survey

Figure 18 — TRIC Employee Likely Reason for Changing Mode

44. Travel Time

A related question was asked in the 2018 TRIC employee survey, determining how long TRIC
employees travel to work. Figure 19 shows that the majority of TRIC employees typically travel
less than 45 minutes to work.

1% 33% d

W Less than 15 minutes (<1%)
m 15 - 30 minutes (33%)
m 30 — 45 minutes (47%)

45 minutes — 1 hour (16%)
= More than 1 hour (3%)

Source: 2018 TRIC Employee Survey

Figure 19 — TRIC Employee Typical Travel Times
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45. Transit Interest

The 2018 TRIC employee survey asked, of those who drive alone, how interested those
individuals are in trying a bus, carpool, or ride share. Figure 20 shows the responses and that
59% of survey respondents are interested in other options other than driving alone.

m Highly Interested

m Somewhat Interested

m Not Likely Interested
Definitely Not Interested

Source: 2018 TRIC Employee Survey
Figure 20 — TRIC Employees that Drive Alone Interest in Transit/Carpool/Ride Share

Figure 21 compares transit/carpool/ride share interest, those who expressed either that they were
highly or somewhat interested in another mode than driving alone, to commute time. As seen in
the figure, for those who typically travel more than 45 minutes, the interest level is higher than
overall response to the question.
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and Drive Alone
30% m Overall
20%
- I I
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Typical Travel Time to Work

Source: 2018 TRIC Employee Survey

Figure 21 — TRIC Employee Interest in Transit by Commute Time
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Figure 22 shows that generally age was not a factor, that 30% of those who expressed interest
in transit appears in each age group, while after 55 years of age, the interest declined.

40%
m Highly/Somewhat Interested

30% and Drive Alone

20%

10% I I I

0% _—
18-24 25-34 35-44 45-54 55-64 65+
Employee Age

Source: 2018 TRIC Employee Survey

Figure 22 — TRIC Employee Interest in Transit by Employee Age
The percentage of individuals interested in transit generally increases as salary increases based
on the 2018 TRIC employee survey data as shown in Figure 23.
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Annual Income

Source: 2018 TRIC Employee Survey
Figure 23 — TRIC Employee Interest in Transit by Employee Income

Figure 25 shows the residential zip codes of TRIC employees who responded to the TRIC
employee survey, Figure 25 displays TRIC employees who currently drive alone to work who are
highly or somewhat interested in transit, carpooling, or ride sharing.
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Figure 24 — Zip Codes of Survey Respondents
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5. SuUMMARY AND NEXT STEPS

5.1. Summary

This technical memorandum summarized publicly available data sources including the Washoe
County Regional Travel Characteristics Study, ACS data, DETR data, and LEHD data for
information and trends related to commute trips between TRIC and the 5-County Region. Trends
regarding employment, employee origins and destinations, vehicle occupancy, mode split, and
travel time were summarized. As noted, the majority of this data was compiled prior to the large
employee expansion of TRIC and the construction of the USA Parkway connection to US-50 south
of TRIC which has likely impacted travel patterns.

This memorandum also includes a summary of the results of a 2018 TRIC employee survey
conducted as part of the Inter-County and Regional Transit Plan. The survey had 1,148 responses
representing about 10% of the employees at TRIC. It was noted in this technical memorandum
that the dat