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Executive Summary 
The Central Yavapai Metropolitan Transportation Organization (CYMPO) was created in 
2003 following designation of the region as a small urbanized area by the US Census 
Bureau.  The formation of CYMPO enabled local governments for the first time to 
collaboratively assess the need for public transportation on a regional basis.  In May 2006, 
CYMPO initiated this comprehensive study to determine the feasibility of implementing a 
transit system potentially serving the City of Prescott, Towns of Chino Valley, Dewey-
Humboldt and Prescott Valley, and adjacent unincorporated areas of Yavapai County.  The 
study work scope included the following major tasks: 

 A comprehensive public information and outreach effort, including stakeholder 
interviews, focus group meetings, six public meetings, a community survey, 
extensive media communications and an Internet web page; 

 Detailed examination of existing conditions including currently available 
transportation services, prevailing travel patterns, demographic characteristics and 
development projections through FY 2025; 

 Determination of unmet transportation needs for both local and regional 
transportation service; 

 Review of five “peer” communities with characteristics comparable to the Central 
Yavapai region and currently functioning public transit systems; 

 Identification of community values, expectations, goals and objectives relative to 
public transportation; 

 Development of conceptual service alternatives for public consideration, including 
fixed-route, demand responsive and user-side subsidy options; 

 Documentation of four preferred service alternatives, including capital and 
operating cost estimates, projected revenues consisting of passenger fares, federal 
and state grants and local subsidy requirements; and, 

 Assessment of various organizational options through which transit service could be 
operated. 

Despite the absence of a singular public transit system in the CYMPO study area, a 
substantial compilation of passenger transportation services are operated by not-for-profit 
agencies and for-profit enterprises.  These include client transportation programs run by 
human service agencies and various private companies offering local taxicab, van and 
limousine services, as well as long-haul shuttles to eastern Yavapai and Coconino 
Counties, and to Sky Harbor Airport in Phoenix.  Additionally, local governments channel 
approximately $225,000 annually of Local Transportation Assistance Fund (LTAF) and 
general fund revenues to the Northern Arizona Council of Governments (NACOG) to 
administer the Tri City Transportation Voucher Program.  The program distributes “user 
side subsidies” to assist lower income residents with acute mobility needs to travel to 
medical facilities, purchase groceries and meet other basic needs. 



C Y M P O  R e g i o n a l  T r a n s i t  N ee d s  S t u d y  •  F i n a l  R e p o r t  

C E N T R A L  Y A V A P A I  M E T R O P O L I T A N  P L A N N I N G  O R G A N I Z A T I O N  
 
 

Page ES-2 • Nelson\Nygaard Consulting Associates 

Study findings suggest that a moderately sized public transit system is needed in at least 
parts of the CYMPO planning area.  Stakeholder interviews, focus groups and community 
meetings brought to the foreground an alliance of human service agencies and advocacy 
groups that spoke assertively for a publicly supported system to supplement services 
currently available in the community.  Human service agencies collectively spend about 
$500,000 annually on passenger transportation services, and advocate strongly for a public 
system around which they could better coordinate their own services. 

The community survey, which generated nearly 1,200 responses, reported that nearly 95% 
of respondents feel that a public transit system would be beneficial for the region, and that 
53% of respondents would be very likely and 27% somewhat likely to use it.  A demand 
analysis prepared during the study generated a range estimate of 3,250 to 4,000 persons 
with a high propensity to use a transit system offering a reasonably attractive level of 
service.  This range constitutes approximately 3.0% - 3.7% of the estimated 2004 study 
area population of 108,485 residents, and reflects the core constituency for public 
transportation in the Central Yavapai region. 

It also is noted that unmet transportation needs were assessed in varying levels of detail in 
six prior planning studies conducted since 1991.  Each appears to have reached similar 
conclusions that some level of public sector participation is warranted to implement a 
public transit system.  As a result, both the City of Prescott and Town of Prescott Valley 
have incorporated transit-related goals into their General Plan documents.  

In consultation with the Working Group comprised of technical staff from CYMPO 
member jurisdictions, the study consultants identified four “preferred” service alternatives 
for detailed financial analysis from inception as soon as FY 2009 through FY 2025: 

1. Improved Locally-Funded Voucher Program 

2. Federally-Assisted Voucher Program with Local Public Shared-Ride Taxi (SRT) 
System 

3. Limited Service Level Fixed Route Transit System (5 buses) with Complementary 
Paratransit Voucher Program 

4. Full Service Level Fixed Route Transit System (11 buses) with Complementary 
Paratransit Voucher Program.   

The alternatives were designed to respond to priorities heard during the study process.  
One is that a transit linkage is most immediately needed to serve the growing number of 
commuters making longer distance trips between the rapidly expanding residential base in 
Prescott Valley and jobs in Prescott.  Among persons mostly likely to use transit, there is a 
strong preference for fixed route service that facilitates spontaneous travel rather than 
demand responsive service that requires trip planning and reservations in advance.  A 
critical priority expressed by local officials and many taxpayers is that whatever public 
transportation system is created must be affordable to local governments.  If a transit 
system is implemented, it must be sustainable over time within the combination of 
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available federal and state grant funds, user fees and local subsidies.  Moreover, residents 
are hopeful that public transportation ultimately will contribute to reduced traffic 
congestion, a cleaner environment and a better quality of life.  Considering these priorities, 
a suggested vision statement for public transportation in Central Yavapai is as follows: 

Central Yavapai local governments aspire to build a modern, affordable and 
sustainable public transit system that supports the mobility needs of area residents and 
contributes to a livable and healthy community both now and in the future. 

Regardless of organizational structure and service design selected, financing the capital 
and operating costs of a new transit service will be a major concern.  Given its small 
urbanized area status, the region is eligible for Federal Transit Administration (FTA) Section 
5307 formula grant funding estimated to be more than $650,000 in FY 2007.  Although a 
stable funding source with considerable flexibility as to how monies are spent, local 
matching funds are required.  Three of the four preferred alternatives under consideration 
are potentially eligible for federal funding assistance because they serve the general public.  
Alternative 1 is not eligible because it continues the focus of the existing voucher program 
on selected population segments only.  Alternative 2 is federally eligible, but likely would 
offer limited benefits to the general public. 

The financial analysis projects that additional local contributions beyond those already 
committed to the existing voucher program will be required to support the fixed route 
systems envisioned in Alternatives 3 and 4.  New local funding required to support the 
Alternative 3 system likely would rise from approximately $39,000 in FY 2009 to over 
$535,000 in FY 2025.  New local funding required to support the Alternative 4 system 
likely will rise from approximately $523,000 in FY 2009 to $1,846,000 in FY 2025. 
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Chapter 1. Study Area Characteristics 
The CYMPO Planning Area represents a large geographic area of over 401 square miles 
encompassing the Town of Chino Valley, City of Prescott, Town of Prescott Valley and 
portions of the newly incorporated Town of Dewey/Humboldt.  In addition, the study area 
includes portions of unincorporated Yavapai County and the Yavapai Prescott Indian 
Reservation.  Figure 1-1 displays the CYMPO study area and community boundaries, as well 
as major activity centers such as hospitals, shopping centers and schools.  Historically, the 
region has been referred to as the “Tri-City” area. 

Community Profile 
This section provides a brief description of each community in the study area, including 
demographic overview, physical, land use and economic features that potentially influence 
the need for public transportation in the region.   

City of Prescott 
Prescott is the largest community in Yavapai County, and the county seat.  Located nine 
miles west of Prescott Valley and 16 miles south of Chino Valley, Prescott was the first 
territorial capital of Arizona and is home to many historic and scenic attractions.  The city is 
growing, although at a lesser rate than other communities in the CYMPO area.   In 1990, 
Prescott had 26,592 residents.  By 2000, the city grew by 27% to 33,938 residents, or an 
annual growth rate of 2.7%.  The Arizona Department of Economic Security estimates 
Prescott’s 2005 population at 40,770, reflecting a 2.0% annual growth rate during the first 
half of the current decade.  The CYMPO Long Range Transportation Plan forecasts that 
Prescott will have approximately 102,000 residents by 2030. 

Many of the area’s largest employers are located in Prescott, including the Yavapai Regional 
Medical Center, Yavapai Community College, Embry-Riddle Aeronautical University, the 
Veterans Administration (VA) Medical Center and numerous retail and commercial 
establishments in the central business district and north of downtown.  Major retail corridors 
in the city include Gurley Street (between Grove Avenue and the Highway 69/89 
intersection), Montezuma Street, Miller Valley/Willow Creek Road and Sheldon Street.  
Extending east from downtown, the Highway 69 corridor contains several large shopping 
centers, including Frontier Village, Wal-Mart and the Prescott Gateway Mall. 



C Y M P O  R e g i o n a l  T r a n s i t  N ee d s  S t u d y  •  F i n a l  R e p o r t  

C E N T R A L  Y A V A P A I  M E T R O P O L I T A N  P L A N N I N G  O R G A N I Z A T I O N  
 
 

Page 1-2 • Nelson\Nygaard Consulting Associates 

This page intentionally left blank. 



Perkinsville Rd.

Outer Loop Rd.

W
illo

w
 C

re
ek

 R
d.

P
re

s
c
o
tt

Iron
Springs Rd

Lakes
B
lvd

G
la

ssfo
rd

 H
ill

Spouse Dr

R
o

b
e

rt R
d

R
d

Sheldon Rd.

89 A

169

69

69

89

89

Chino 

Valley

Prescott

Prescott-Yavapai
Indian Tribe

Prescott

Valley

Dewey-

Humboldt

Prescott HS

Yavapai Comm.

College

Yavapai Regional 

Medical Center

Yavapai Regional 

Medical Center East

PV Civic

Center

VA Medical

Center

Frontier

Village

Center

Prescott

Gateway

Mall

Prescott Valley

Entertainment Ctr.

Town & Country

Valley Ctr.

Glassford

Marketplace

Bradshaw 

Mountain HS

Bradshaw 

Mountain MS

Bradshaw 

Mountain HS East

Glassford Hill MS

Prescott College - PV Campus

Embry-Riddle

Aeronautical Univ.

Prescott Municipal

Airport

Granite Mountain MS

Wal-Mart

Wal-Mart
Fry's

Prescott College

Prescott Mile High MS

Courthouse

Plaza

Safeway / 

Post Office

Heritage MS

Chino Valley HSYavapai College -

CV Campus

Figure 1-1 CYMPO Study Area and Major Activity Centers  

Legend

Hospitals

Colleges, Middle & High Schools

Other Activity Centers

CYMPO Planning Area

City / Town Boundaries

Major Shopping Centers

Airport

0 2 4 Miles

N



 



C Y M P O  R e g i o n a l  T r a n s i t  N ee d s  S t u d y  •  F i n a l  R e p o r t  

C E N T R A L  Y A V A P A I  M E T R O P O L I T A N  P L A N N I N G  O R G A N I Z A T I O N  
 
 

Page 1-5 • Nelson\Nygaard Consulting Associates 

Town of Prescott Valley 
Situated nine miles east of Prescott, the Town of Prescott Valley is Yavapai County’s second 
largest community.  Incorporated in 1978 with just 1,521 residents, Prescott Valley has 
experienced significant growth over the past several decades.  The population increased to 
8,904 in 1990, reflecting a roughly 40% average annual growth rate during the 1980’s.  By 
2000, the population grew to 23,535, reflecting a 16.4% annual growth rate during the 
1990’s.  The Arizona Department of Economic Security estimates Prescott Valley’s 2005 
population to be 33,575, suggesting an 8.5% annual growth rate during the first half of the 
current decade.  The CYMPO Long Range Transportation Plan forecasts a population of 
nearly 88,000 residents in Prescott Valley by 2030. 

Most Prescott Valley residents currently live between Highway 69 and Highway 89A west of 
Fain Road and east of Stoneridge Drive. Commercial development in the town generally is 
concentrated in a few major corridors, including Robert Road, Glassford Hill Road, 
Florentine Drive and the frontage road along Highway 69 between Truwood Drive and 
Stoneridge Drive.  The Prescott Valley Entertainment Center and the Town & Country 
Village Center are major activity centers in the town. 

Town of Chino Valley 
Located along Highway 89 about 15 miles north of Prescott and 15 miles northwest of 
Prescott Valley, Chino Valley is the third largest community in the CYMPO planning area.  
While the town remains a relatively low-density, rural community, it is experiencing 
significant growth as well.  Chino Valley had a population of 4,837 in 1990, but grew an 
average of 6.2% during the 1990’s to 7,835 residents by 2000.  The Arizona Department of 
Economic Security estimates Chino Valley’s population at 12,325 residents in July 2005 – 
57% more than in 2000 and an annual growth rate of 11.4%.  The CYMPO Long Range 
Transportation Plan projects the population of Chino Valley to be around 30,000 residents 
by 2030. 

With the significant growth of Chino Valley, construction and related services are providing 
a boost to the local economy.  Likewise, an influx of retirees, retail and commercial 
development, and government services are benefits to the local economy as well.  Major 
employers in Chino Valley include American Sandstone, Safeway, Chino Valley Unified 
School District #5 and the US Post Office. 

Most of the commercial and retail land use in Chino Valley is concentrated along Highway 
89 between Outer Loop Road and Road 4 North.  With the exception of the Safeway store 
and a few other retail centers, most commercial development in Chino Valley is low 
density. 

Town of Dewey-Humboldt 
Incorporated in 2004, Dewey-Humboldt is one of Arizona’s newest incorporated towns.  It 
is located near the confluence of Highway 69 and Highway 169, southeast of Prescott 
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Valley.  Dewey-Humboldt is a mostly rural and low density community, with few 
commercial or retail services.  As a result, residents rely on nearby communities for 
shopping, medical and other services.   

Although unincorporated at the time, the population of the Dewey-Humboldt Community 
Development Planning Area (CDP) area was 3,640 in 1990.  By 2000, the area had grown 
to 6,295 residents.  Upon incorporation, the geographic size of the town was smaller than 
the CDP, part of which was incorporated by Prescott Valley.  As a result, Dewey-
Humboldt’s estimated 2005 population reported by the Arizona Department of Economic 
Security was 4,030.  The CYMPO Long Range Transportation Plan forecasts dramatic 
population growth in the community by 2030, to nearly 30,000 residents, an increase of 
714% over 2005. 

Unincorporated Yavapai County 
Most development activity in the CYMPO planning area is contained within the four 
incorporated communities described above.  However, there are several small residential 
neighborhoods in Yavapai County, including Diamond Valley (between Prescott and 
Prescott Valley along Highway 69) and the Prescott Country Club area between Prescott 
Valley and Dewey-Humboldt.  There are also low density residential neighborhoods located 
in the County on the south and northwest side of Prescott as well as west of Chino Valley. 

The estimated 2004 population of the unincorporated areas of Yavapai County within the 
CYMPO Planning Area was 25,371 persons.  However, the population of the 
unincorporated areas is expected to swell to over 188,000 residents by 2030.  This forecast 
does not account for possible annexations by one of the four incorporated communities. 

Yavapai Prescott Indian Reservation 
Located adjacent to Prescott, the Yavapai Prescott Indian Tribe (YPIT) resides on 
approximately 1,500 acres of reservation land and has an estimated 180 members.  There 
are several major developments on the reservation, including the Frontier Village Shopping 
Center, the Prescott Resort and Conference Center and two casinos – Bucky’s Casino and 
the Yavapai Casino.   

Regional Employment Characteristics 
The economy and employment in the Central Yavapai region generally are strong and 
growing.  Arizona Department of Economic Security data indicates that total employment in 
the Prescott Metropolitan Area has increased steadily during the past five years, from 
approximately 72,000 jobs in January 2001 to nearly 92,000 jobs in May 2006.  This is an 
increase of 28%, or about 5.6% per year.   

The unemployment rate in the region is relatively low, averaging 4.4% between January 
2001 and May 2006.  As shown in Figure 1-2, unemployment peaked in November 2002 at 
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5.4%, but declined steadily over the past four years to a low of 3.4% in March 2006.  
Meanwhile, the total number of jobs in the region has increased at a steady rate. 

Figure 1-2 Total Employment and Unemployment Rate –  
January 2001 – May 2006 
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Demographic Analysis 
This section provides a review of current demographic information and future trends in 
context of the potential need for public transportation services in the Central Yavapai region.  
A particular focus of this analysis is on key population segments that typically have the 
greatest propensity to need and use transit services.  Likewise, population and employment 
density also tend to offer strong indication as to where transit demand likely will be greatest.  
Therefore, transit “markets” in a community tend to be associated with the following 
demographic characteristics: 

 Densely populated neighborhoods 

 Concentrated employment centers 

 Older adults 

 Youth 

 Low income persons 
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 Households with zero vehicle ownership 

 Persons with disabilities   

The presentation of relevant data in this section is based largely on a series of density maps 
that show the distribution of each market with a relatively high propensity to use public 
transit.  Experience shows conclusively that the density of people, jobs and services drives 
transit demand more than any other factors.  Additionally, this section examines journey-to-
work data from the 2000 Census to the extent that it is available.  Although these data are 
available at the County level only, some interesting travel flow patterns may be observed. 

Population and Employment Density 
Population and employment density are two of the most important factors that influence 
transit demand.  Generally speaking, in areas where both population and employment 
density are high, so too is the demand for transit service. 

As shown in Figure 1-3, population density in 2004 generally was the highest in central 
Prescott and in the older neighborhoods of Prescott Valley.  The highest density Prescott 
neighborhood is located southwest of downtown, generally east of Park Avenue and south 
of the Yavapai Regional Medical Center between Montezuma and Miller Valley Road.  In 
Prescott Valley, the highest population density is located near Robert Road and Highway 69, 
southeast of Robert Road and Spouse Drive, and southwest of Viewpoint Drive and 
Highway 89A. 

The CYMPO Long Range Plan predicts that by 2030, population density is expected to shift 
toward Prescott Valley, Chino Valley and Dewey-Humboldt, as seen in Figure 1-4.  In 
Prescott Valley, the areas south of Highway 69 and areas north of Highway 89A just east of 
the airport are expected to change dramatically.  Chino Valley is expected to grow 
significantly, especially west of Reed Road.   Likewise, Dewey-Humboldt is expected to 
experience increased population density, especially southeast of the Highway 69/169 
intersection.  Changes in density likely will be less pronounced, with much of the central 
part of the city expected to remain unchanged.  Some growth is expected to occur north of 
Iron Springs Road, and south of Haisly Road in south Prescott.   

Figure 1-5 depicts projected employment densities in the Central Yavapai region by 2030.  
While these data are beyond the planning horizon of this study, it is clear that regional 
employment opportunities will continue to be concentrated in downtown Prescott, near the 
Yavapai Regional Medical Center Prescott campus, Prescott Municipal Airport, in central 
Prescott Valley south of Long Look Road, along Highway 69 between Prescott and Prescott 
Valley, and along Highway 89 in the vicinity of Prescott Lakes Boulevard.  Employment 
density in Chino Valley is expected to remain relatively low and concentrated along 
Highway 89.  Likewise, employment density in Dewey-Humboldt is expected to be low and 
concentrated along Highway 69. 
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Older Adult and Youth Populations 
Older Adults (65 years and above) and young people (five to 17 years old) typically utilize 
public transportation more frequently than the general population.  Older adults exhibit 
higher demand for transit as they become less capable or willing to drive themselves, or can 
no longer afford to own a car.  Young people without driver licenses or regular access to a 
personal automobile need transit service for school and after school activities, part-time jobs 
and general mobility particularly during the summer months.  These population groups tend 
to be distributed around the region in similar proportions to the general population.  
However, there are subtle differences to be observed in the study area.  

As shown in Figure 1-6, senior citizens tend to be concentrated in central Prescott south of 
Gurley Street.  Additionally, there are medium density pockets in Prescott Valley west of 
Robert Road along Spouse Drive.  It should be noted that these data include not only the 
“able-bodied elderly who are likely to use transit service, but also frail seniors who reside in 
assisted living facilities or otherwise would not require public transportation service.  This 
distinction likely is significant for Prescott, where the two densest areas contain assisted 
living and/or senior residential/care facilities. 

Figure 1-7 shows the density of youth between five and 17 years old.  The Town of Prescott 
Valley clearly stands out as having the highest concentrations of youth in the region, 
although there are high density pockets of youth in Prescott. 

It should be noted that while there are concentrations of older adults and youth in Chino 
Valley and Dewey-Humboldt, when compared to the rest of the region densities of these 
segments of the population are low. 

Persons with Disabilities 
Persons with disabilities often are frequent consumers of transit services, as well as vocal 
proponents of public transportation.  The census definition of “disabled” includes only those 
who indicated that they travel outside the home in response to the Census question asking 
whether it was difficult to go outside the home to shop or visit a doctor’s office.  People 
who identified themselves as “disabled” under this category typically require transportation 
assistance to meet their basic travel needs. 

Figure 1-8 displays the relative distribution of persons between five and 64 years of age with 
disabilities.  Although this is an important indicator of transit demand, the map shows that 
people with disabilities are generally concentrated in central Prescott (south of downtown 
and along Miller Valley Road, and in Prescott Valley west of Starlight Drive and south of 
Antelope Lane. 
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Zero Vehicle Households 
Households that do not have regular access to a personal vehicle generally have a 
dependence on public transportation.  This indicator may represent households without the 
economic means of owning a vehicle, as well as households that are unable to drive, such 
as senior citizens and persons with disabilities.  As shown in Figure 1-9, the highest 
concentrations of households without vehicles are in central Prescott south of Gurley and in 
the vicinity of the Yavapai Regional Medical Center.  Given the similar distributions seen on 
the maps of senior and disability densities, it is likely that the majority of households that do 
not own a vehicle are seniors, and that some of them likely live in an assisted living and/or 
senior residential/care facility. 
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Figure 1-8 2000 Density of Persons With Disabilities *
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Regional Journey to Work Data 
Census journey to work data contributes to a better understanding of local and regional 
travel patterns.  The data below presents the top ten work locations for workers 16 through 
64 years of age within the four incorporated communities in the CYMPO area.  The data is 
based on prevailing conditions in April 2000 (the last US Census); however, the general 
patterns likely are similar today. 

As shown in Figure 1-10, the City of Prescott clearly is the predominant work destination for 
residents of all four communities.  About 56% of all residents work in Prescott; 18% work in 
Prescott Valley; five percent work in Chino Valley; and about three percent work in Dewey-
Humboldt.  Relatively few workers in the CYMPO area commute to locations outside of the 
study area, including Cottonwood (2%), Phoenix (2%), Sedona (1%), Camp Verde (1%) and 
Flagstaff (0.5%). 

Among Prescott residents, the large majority of workers (75%) remain in Prescott for their 
jobs while 25% commute outside of the city.  About eight percent of the workers in Prescott 
work outside of an incorporated place (“Not in a place” category), while about five percent 
commute to Prescott Valley.  Nearly as many Prescott residents work in Phoenix (1.9%) as 
work in Chino Valley (2.1%). 

Approximately 39% of Prescott Valley residents work in Prescott, and an equal amount 
work in Prescott Valley.  About 10% of workers in Prescott Valley work outside of an 
incorporated place, while three percent work in Dewey-Humboldt and two percent work in 
Chino Valley. 

Over one-fourth of all Chino Valley residents (28%) remain in their town for work, and over 
one-third (38%) commute to Prescott.  About eight percent of Chino Valley residents work 
outside of an incorporated community, and a roughly equal percentage work in Prescott 
Valley. 

More Dewey-Humboldt residents work in Prescott (31%) than in Prescott Valley (24%).  
About 17% of Dewey-Humboldt residents remain in their town for work, while 11% work 
outside of an incorporated place.  About six percent of workers in Dewey-Humboldt 
commute to jobs in Phoenix. 
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Figure 1-10 2000 Journey-to-Work Flow 

                     
  Live in Prescott        Live in Chino Valley     
  Work in: # % of Total      Work in: # % of Total   
  Prescott 10,050 75.3%      Prescott 1,220 37.7%   
  Not in a place 1,070 8.0%      Chino Valley 915 28.3%   
  Prescott Valley 610 4.6%      Not in a place 260 8.0%   
  Chino Valley 285 2.1%      Prescott Valley 240 7.4%   
  Phoenix 255 1.9%      Sedona 185 5.7%   
  Cottonwood 210 1.6%      Cottonwood 70 2.2%   
  Camp Verde 155 1.2%      Flagstaff 55 1.7%   
  Dewey-Humboldt 130 1.0%      Cornville CDP 50 1.5%   
  Sedona 100 0.7%      Camp Verde 25 0.8%   
  Tempe 50 0.4%      Phoenix 25 0.8%   
               
  Other Places 424 3.2%      Other Places 189 5.8%   
               
  Total Workers 13,339 100%      Total Workers 3,234 100%   
                     
           
                     
  Live in Prescott Valley       Live in  Dewey-Humboldt    
  Work in: # % of Total      Work in: # % of Total   
  Prescott 3,735 39.6%      Prescott 705 31.3%   
  Prescott Valley 3,625 38.4%      Prescott Valley 545 24.2%   
  Not in a place 890 9.4%      Dewey-Humboldt 390 17.3%   
  Dewey-Humboldt 225 2.4%      Not in a place 240 10.7%   
  Cottonwood 195 2.1%      Phoenix 135 6.0%   
  Phoenix 165 1.7%      Cottonwood 70 3.1%   
  Chino Valley 140 1.5%      Chino Valley 50 2.2%   
  Camp Verde 65 0.7%      Camp Verde 20 0.9%   
  Paulden CDP 30 0.3%      Cottonwood - Verde Village CDP 20 0.9%   
  Flagstaff 25 0.3%      Mesa 15 0.7%   
               
  Other Places 339 3.6%      Other Places 61 2.7%   
               
  Total Workers 9,434 100%      Total Workers 2,251 100%   
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Future Development in the CYMPO Study Area 
In addition to understanding where existing transit trip generators are located, it is useful to 
assimilate future development forecasts into the transportation planning process.  Any future 
transit service logically will need to respond to growth occurring in the CYMPO planning 
area.  This section provides a brief overview of growth forecasts in each community within 
the CYMPO area, and discusses the how future growth will be phased in under the General 
Plan of each community.  This information is intended to supplement the existing and future 
demographic information (discussed earlier in this chapter) that was developed for the 
Regional Transportation Plan. 

Town of Chino Valley 
The Chino Valley Strategic Plan provides definitive statements on the Town’s community 
goals and development policies, and is the basis for the 2003 General Plan.  Chapter 3, the 
Land Use Element, of the General Plan discusses future growth areas in the town and 
intensity of development as envisioned based on Town goals.  

In general, future land uses in Chino Valley will remain relatively low-density and largely 
consist of residential area (50-70% of the total town).  The remaining land uses in the town 
will largely be commercial (mostly along Highway 89) with a small allotment for industrial 
land uses. 

Recent planned developments that are in various stages of the development process in 
Chino Valley include: 

 Nighthawk Subdivision, 180 residential units, near Hwy 89 and Road 5 North 

 Hawk’s Nest Estates, 145 residential units, near Road 2 North, west of Highway 89 

 Heritage Farms, 150 residential units, near Road 2 North, west of Highway 89 

 Proposed residential, 400 acres at up to three residential units/acre, along 
Perkinsville Rd 1 mile east of Hwy 89. 

 Heritage West, 175 acres at up to 3 residential units/acre, northeast of Road 4 North 
and Road 1 West 

 Southgate Center, Highway 89 and Road 1 South (SE corner), 25 acres of 
commercial, no user specified but could include large retail, fast food, etc. 

 Old Home Manor, 800+ acres (owned by Town), east of Hwy 89 on Perkinsville Rd, 
potential ASU expansion teleconferencing campus 

City of Prescott 
The Prescott General Plan – “A Community Vision,” was updated in 2003 and ratified in 
May 2004.  The overall theme of the Plan is to create synergies between the neighborhoods, 
employment opportunities, and the downtown area.  Several planning principles were used 
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to develop the General Plan, with the first being “well planned, moderate growth.”  The 
General Plan envisions a city that promotes moderate growth, but also preserves and 
protects critical areas of open space.  The Plan envisions new growth that “encourages 
multi-modal transportation opportunities, maximizes existing infrastructure and creates 
housing and job opportunities for residents of all ages and income levels.” 

The Land Use element of the General Plan provides a list of areas in the community that are 
in a “transition” period from one land use to another, including: 

 Gail Gardner corridor and the adjacent county owned land 

 Willow Creek corridor 

 Hospital/YMCA area 

 Fair Street and Hillside Avenue area 

 Whipple/Montezuma corridor 

 Grove/Miller Valley streets, particularly from Prescott College vicinity to Fair 
Street/Hillside Avenue 

In addition, the General Plan calls out areas of the city that could be opportunities for 
regional economic development, and which may be studied further, including:  

 Highway 69 corridor 

 Prescott Lakes Parkway 

 Highway 89 corridor from the 69/89 intersection to the 89/Willow Lake Road 
intersection, primarily on the northwest side of the highway 

 Highway 89A corridor 

 Willow Creek Road corridor 

 Embry-Riddle Aeronautical University property on Willow Creek Road 

 Airport business park and industrial area 

 The Ponderosa Plaza area (Village at the Boulders) 

Town of Prescott Valley 
The Prescott Valley General Plan 2020 provides a blueprint for how the Town will grow and 
develop over the next several decades.  Recognizing that there is adequate room to grow 
outside of the current town limits, Chapter 3, Growth Areas Element, describes where the 
major growth areas are planned.   The following discusses some of the major growth areas 
and planned developments in the community. 

Located in the heart of the town, the 300-acre Town Center area will create a new 
“downtown” for Prescott Valley, serving as the major hub of cultural, civic and economic 
activity.  Already home to the Civic Center, Yavapai Regional Medical Center and the 
Prescott Valley Entertainment Center, significant growth is planned for this area over the 
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next decade.  The new Prescott Valley Entertainment Center, scheduled to be complete by 
Fall 2006, will be the centerpiece of the Town Center area and a major activity center for 
the region.  The 5,000-seat arena will be home to the new Arizona Sundogs hockey team, 
and will host concerts, trade shows and other events.  Other uses are also planned in the 
Town Center area, such as office, residential and retail/commercial uses. 

A number of residential, commercial and industrial developments outside of the Town 
Center area are planned or in the final stages of the development process, including: 

 Granville Residential Community, approx. 1,200 acres, 3,400 residential units, west 
of Glassford Hill Road between Lakeshore Drive and Spouse Drive. 

 Pronghorn Ranch, approx. 640 acres, 1,440 residential units, north of Highway 89A 
along Poquito Valley Road 

 Mingus West, approx. 300 acres, 466 residential units, along Highway 89A in 
northeast corner of town. 

 StoneRidge, approx. 1,800 acres, 3,040 residential units, south of Highway 69 along 
Old Black Canyon Highway. 

 The Viewpoint, approx. 640 acres, 2,600 residential units, north of Highway 89A 
along Poquito Valley Road 

 Glassford Marketplace, approx. 60 acres commercial, 20 acres multi-family, along 
Highway 69 west of Stoneridge Drive 

 Yavapai Hills, approx. 64 acres, 450 residential units. 

 Quailwood Subdivision, 980 residential units, west of Highway 69 in southeast 
corner of town. 

 Prescott Country Club, approx. 100 acres, 180 residential units, south of Highway 
69 

 Crossroads Shopping Center, approx. 90 acres of commercial, along Highway 69 
west of Stoneridge Drive 

 Big Sky Business Park, 200 acres of commercial/industrial, along East Valley Road 

 Wal-Mart, 187,000 sq. ft. store, along Glassford Hill Road and Lakeshore Drive 

In addition, as many as 12,000 more residential units are in the early planning stages, 
mostly on the outskirts of the town. Several retail/commercial developments are also 
planned along Highway 69 north of Highway 169 and the Antelope Meadows Industrial 
Park is also planned in this area. 
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Dewey-Humboldt, Yavapai Indian Reservation and 
Surrounding Yavapai County 
While most the growth in the Central Yavapai area is occurring in Prescott, Prescott Valley 
and Chino Valley, some additional growth is planned elsewhere in the CYMPO area.  The 
section below discusses some of the developments either planned or under construction in 
these areas. 

Significant growth is projected to occur in Dewey-Humboldt by 2030, although few major 
projects currently are in the planning or development stages.  Most of the community is 
zoned to be very low density (averaging around two dwelling units per acre).  The only 
major development currently planned is an 85-acre office commercial development just 
south of old town Humboldt along Highway 69.  The project is currently under review by 
the Town and could be approved in late 2006. 

No major development projects are planned on the Yavapai-Prescott Indian Reservation, but 
a new road is planned between Highways 89 and 69 near the Frontier Village commercial 
area.  In addition to providing additional capacity between Highway 89 and 69, the YPIT 
hopes to attract new commercial and retail development to their reservation. 

A substantial amount of growth (mostly residential) is planned or under development in the 
unincorporated areas of central Yavapai County.  Much of this development is occurring 
north of Prescott Valley and west of Chino Valley along Williamson Valley Road.  A 
summary of the major projects planned or under development are listed below: 

 Long Meadow Ranch, unsubdivided land filing, along Williamson Valley Road 
northwest of Prescott 

 Williamson Valley Ranch, unsubdivided land filing, along Williamson Valley Road 
northwest of Prescott 

 Sharp Ranch, future subdivision, along Williamson Valley Road northwest of Prescott 

 Talking Rock Ranch, potential housing, along Williamson Valley Road northwest of 
Prescott 

 American Ranch, potential housing, along Williamson Valley Road northwest of 
Prescott 

 Del Rio Ranch, 850 housing units with commercial center, adjacent to Chino Valley 
along Highway 89 and Road 4 North 

 Antelope Meadows/Piquito Valley/Coyote Springs, unsubdivided land filing and lot 
splits, north of Prescott Valley 

 Mingus Meadows, 320 housing units, north of Prescott Valley 

 Unnamed development, 500 acre subdivision, north of Prescott Valley 

 Granite Dells & Point of Rocks Ranch, potential subdivision or unsubdivided land 
filing, east of Prescott airport 
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Summary of Future Development 
Future development patterns will tend to increase demand for transit services over time.  
Short-term growth may not have a dramatic effect on transit demand in the next two or three 
years, however, the cumulative effects of development will create a “tipping point” in favor 
of a modest fixed route transit system at some point within the five to ten year planning 
period. 

The major value of assessing future development patterns is to determine whether an area, 
or corridor, is on the verge of being continuously developed – or where development is 
similar to areas that already exhibit demand for transit service.  Corridors or areas that have 
a mix of land uses and/or a concentration of a particular land use are the most likely areas to 
warrant transit service.  Given the foregoing review of future development, the following 
areas are identified as having a strong potential for additional transit demand within the ten-
year horizon of this study: 

 Prescott Valley Town Center.  This area is quickly developing into a regional 
shopping and entertainment destination, and with the addition of the new Prescott 
Valley Entertainment Center, will also attract numerous special events. 

 Prescott Valley, north of Highway 89A.  This area is poised for significant growth 
with as many as 6,000+ planned housing units.  Although these units are low-
density (between 2-4 units/acre), some pockets of this development may be more 
densely developed and warrant some level of transit service. 

 Prescott Valley, south of Highway 69.   Significant residential growth is planned or 
under construction along the Old Black Canyon Highway. 

 Chino Valley, Highway 89.  Although Chino Valley will remain relatively low-
density, the Highway 89 corridor shows signs of becoming more developed to meet 
the needs of a growing population. 

 Highway 69.  Although some transit demand already exists along Highway 69 
between Prescott and Prescott Valley, large sections of this corridor currently remain 
undeveloped. As the region grows, however, this corridor is likely to be the focus of 
large commercial development.  This growth is occurring from both the Prescott 
Valley and Prescott ends. 

 Prescott, Highway 89.  Highway 89 between Highway 69 in Prescott to Chino 
Valley is mostly undeveloped, with the exception of a few small scale commercial 
uses.  Future development is likely to occur first in the vicinity of the Highway 89A 
intersection near the Prescott Municipal Airport. 

 Prescott Municipal Airport and the Highway 89A Corridor.   The Prescott Airport is 
currently within the City of Prescott’s city limits.  However, the Highway 89A and 89 
intersection has strong potential for future development opportunities. 

Figure 1-11 provides a map of future developments based on this review. 
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Chapter 2. Existing Transportation 
Services 

Despite the absence of a singular public transit system covering the CYMPO study area, 
there is a substantial, if informal network of passenger transportation service operated by 
both for-profit and not-for-profit enterprises.  These include human and social service 
agencies operating transportation services for their clients and, in some cases, the general 
public, as well as private companies offering service to the general public in forms ranging 
from long-haul shuttles to the Phoenix Airport to local taxi and dial-a-ride services for older 
adults and persons with disabilities.  This chapter provides an overview of existing 
transportation service providers and makes an initial effort to inventory all available services 
in the Central Yavapai region.   

Historical Overview of  
Public Transportation Services 
Various transportation services have existed in the Central Yavapai region over the years.  As 
early as 1922, a local entrepreneur named Jack Sills operated the Prescott Whipple Stage as 
a fixed route serving primarily military personnel stationed at Fort Whipple (currently the VA 
Hospital).  Whiskey Row in downtown Prescott was a major destination.  In 1955, the City 
of Prescott acquired the franchise and expanded it as a two-route local transit system for 
approximately five years.  Sills reacquired the system from the City in 1960 and ran it until 
1975.  Ownership of the system changed twice more until Jack Silvernail, the current 
owner, purchased it in 1978.   

The Silvernale family converted the Prescott Whipple Stage into Citibus in 1984, 
establishing it as a non-profit entity known as the Prescott Transit Authority (PTA) to draw 
public funding support for what had become an unprofitable operation by the early 1970’s. 
PTA unsuccessfully sought funding assistance from the City of Prescott to support expanded 
service levels, but nevertheless provided weeknight and weekend coverage, and intercity 
service between Prescott and Prescott Valley for a brief period in an attempt to increase 
operating revenues.  In recent years, PTA recognized that profitability was not possible and 
scaled back service to minimize operating deficits.  Citibus currently operates a one-way 
loop through central Prescott on weekdays from 9:00 am until 5:00 pm.  The service 
delivered 8,728 one-way trips during calendar year 2005, or about 35 passengers per 
average weekday.  System operations are further described later in this chapter. 

Recognizing the need for a regional public transportation system, the not-for-profit Four 
County Conference on Developmental Disabilities (4CCDD) established Tri City Transit as a 
one-year demonstration project in 1993.  This effort followed the recommendations of the 
1991 Prescott Area Transit Study, which outlined a ten-year public transit development plan 
and urged a lead role by the City of Prescott.  Tri City Transit was organized as a paratransit 
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brokerage with intent to better coordinate then-existing human service agency van services 
to deliver more trips with available resources already on the road.  The program pooled the 
resources of approximately 30 agencies using 60 vehicles to provide expanded client 
transportation services.  During the demonstration, a database listing all transportation 
providers was created, and common fare media and billing mechanisms were put into 
place.  Tri City Transit delivered 1,493 one-way trips during the demonstration, equivalent 
to about six trips per average weekday.   

In 1994, 4CCDD applied to the Arizona Department of Transportation (ADOT) for FTA 
Section 5311 funding to continue Tri City Transit beyond the demonstration phase.  
Responding to ADOT’s requirement that a local governmental unit act as the project 
sponsor, Yavapai County agreed to serve as the formal grant applicant for an interim period 
of up to two years, after which another governmental unit would be expected to assume the 
lead role.  The 4CCDD continued to operate the program for a 21-month period from 
January 1995 through September 1996 in partnership with Yavapai County.  Tri City Transit 
delivered over 11,000 one-way trips during this period, or about 18 trips per day. 

During the post-demonstration phase, Tri City Transit was funded in partnership between 
ADOT, four local governments, the Yavapai Prescott Indian Tribe, participating human 
service agencies, and consumers.  Post-demonstration project financing is summarized in 
Figure 2-1. 

Figure 2-1 Tri City Transit Funding – January 1995-September 1996 

Revenue Source Amount Percent 
Farebox Revenue  $35,000 25.6 
FTA Section 5311 (ADOT)  53,000 38.8 
City of Prescott  5,300 3.9 
Yavapai County, Towns of Chino Valley and Prescott Valley  17,200 12.6 
Participating Agencies (In-kind)  26,000 19.1 
   
Total  136,500 100.0 

While the program generally was considered a success, Tri City Transit nevertheless was 
disbanded on September 30, 1996.  Yavapai County and the Town of Prescott Valley were 
willing to continue their financial participation.  However, the County declined to continue 
as the grantee, and the City of Prescott and Town of Chino Valley decided to discontinue 
their financial participation.  When no other local government was willing to take a 
leadership role, the 4CCDD submitted a continuation grant application to ADOT.  
However, ADOT policy at the time was to not award Section 5311 grants to not-for-profit 
agencies. 

There have been several additional studies since the mid-1990’s that have recommended 
consideration of a public transit system in the greater Prescott area.  Meanwhile, the private 
sector has expanded incrementally the services it provides commensurate with market 
demand and available funding.  Currently existing passenger transportation services are 
described in the following sections.  
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Private Sector Transportation Providers 
The private sector serves a vital transportation function in the Central Yavapai region.  This 
section focuses on the for-profit services that primarily respond to niche markets where 
premium fares are tolerated by passengers.  These include airport shuttles to the Phoenix 
Sky Harbor Airport, intercity shuttle and limousine services, and local taxi operations.  With 
the exception of Citibus, a short fixed-route serving Prescott, most of these services charge a 
premium fare, and provide customized door-to-door service. 

Airport Shuttles 

Six private transportation companies offer service between the Central Yavapai region and 
the Phoenix Airport.  Three of these operate on fixed schedules, and three others operate on 
demand by reservation only.  Figure 2-2 summarizes the private transportation services that 
serve the airport. 

Figure 2-2 Private Transportation Services –   
Serving Phoenix Sky Harbor Airport 

Name Scheduled Trips 
Fares to Airport 

(per person) Other Services 
VanGo of Prescott 4 round trips daily $39 one-way; 

$69 round-trip 
Door-to-door service only; 
package service; charters/ 
special trips 

Prescott Transit 
Authority 

17 round trips daily $28 one-way; 
$49 round-trip  

Door-to-door service available for 
additional fee; package service; 
charters/special trips; limited long-
term parking in Prescott; also 
offers stops in north Phoenix  
(I-17/Bell Rd.) and Phoenix 
Greyhound station. 

Shuttle “U” 11 round trips daily $31 one-way; 
$52 round-trip 

Free park and ride available in 
Prescott 

Executive 
Transportation 
Services of 
Prescott 

Reservation only $49-$75/hour (ranging 
from sedan to luxury van) 

Door-to-door service only; 
tours/charters/special trips 

Exclusive Edge 
Shuttle Service 

Reservation only $40 one-way; 
$80 round-trip 

Door-to-door service only; 
charter/special service trips 

Willis Sedan 
Service 

Reservation only $125 one-way  
(up to four person/trip) 

 

Coconino-Yavapai Intercity Shuttle 
The Coconino-Yavapai Shuttle operates door-to-door service between the Central Yavapai 
region and Flagstaff and the Verde Valley communities of Clarkdale, Cottonwood and 
Sedona.  The one-way fare to Flagstaff is $35, and the round-trip fare is $60.  From the 
Verde Valley, the fares to or from Flagstaff are $25 one-way and $50 round-trip.  The daily 
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schedule consists of two round trips on weekdays and Saturdays, departing Prescott at 6:00 
am and 3:00 pm, and one round-trip on Sunday departing Prescott at 6:00 am.  The operator 
typically uses a minivan on the route, but also has several spare full-size vans available to 
run these trips when needed. 

Taxi and Limousine Services 
Six or more private companies are engaged in the taxicab and limousine business in the 
Central Yavapai region.  Several operate under multiple business names offering branded 
taxi, limousine and small bus service, as well as airport shuttle service as noted above.  The 
primary taxi service providers include: 

 AAA Taxi 

 Ace City Cab 

 Allstate Cab 

 Discount Cab 

 Tri-City Taxi 

All taxis operate exclusive ride service and calculate fares on the basis of time and mileage 
using a taximeter.  Three providers – AAA, Ace and Tri-City -- also offer package delivery 
service.  Tri-City Taxi offers discounts for college students and Ace Transit offers discounts 
for seniors. 

Prescott Transit Authority – Citibus 
Citibus is a fixed route bus service operated by PTA, which was established as a “501c(4)” 
not-for-profit entity in 1984.  PTA is a division of a larger company that also runs profitable 
taxi, limousine and dial-a-rider transportation services, as well as contract vehicle 
maintenance and repair services. 

Citibus service consists of a single vehicle running a one-way loop in central Prescott, as 
shown in Figure 2-3.  The loop route covers several shopping destinations throughout 
central Prescott as well as the Frontier Village Center on Highway 69. 
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Figure 2-3 Prescott Transit Authority – Citibus Route Map – 2006 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

The route currently operates an hourly schedule on 251 weekdays per year between 9:00 
am and 5:00 pm, for a total of 2,008 hours annually.  Passenger fares are $1.00 per one-way 
trip, or $3.00 for a daily unlimited ride pass.  Weekly and monthly passes are also available 
for $9.00 and $27.00 respectively.  The customer base is comprised primarily of lower 
income local residents riding regularly, and a relatively small number of tourists. 

During calendar year 2005, Citibus carried 8,728 one-way passenger trips and operated 
1,506 total revenue hours, with a resulting average service productivity of 5.8 passengers 
per hour.  Citibus incurred operating expenses of approximately $60,000 during 2005, or 
approximately $39.84 per hour.  Estimated farebox revenue was less than $9,000, indicating 
an operating loss of about $51,000.  The deficit was underwritten by profits generated by 
other company business activities, including taxicab, dial-a-ride, limousine and shuttle 
operations, and presumably advertising and other non-operating revenues.  

Yavapai-Prescott Tribal Transportation Services 
A circulating shuttle operates on the Reservation between the Prescott Resort and 
Conference Center, Bucky’s Casino and the Yavapai Casino.  The shuttle operates on a 
continuous loop and transports customers and employees between the three facilities.  The 
shuttle also served other hotels in the Prescott area in past years; however, this practice has 
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been discontinued except for large groups arranged in advance.  The casinos own three 13-
passenger vehicles, two of which are in service during normal times and the third used 
during busy periods.  In addition to the circulating shuttle, the two casinos and hotel 
contract with CoachUSA to provide charter service between the Phoenix area and Prescott, 
Monday through Thursday. 

The Tribe also provides social service transportation for elderly tribal members and owns 
one lift-equipped van for this purpose.  This van was purchased with a federal grant and can 
only be used specifically for transporting elderly reservation members for defined trip 
purposes such as medical appointments and shopping. 

Human Service Transportation Providers 
A number of not-for-profit human and social service agencies provide transportation within 
the Central Yavapai region, and a few also operate in a wider geographic area.  Although 
most of these organizations focus on transportation services specifically for their clients, 
several offer service to anyone in need of transportation.  Where fares are charged, these 
services are generally less expensive for users than taxi services or other private operators, 
but more expensive than comparable services operated by public transit systems in other 
regions.  As summarized in Figure 2-4, at least 13 agencies provide transportation using a 
fleet of at least 59 vehicles.  Due to the number of agencies unable to report budget 
information, total expenditures on transportation are shown as nearly $366,700, but more 
realistically could be estimated above $500,000 annually.  Human service agency 
transportation operations are briefly described in the following paragraphs. 

Figure 2-4 Human Service Transportation Providers in Central 
Yavapai County 

Agency / Organization 

Total # of 
Passenger 
Vehicles 

Annual 
Operating 

Cost 
% of Total Agency 

Budget 
Adult Day Care Services, Inc. 9 NR NR 
Margaret T. Morris Center 1 NR NR 
Reserve-A-Ride Yavapai 10 $48,330 100% 
Territorial Transit 1  0 – 
New Horizons Independent Living Center 3 $105,000 29% 
Neighbor-to-Neighbor * $10,800 22% 
West Yavapai Guidance Clinic 22 $112,547 2.6% 
Prescott People Who Care ** NR NR 
Yavapai Center for the Blind 1 NR NR 
Yavapai Exceptional Industries 8 70,000 6.0 
Golden Age Nutrition Center 1 NR NR 
Prescott Samaritan Village 1 20,000 1.0 
Prescott Valley Samaritan Center 2 NR NR 
    

Total 59 366,677 – 
Notes:  * - Neighbor-to Neighbor coordinates approximately 20 volunteer drives using their own vehicles. ** - Prescott People Who Care leases 
one van from Territorial Transit for use in Chino Valley, and coordinates volunteer drivers using their own vehicles. 
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Adult Day Care Services, Inc. 
Adult Day Care Services, Inc. (ADCS) is a 501c(3) not-for-profit agency offering day living 
services to persons with debilitating memory loss and related physical and developmental 
conditions.  The organization, which was founded in 1982, gradually developed its 
transportation function because of a perceived lack of viable client transportation options in 
the community.  Currently, the program serves over 300 persons at two locations on Sunset 
Avenue in Prescott and on North Windsong Drive in Prescott Valley.   The Prescott Valley 
facility opened in 1996. 

ADCS operates nine Ford vans and small buses, of which five are based in Prescott and four 
in Prescott Valley.  All vehicles were acquired through the FTA Section 5310 program 
administered by ADOT.  Two vans were purchased in 1997; two in 1998; one in 1999; one 
in 2001; two in 2003; and one in 2005.   One of the Prescott vans makes door-to-door 
pickups in Chino Valley.   An estimated 75% of all clients, or 225 persons, use ADCS 
transportation service on a daily basis.  Clients pay $8.00 for a one-way trip, or $16.00 for a 
round trip. 

Margaret T. Morris Center 
Closely affiliated with ADCS, the Margaret T. Morris Center offers residential facilities for 
persons with memory loss and related conditions.  The Center is located adjacent to the 
ADCS Prescott facility on Sunset Avenue.   It operates a 1999 Ford small bus purchased with 
FTA Section 5310 funding that is used for client and staff transportation. 

Reserve-A-Ride Yavapai (American Red Cross) 
Reserve-a-Ride Yavapai provides demand responsive transportation primarily to older adults 
and a relatively small number of persons under 50 years old with disabilities.  The service is 
available to passengers on weekdays from 8:00 am until 4:30 pm, although vehicles 
typically operate between 7:30 am and 5:00 pm.  A total of 5,103 one-way trips were 
provided during calendar year 2005, equivalent to approximately 20 one-way passengers 
per average weekday.  An estimated 80% of all trips accommodated were based on 
subscription reservations.   

A total of 120 unduplicated individuals are registered to use the service.  According to the 
Program Coordinator, customers hear about the service primarily by word of mouth, and a 
few have been referred by doctors and medical centers.  The most common trip purposes 
include medical appointments in the vicinity of Yavapai Regional Medical Center and 
further north on Willow Creek, and shopping trips at various supermarkets, including 
Albertsons, Bashas, Fry’s and Safeway. Riders pay $3.00 for a one-way trip between any 
origin and destination in Prescott and Prescott Valley, or $5.00 for a round trip.   

Although the program is under the administrative auspices of the American Red Cross 
regional office in Phoenix, Reserve-a-Ride Yavapai functions relatively autonomously as a 
separate cost center.  FY 2006 gross operating expenses were approximately $48,000 to 
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provide approximately 2,200 revenue service hours at an average cost of $21.82 per hour.  
This comparatively low cost per hour reflects the fact that all program personnel are 
volunteers.  The average cost per passenger trip supplied was $9.41.  Only two percent of 
all passenger trips required a lift- or ramp-equipped vehicle. 

Territorial Transit 
Territorial Transit is a recently formed not-for-profit organization that intends eventually to 
operate fixed route transit service in the Central Yavapai County region.   The initial focus of 
Territorial Transit will be on commuters between Prescott Valley and Prescott, with some 
midday service for shopping and other services along the corridor.  Early morning commute 
trips will originate in Prescott Valley and end in Prescott to provide access to major 
employers.  Evening commute trips will originate in Prescott and provide return service to 
the residential areas of Prescott Valley. 

Territorial Transit does not yet operate service, but has acquired one Ford Supreme small 
bus with FTA Section 5310 funding assistance.  The vehicle currently is leased to Prescott 
People Who Care for use in Chino Valley. 

New Horizons Independent Living Center 
New Horizons provides paratransit service focusing on the mobility needs of people with 
disabilities.  While the transportation program is nominally open to the general public, 
service is marketed mostly to people with disabilities, older persons 55 years of age and 
over, members of low income households, and youth between 16 and 21 years old.  Service 
generally is available during regular business hours; however, transportation occasionally is 
provided in the evening and on the weekends as needed.  

Transportation is provided throughout the Central Yavapai region, including Prescott, 
Prescott Valley, Chino Valley, Dewey-Humboldt and surrounding parts of Yavapai County.  
However, most trips contain at least one trip end in either Prescott Valley or Prescott where 
the majority of services and residents are located.  Major trip destinations in the region 
include the Yavapai Regional Medical Center, other medical offices, the VA Hospital, 
various shopping centers, and the CASA Senior Center in Prescott Valley. 

For service within Prescott Valley, the one-way fare is $8.00 and a round trip is $15.00.  
Service between Prescott Valley and Prescott is $15.00 one-way and $25.00 round-trip.  
Other one-way and round trip fares from Prescott Valley are: 

 PCC/Dewey/Humboldt/Mayer $8 one-way, $15 round-trip 

 Spring Valley/Cordes   $30 one-way, $58 round-trip 

 Chino Valley/Paulden   $30 one-way, $58 round-trip 

 Skull Valley/Wilhoit    $40 one-way, $75 round-trip 
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Over the years, the program has grown to include two minivans and a 10-passenger lift-
equipped van, which was purchased using FTA Section 5310 funds.  A second 10-passenger 
van is scheduled to be delivered in August 2006 and was also acquired using Section 5310 
funds.   A transportation coordinator was recently hired to manage the transportation 
program and the Center now employs 4 part-time drivers. 

In the past 12 months, approximately $105,000 was spent on transportation, comprising 
approximately 29% of New Horizon’s total annual budget.  New Horizons reported that its 
transportation program provided 2,263 one-way trips during a three-month period, which 
was extrapolated to an estimated 9,000 trips annually.  The average cost per trip provided 
was calculated to be $11.67. 

Neighbor-to-Neighbor 
Neighbor-to-Neighbor (NtN) provides a variety of support services to persons 55 years of 
age and older, and disabled residents within a service area generally defined as the 
Highway 69 corridor between Mayer and Diamond Valley.  NtN does not directly operate 
transportation service, but instead coordinates and schedules a volunteer driver program.  
Volunteers use their own vehicle for all trips provided, and also are required to carry their 
own automobile insurance.  Some volunteers donate the fuel used to transport passengers as 
well.   

When a request for service is received by NtN, the person’s name is recorded along with the 
pick-up and drop-off location and approximate time when the trip should take place.  NtN 
staff maintains a database that includes all volunteer and Neighbor information.  Matches 
are conducted manually by NtN staff, usually 24 hours in advance of the trip request. 

Transportation is one of the largest programs offered by NtN.  In 2005, approximately 1,100 
individual services were performed by the organization, 847 of which were related to 
transportation.  Each transportation “service” generally refers to a round trip rather than a 
one-way trip.  Therefore it is estimated that NtN provided up to 1,694 one-way trips in 
2005.  Reported transportation operating costs, which include a portion of one staff 
member’s time and partial reimbursement of volunteer fuel costs, represented 
approximately 22% of the organization’s total budget. 

West Yavapai Guidance Clinic 
The West Yavapai Guidance Clinic (WYGC) provides services for clients with mental illness 
and chemical dependencies.  The Clinic has a Transportation Department that is responsible 
for active client transportation to and from WYGC program functions.  Eligibility is based on 
Social Security Act Title 19 and SAPT-Pregnant IV program participation.  The transportation 
program covers a wide geographic area that encompasses all communities in the CYMPO 
area and as far away as Ash Fork, Congress, Paulden, Seligman and Yarnell. 

WYGC spent approximately $112,500 on transportation last year, representing about three 
percent of the organization’s total budget.  Approximately 6,000 one-way trips were 
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supplied during this period, at an average cost of $18.67 per trip.  A very small percentage 
of these trips required a lift- or ramp-equipped vehicle.  The WYGC owns a total of 22 
vehicles that are used for their transportation program.  Of these, 11 are vans (only one is 
accessible) and 11 are automobiles (none accessible).  ADOT data show that seven of the 
vans were acquired with FTA Section 5310 funds between 2000 and 2005. 

People Who Care 
The People Who Care organization is similar in concept to NtN, but operates within a more 
limited geographic area that includes the City of Prescott and the Town of Chino Valley.  As 
noted earlier, the organization coordinates volunteer drivers using their own vehicles to 
provide service in Prescott, and leases one van from Territorial Transit for use in Chino 
Valley. 

Yavapai Center for the Blind 
The Yavapai Center for the Blind provides training, social and recreational programs for 
persons with visual and hearing impairments.  The Center owns a 2003 Ford van purchased 
with FTA Section 5310 funds.  The van has capacity for nine passengers and is used 
primarily to transport clients from Prescott and Prescott Valley to the Center located on 
Washington Avenue in Prescott.  Group trips to community events also are provided as 
scheduled. 

NACOG Transportation Voucher Program 
The Northern Arizona Council of Governments (NACOG) has administered the Tri City 
Transportation Voucher Program since 2000.  The program is designed on a “user side 
subsidy” concept enabling eligible users to “shop” for transportation among multiple 
vendors and presumably consume the service that works best for them.  Users pay a flat 
$2.00 fare per one-way trip taken in conjunction with use of a voucher, regardless of the 
rates charged by the selected vendor.  Currently, there are nine vendors that accept 
transportation vouchers, including five that charge a flat rate and four that charge a variable 
rate depending on trip distance: 

Flat Rate Providers 
 Reserve-a-Ride Yavapai (American Red Cross) 

 Adult Day Care Services, Inc. 

 Citibus – Prescott Transit Authority 

 Neighbor-to-Neighbor 

 New Horizons Independent Living Center 
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Variable Rate Providers 
 Ace Cab / Prescott Paratransit, Inc. 

 H&M Rogers Transportation 

 Meditrans / Discount Cab / Total Transit 

 Tri City Taxi 

The Voucher program is funded by participating communities using primarily LTAF II 
distributions from the State of Arizona to the localities, and a 25% local match from general 
fund revenues.  During FY 2006, the City of Prescott and Towns of Chino Valley and 
Prescott Valley contributed a total of $225,000 to NACOG for the voucher program.  Of this 
amount, $191,250 (85%) was spent on transportation and $33,750 (15%) was retained by 
NACOG to cover administrative costs.  Effective July 1, 2007, the Town of Dewey-
Humboldt also is participating in the program and will contribute $42,000 for FY 2007. 

A summary of voucher distribution and consumption for FY 2006 appears in Figure 2-5.  
NACOG estimates that 430 individual program registrants used 44,395 vouchers during FY 
2006, suggesting that the “average” registrant consumed about 103 rides per year, or about 
two per week.   The total cost per voucher redeemed was $5.06, including $4.31 for 
transportation and $0.76 per voucher for NACOG administration.  Assuming that each rider 
also paid $2.00 in cash when using a voucher on all services except Citibus, it is estimated 
that the total average fare collected by service vendors was around $6.00 per passenger in 
FY 2006. 

Figure 2-5 NACOG Transportation Voucher Program – FY 2006 
Summary Operating Characteristics 

Community 
Served 

Rides 
Requested 

Persons 
Requesting 

Rides per 
Person 

Total 
Registrants 

Rides per 
Registrant 

Chino Valley 1,627 161 10.1 25 65.1 
Prescott 31,620 3,147 10.0 300 105.4 
Prescott Valley 11,148 1,252 8.9 105 106.2 
      

Total 44,395 4,560 9.7 430 103.2 
 

Eligibility to participate in the voucher program is linked to household income and access to 
a personal vehicle.  Applicants must complete a one-page form that asks for gross monthly 
income, sources of income, and reason for lack of transportation, among other information.  
The information supplied is self-certified by the applicant. 

Vouchers are distributed on a “first-come, first-served” basis.  Voucher recipients are 
required to call NACOG between the 20th and 25th of each month to request vouchers for 
the upcoming next month.  The dollar amount of vouchers distributed in any given month is 
dependent on available funding.  Effective July 2006, the maximum monthly allotment was 
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$150 for Chino Valley residents, $80 for Prescott Valley residents, and $40 for Prescott 
residents.  However, the maximum may increase or decrease from month to month during 
the fiscal year, based on NACOG estimates of funds remaining.  According to NACOG staff, 
the objective is to fully distribute all available voucher funding on a fiscal year basis.   

Consumer demand for vouchers generally were fully accommodated in past years.  
However, conditions appear to be changing, in part due to the fact that the City of Prescott 
reduced its contribution for FY 2007, and also due to increasing demand.  Last year, 
NACOG responded by requiring that voucher recipients reapply annually for eligibility.  
Moreover, waiting lists have been established for the City of Prescott and the Town of 
Prescott Valley.  As of mid-July 2006, there were 18 names on the Prescott waiting list, and 
seven names on the Prescott Valley waiting list.  Program participation in Chino Valley 
continues to be relatively low. 

NACOG data indicates that transportation vouchers are used for a variety of trip purposes, 
as shown in Figure 2-6.  Travel for basic needs, medical and employment trip purposes 
comprised over 82% of all voucher trips taken. 

Figure 2-6 NACOG Voucher Program – Annual Trips by Purpose and 
Jurisdiction – FY 2006 

Trip 
Purpose 

Chino 
Valley Prescott 

Prescott 
Valley Total 

Percent 
 

Medical 699 9,002 3,565 13,266 29.9% 
Basic Needs 313 9,923 3,969 14,205 32.0% 
Job Search 49 2,902 464 3,415 7.7% 
Work 370 6,295 2,463 9,128 20.6% 

Social Service 75 916 142 1,133 2.6% 
Counseling 17 1,585 336 1,938 4.4% 
Education 104 997 209 1,310 3.0% 
      

Total 1,627 31,620 11,148 44,395 100.0% 
Percent 3.7% 71.2% 25.1% 100.0%  
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Chapter 3. Peer Communities Review 
Five existing transit systems serving communities with demographic characteristics similar 
to the Central Yavapai region are highlighted in this chapter.  The purpose of this 
information is to illustrate the scope and breadth of existing public transportation services 
that have been implemented in areas that could be considered comparable to the CYMPO 
planning area.  The transit systems reviewed include: 

 Yuma, AZ   Yuma County Area Transit (YCAT) 

 Grand Junction, CO  Grand Valley Transit (GVT) 

 St. George, UT  SunTran 

 Flagstaff, AZ   Mountain Line / VanGo 

 Cottonwood, AZ  Cottonwood Area Transit System (CATS) 

Yuma County Area Transit, which is managed by the Yuma Metropolitan Planning 
Organization, runs fixed route and paratransit services for three urbanized area 
communities in Yuma County, Arizona.  The service area encompasses the Towns of Yuma 
and San Luis, and the Yuma Foothills.  Seven fixed routes have been operating since 2004, 
and an ADA complementary paratransit service with nine vehicles has been running since 
2000.  Predominant trip purposes are for employment and training, and major destinations 
include the university campus and government offices.  Existing funding comes primarily 
from local taxes and from the FTA Section 5307 formula grant program, as well as farebox 
revenues and in-kind donations.    

Because the paratransit service started several years prior to fixed route service, it 
continues to be available beyond the ¾-mile buffer required by ADA.  This local policy 
decision has an effect on the fixed route system.  For example, requests for Sunday service 
have not been accommodated to date due to funding constraints.   

Grand Valley Transit (GVT) provides fixed route and complementary paratransit services 
in Mesa County, Colorado, with operations contracted to Mesability, Inc., a 501c(3) not-
for-profit agency.  The service area includes the City of Grand Junction and outlying Towns 
of Fruita and Palisade, which are part of the urbanized area, as well as unincorporated 
rural areas of Mesa County.  The system was implemented in 2000 with three routes 
operating 30-munute headways, but subsequently was expanded to 11 routes operating 
hourly headways.  Predominant trip destinations include retail centers, human services, 
medical facilities, employment and the Mesa State College campus.  

Rapid population growth and land development occurring in the Grand Valley is 
paralleled by rapid ridership increases. In response, GVT is considering additional routes 
to meet future needs.  Primary funding sources include FTA Section 5307, 5310, 5311 and 
5316 (JARC) grant programs, as well as local contributions from the City of Grand Junction 
and Mesa County, farebox and advertising revenues.  
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SunTran is operated by the City of St. George in southwestern Utah.  The system consists 
of three fixed routes and ADA complementary paratransit service.  St. George is at the 
center of an urbanized area of around 150,000 people, which in 2005 was declared the 
second fastest-growing metropolitan area in the United States, after Las Vegas, Nevada.  
However, SunTran service presently operates strictly within the St. George city limits.  The 
system has been operating on hourly headways since it began in 2003, during which time 
ridership has quadrupled.  SunTran plans to improve system headways to 30 minutes 
within the coming year.   Funding for SunTran comes from the FTA 5307 and 5309 
programs, as well as local tax contributions, farebox and advertising revenues.  

Mountain Line fixed route service and VanGo demand-responsive service operate within 
and just beyond the city limits of Flagstaff, Arizona.  Operating since 2001, Mountain Line 
includes five routes, and VanGo deploys 10 vehicles in ADA complementary paratransit. 
System funding comes from a combination of FTA Section 5307, local taxes and farebox 
revenues.   

The Northern Arizona Intergovernmental Public Transit Authority (NAIPTA) is a new 
regional authority covering parts of Yavapai and Coconino County, including Flagstaff, 
Cottonwood, and Sedona.  NAIPTA was created on July 2, 2006 and recently assumed 
responsibility for operating Mountain Line and VanGo.  NAIPTA will also operate the 
transit system in Sedona upon implementation in Fall 2006. 

Cottonwood Area Transit System (CATS) runs route deviation and demand responsive 
services in the Cottonwood area, which includes the Town of Clarkdale and Verde Village 
as well as the City of Cottonwood.  The service area is predominantly rural, but growing 
rapidly with the addition of new medical and retail facilities.  The system started with one 
demand-responsive vehicle in 1987 and expanded gradually to the current seven-vehicle 
system.  CATS is expected to add an eighth vehicle to peak period operations in October 
2006.  A one-vehicle checkpoint deviation service was added in 2003, and expanded to a 
second vehicle in October of 2005.  CATS is funded through a combination of FTA 5311 
funds and farebox revenue. 

The communities chosen as peers possess various geographic and demographic 
characteristics making them useful for purposes of comparison.  All are located in the 
Southwest, including three in Arizona and one each in Colorado and Utah.  These states 
provide limited funding for local public transit systems, as opposed to much higher state 
funding levels found in California, for example.  Service area populations range from 
20,000 to 175,000, thus providing examples both smaller and larger than the CYMPO 
study area.  Much like the Central Yavapai region, several of the areas selected are growing 
rapidly.  Figure 3-1 below provides a demographic comparison of the peers listed in 
declining order of service area population. 
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Figure 3-1 Transit Systems Peer Analysis Service Area Information 

Transit 
Agency Population 

Area  
(Sq. Mi.) 

Persons/ 
Sq. Mi. Location and Character 

YCAT 175,000 26 6,731 Yuma County, AZ: 3 urban areas 
CYMPO 105,000*    125** 840 1 city, 3 towns (see notes), growing rapidly 

GVT 85,000 50 1,700 Mesa County, CO: Urbanized area serving 3 
transfer centers; ridership growing rapidly  

SunTran 62,629 33 1,898 St. George, UT: Rapidly growing urban area, 
but service only w/in city limits 

MountainLine & 
VanGo 50,000 36 1,389 City of Flagstaff and vicinity  

CATS 20,000 22 909 Cottonwood, AZ: Rural area growing rapidly, 
with 4 towns 

Notes: (*) Assumes population estimates from 2030 Plan, excluding about one-half of unincorporated area 
population.  (**) Approximate service area includes 87.6 square miles of Prescott, Prescott Valley and Chino 
Valley, plus estimated amount to include Dewy-Humboldt and nearby unincorporated area. 

Figure 3-2 summarizes the basic operating characteristics of the peer systems.  Generally, 
system size varies in proportion to service area population.  It is noted that CATS and 
YCAT, which started out exclusively as demand-responsive services, continue to have 
more vehicles running paratransit service than are deployed on fixed routes. 

Figure 3-2 Transit System Peer Analysis Operating Characteristics 

Transit 
Agency 

No. of 
Routes Fixed Route Fleet Paratransit Fleet 

Operating 
Hours Base Fare 

YCAT 7 9 small buses 13 vans & small 
buses 

6am – 10pm 
Mon – Sat $1.25 

GVT 11 6 large buses 
14 small buses 5 small buses 5am – 7pm M – F 

8am – 6pm Sat $1.00 

SunTran 3 2 large buses 
4 small buses 1 small bus 6am – 8pm M – F 

8am – 6pm Sat $1.00 

Mountain Line 
& VanGo 5 2 vans 

11 medium buses 10 vans 6am – 10pm M – F 
7am – 8pm Sat/Sun $1.00 

CATS 1 2 small buses 7 small buses 7am – 5pm M – F 
9am – 2pm Sat $1.50 

System ridership and productivity data for the peer systems during the most recent fiscal 
year available are summarized in Figure 3-3.  The average number of passengers carried 
per revenue hour of service provided is a commonly quoted performance measure in the 
transit industry.  Peer performance among the primarily fixed route systems ranged 
between 12.5 passengers per hour (Yuma) and 16.2 passengers per hour (Flagstaff).  
However, the productivity of the two primarily paratransit systems was considerably lower.  
CATS, which operates a combination of demand responsive and fixed route deviation 
service, carried an average of 3.4 passengers per hour, while VanGo carried 2.2 
passengers per hour in purely demand responsive mode. 
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Figure 3-3 Transit System  Peer Analysis Ridership And 
Productivity 

Transit 
Agency 

Total 
Passengers 

Revenue 
Hours 

Passengers 
per Hour 

Revenue 
Miles 

Passengers 
per Mile 

Miles per 
Hour 

YCAT 237,200 19,000 12.5 425,000 0.56 22.4 
GVT 700,000 45,000 15.6 610,000 1.15 13.6 
SunTran 210,000 13,398 15.7 244,389 0.86 18.2 
Mountain Line 426,331 26,237 16.2 382,650 1.11 14.6 
VanGo 14,920 6,687 2.2 70,572 0.21 10.6 
CATS 38,886 11,581 3.4 164,293 0.24 14.2 

System operating efficiency for the peer systems are summarized in Figure 3-4.  Net 
operating cost per hour, net cost per passenger, and the percentage of gross operating 
expenses recovered through the farebox are three common performance measures of 
transit operating efficiency.  The results indicate that there is a significant range of 
acceptable efficiency levels, and that reasonable expectations for a small fixed route 
system in the Central Yavapai region involved net operating costs be between $40 and $50 
per hour, and $3.50 to $4.50 per passenger, with a farebox recovery level of about 10%.  

Figure 3-4 Transit System Peer Analysis Operating Efficiency 

Transit 
Agency 

Gross 
Operating 

Cost 
Farebox 
Revenue 

Net 
Operating 

Cost 
Farebox 

Recovery 
Net Cost per 

Hour 
Net Cost 
per Psgr. 

YCAT $2,100,000  $215,000  $1,885,000 10.2% $99.21 $7.95 
GVT $2,600,000  $208,000 $2,392,000 8.0% $53.15 $3.42 
SunTran  $546,000  $78,858  $467,142 14.4% $34.87 $2.22 
Mountain Line $2,001,257  $265,904 $1,735,353 13.3% $66.14 $4.07 
VanGo $631,231 $29,061 $602,170 4.6% $90.05 $40.35 
CATS $544,879  $68,524  $476,355 12.6% $41.39 $12.25 

Peer system revenue sources are summarized in Figure 3-5.   It is noteworthy that all 
systems subsist largely on a combination of Federal and local funding assistance, and 
farebox revenues.  Some of the systems generate additional revenues through advertising 
sales, contract operating revenues, and interest on investments.  With the exception of 
CATS, which is the smallest of the peer agencies and the only one operating in a non-
urbanized area, FTA Section 5307 formula grant funds comprise a substantial revenue 
source.  CATS receives FTA Section 5311 funding rather than Section 5307.  GVT receives 
both Sections 5307 and 5311 funds because its service area includes both urbanized and 
non-urbanized areas.  Because they are formula allocations tied to multi-year federal 
transportation legislation, they are relatively stable and predictable funding sources.  GVT 
also receives Section 5310 capital grants, while SunTran and Mountain Line have been 
successful in obtaining Section 5309 discretionary capital grants.  Federal funding 
programs are described in the next chapter of this report.  
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Figure 3-5 Transit System Peer Analysis Revenue Sources 

Agency 
Local 
Taxes 

FTA 
S. 5307 

FTA 
S. 5310 

FTA 
S. 5311 

Farebox 
Revenue Other Sources 

YCAT $610,000 $1,490,000 — — $215,000 $53,000 
(in kind) 

GVT $1,244,000 $955,000 $58,000 $138,000 $208,000 Advertising, JARC 
SunTran $175,000 $680,000 — — $78,858 Advertising, FTA 5309 

Mountain Line $1,723,085 $12,268 — — $265,904 Advertising, LTAF, Int, 
FTA 5309 

VanGo $140,920 $461,250 — — $29,061 Contracts, Int, 5309 
CATS — — — $307,600 $68,524 $168,755  
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Chapter 4. Transit System Funding 
Opportunities 

Regardless of what form of service a transit system operates and the entity that becomes 
responsible for management and service delivery, financing capital and operating costs 
always is a critical concern.  Public transit systems typically are funded through a 
combination of Federal Transit Administration (FTA) grants, frequently with some form of 
State assistance, and contributions from participating local jurisdictions, farebox revenue, 
and miscellaneous non-operating revenues.  This chapter provides a discussion of existing 
sources of federal, state and local funding that potentially could be used to help support a 
public transportation system in the Central Yavapai region. 

Federal Funding 
The FTA (previously the Urban Mass Transportation Administration) was created in 1964 by 
the Urban Mass Transportation Act.  Over the years, federal transit funding has evolved into 
well-defined program of formula assistance and discretionary grants that address the needs 
of urban and rural communities, private not-for-profit entities and most recently, national 
parks.  Six existing grant programs offer possible funding avenues for a future public 
transportation system in the Central Yavapai region.  

Section 5307 Urbanized Area Formula Grants 
The CYMPO planning area became an urbanized area (UZA) for federal transportation 
funding purposes with the formation of CYMPO in June 2003.  Accordingly, the region is 
eligible to receive FTA formula funding assistance under Section 5307.  An urbanized area 
is an incorporated area with a population of 50,000 or more that is designated as such by 
the U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census.  FTA grants distinguish between 
small UZAs having a cumulative population under 200,000 residents, and large UZAs 
containing more than 200,000 residents.  With an estimated 2004 population of 116,362, 
the Central Yavapai region is considered a small UZA. 

Section 5307 funds typically may be used for expenses relating to planning, engineering, 
design and evaluation of transit projects and other technical transportation-related studies, as 
well as capital investments in bus and bus-related activities such as replacement of buses, 
overhaul of buses, rebuilding of buses, crime prevention and security equipment and 
construction of maintenance and passenger facilities.  Capital investments in new and 
existing fixed guideway systems including rolling stock, overhaul and rebuilding of vehicles, 
track, signals, communications, and computer hardware and software similarly are allowed. 
All preventive maintenance and some Americans with Disabilities Act complementary 
paratransit service costs are considered capital costs.  Grants made for capital purposes are 
funded at an 80% level, with a 20% non-federal match requirement. 
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One important distinction in FTA’s handling of small and large UZA grant recipients that is 
particularly beneficial to the Central Yavapai region is that net operating expenses are 
allowable for small UZA grantees.  When used for operating expenses, Section 5307 funds 
require a 50% non-federal match.  This means that Federal funds could be used to cover up 
to one-half of transit system costs incurred for bus operations, including operator wages and 
fringe benefits, fuel, insurance and related expenses, as well as maintenance costs.  It is 
noted that net operating expenses are equal to total operating expenses incurred less 
passenger fare revenues collected. 

A second distinction between small and large UZA grantees also may be helpful to the 
region.  Procedurally, small UZA funds are apportioned to the Governor of each state for 
distribution, while large UZA funds are apportioned and flow directly to a designated 
recipient selected locally to apply for and receive Federal funds.  This means that the State 
will act as the designated recipient on behalf of the Central Yavapai region for purposes of 
dealing with FTA, provided that CYMPO or another local agency yet to be identified would 
be willing to act as the grantee under contract to ADOT.  This institutional relationship may 
be particularly helpful to the region during the startup phase of the transit system, since 
ADOT likely would provide technical assistance to CYMPO or other entity responsible for a 
new transit system. 

More than $2.4 million of Section 5307 funds have been authorized for potential use in the 
Central Yavapai region since FY 2003, as shown in Figure 4-1 below.  These funds are 
available for application during the year in which they were apportioned, plus three 
subsequent years, for a total of four years.  Federal regulations dictate that Section 5307 
funds not applied for within the current and three prior fiscal years are subject to rescission.   

To avoid the loss of the FY 2003 authorization to residents of the State of Arizona, Yavapai 
County brokered an arrangement with ADOT to transfer funds to Coconino County.  
Nevertheless, the Central Yavapai region still has available a total of $1,851,221 of Section 
5307 apportionments accumulated since FY 2004.  A looming concern is that the FY 2004 
apportionment will become subject to rescission if not reprogrammed or applied for prior to 
September 30, 2007.  On the other hand, the FY 2007 apportionment likely in excess of 
$600,000 should be announced in late 2006. 
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Figure 4-1 FTA Section 5307 Authorizations to the Central Yavapai 
Region:  FY 2003– 2006 

Fiscal Year Authorization 
2003 $592,448 
2004 $592,381 
2005 $620,808 
2006 $638,032 
Total Apportioned  
Since Inception 

$2,443,669 

  

Funds Reprogrammed 
(FY 2003) 

$592,448 

  

Funds Available $1,851,221 

Section 5309 Discretionary Capital Grants 
In addition to formula funding assistance, FTA also provides transit capital investment grants 
for three primary activities:  (1) new and replacement buses and facilities; (2) modernization 
of existing rail systems; and (3) new fixed guideway systems.  Eligible recipients include 
transit authorities, states, municipalities and other political subdivisions of states; public 
agencies and instrumentalities of one or more states; and certain public corporations, 
boards, and commissions established under state law. Grants awards are made on a 
discretionary basis and frequently involve Congressional earmarks.  Section 5309 grants 
cover up to 80% of eligible project costs, and require a minimum 20% non-federal match.  

From the perspective of the short-range needs of the Central Yavapai region, there are 
distinct opportunities to pursue funding for transit vehicles, equipment and facilities through 
Section 5309.  For example, the region could acquire buses needed to implement transit 
service, design and construct a transit operations, maintenance and administrative facility, 
transfer centers, transit malls, intermodal terminals and park-and-ride lots, or purchase and 
install passenger shelters, bus stop signs, mobile radio systems, fareboxes, computers, shop 
and garage equipment, and non-revenue vehicles with Section 5309 grant funds. 

Recent experiences in Coconino County are illustrative of the potential for Section 5309 
grants for the Central Yavapai region.  Coconino County received three Section 5309 grants 
during FY 2006 totaling $1,408,786 to purchase buses for Flagstaff ($237,947) and Sedona 
($180,839), and to construct bus facilities in Flagstaff ($990,000).  During FY 2005, two 
grants totaling $3,887,112 were received for buses in Flagstaff ($1,360,489) and Sedona 
($2,526,623).  During FY 2004, one grant for $1,375,164 was received by Coconino 
County for transit facilities. 

FTA Section 5310 Elderly and Disabled Transportation Grants 
Section 5310 grants are distributed to public and private, not-for-profit entities primarily to 
cover 80% of the cost of purchasing vans, small buses and related capital equipment used to 
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transport older adults (60 years and older) and persons with disabilities.  A 20% non-federal 
match is required.  Funds are apportioned by Congress to the states for distribution to 
eligible subrecipients within each state.  In Arizona, ADOT has administered the Section 
5310 program for over 20 years. Over 150 provider agencies currently receive 5310 funds 
in Arizona.  ADOT data indicates that 45 vehicles funded with Section 5310 funds currently 
are operating in Yavapai County, including 33 in the Central Yavapai region.  Local 
agencies currently running Section 5310-funded vehicles include: 

 Adult Day Care Services, Inc. (9 vehicles) 

 Margaret T. Morris Center (1 vehicle) 

 West Yavapai Guidance Clinic (7 vehicles) 

 Yavapai Center for the Blind (1 vehicle) 

 American Red Cross – Reserve-a-Ride (7 vehicles) 

 Golden Age Nutrition Center (1 vehicle) 

 Prescott Valley Samaritan Center (2 vehicles) 

 Prescott Samaritan Village (4 vehicles) 

 Territorial Transit (1 vehicle) 

ADOT undertakes an annual statewide application process with assistance from COGs and 
MPOs to notify prospective applicants and conduct regional review processes. The 
application process generally begins in January with regional evaluations occurring in 
February and March. State and Federal approval processes typically occur during the 
following summer, followed by a vehicle procurement and delivery process that takes from 
nine to 18 months.  ADOT purchases the vehicles on behalf of local recipients and holds 
title jointly for four years or 100,000 miles, whichever occurs first.  After this period, the 
ADOT relinquishes its share of the title to the local recipient and the vehicle may be used 
for any purpose, including disposition to assist with future matching fund needs for vehicle 
replacement or expansion service.  

Section 5316 – Jobs Access/Reverse  
Commute (JARC) Program  
Jobs Access grants are intended primarily to implement new transit service designed to assist 
welfare recipients and other low-income individuals to get to jobs, training and child care 
services. Reverse Commute grants are designed to develop transit services to transport 
workers who live in inner cities to employment sites in suburban areas.  Eligible expenses 
include capital and operating costs of equipment, facilities and associated capital 
maintenance items, transit vouchers for welfare recipients and eligible low income 
individuals, promotion of employer-provided transportation programs, transit pass benefit 
programs, and other marketing activities.  Eligible recipients include local governmental and 
non-profit entities.  JARC grants typically pay for 80% of eligible expenses, with a 20% non-
federal match requirement. 
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A total of $275,606 was apportioned the State of Arizona in FY 2006 for competitive grant 
awards to the four small UZAs.  ADOT is still in the process of determining how these funds 
will be spent, but has stated in a recent report to grantees that the JARC program is 
becoming increasingly interrelated with the New Freedom and Arizona Rides programs, 
which are discussed below.  

Section 5317 New Freedom Initiative Grants 
This is the newest of FTA’s grant programs, and is designed to encourage services and 
facility improvements to address the transportation needs of persons with disabilities that go 
beyond those required by the Americans with Disabilities Act.  Section 5317 offers a new 
formula grant program source for eligible capital and operating costs.  The funds are 
allocated through a formula based upon the population of persons with disabilities in each 
state and region.  A total of $148,388 is apportioned the State of Arizona in FY 2006 for 
competitive grant awards to the four small UZAs. 

Given that FTA requires projects to be included in a locally-developed human service 
transportation coordination plan beginning in FY 2007, it may be assumed that future grant 
awards will be consistent with the statewide Arizona Rides Action Plan.  Matching share 
requirements are flexible to encourage coordination with other federal programs that may 
provide transportation, such as those administered by the Department of Health and Human 
Services and the Department of Agriculture.  

United We Ride Grants – Arizona Rides Program 
Following completion of a Statewide Assessment and Action Plan, ADOT submitted a 
grant application on behalf of Arizona Rides to FTA for a second round of United We Ride 
(UWR) grants.  The intent of the UWR program is to assist states with implementation of 
their coordination action plans.  The ADOT grant, which focuses on assisting regions to 
form coordination councils to reinforce implementation of the Arizona Rides Action Plan at 
the local level, received preliminary approval in February 2006.  Funds may be used for 
capital expenses up to 80% of the cost of the project, or for operating expenses up to 50% 
of the cost of the project.   

State of Arizona Local  
Transit Assistance Fund 
Funding for public transportation activities vary dramatically from state to state.  
Approximately 40 states provide some level of ongoing transit funding, using revenue 
sources ranging from dedicated sales taxes, motor fuels excise taxes, vehicle registration fees 
and lottery proceeds, to annual general fund appropriations by state legislatures.  The State 
of Arizona dedicates a portion of its Powerball lottery revenues to fund public transportation 
through the Local Transit Assistance Fund (LTAF II). 
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In 1998, the Arizona State Legislature passed House Bill 2565 enacting the LTAF II Program 
to assist counties and incorporated communities with transportation funds based upon a 
tiered distribution formula.  The fund initially permitted any transportation use in 
communities and counties, with certain exceptions applicable to larger cities in Maricopa 
County.  In 2000, LTAF II was modified to restrict the use of funds to public transportation 
activities sponsored by a local governmental entity, and also to clarify the ability of Tribal 
governments and private, not-for-profit agencies to enter into Intergovernmental Agreements 
with local jurisdictions receiving LTAF II allocations. 

Total funds distributed to CYMPO member jurisdictions under LTAF-II exceed $1.9 million 
since FY 1999, as shown in Figure 4-2.  Funding levels varied considerably from year to 
year, however, from zero in FY 2003 to just over $459,000 in FY 2000.  The average annual 
distribution to Central Yavapai governments during the six years between FY 1999 and FY 
2006 (excluding FY2003) was $320,269.  Distributions are calculated on a population basis.   

Figure 4-2 LTAF II Funding Distributions To Central Yavapai 
Communities:  FY 1999–2006 

 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 
Chino Valley $10,280 $27,261 $23,471 $9,957 $0 $10,795 $21,617 $8,658 
Dewey /Humboldt $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $3,707 
Prescott $49,697 $130,768 $111,911 $43,128 $0 $47,855 $91,553 $36,545 
Prescott Valley $27,625 $77,323 $68,692 $29,908 $0 $34,357 $65,355 $27,792 
Yavapai County $84,172 $223,711 $195,026 $92,257 $0 $102,914 $193,273 $72,004 
         
Total $171,774 $459,063 $399,100 $175,250 $0 $195,921 $371,798 $148,706 
Percent Change – 167.2% -13.1% -56.1% -100.0% N/A 89.8% -60.0% 
         
Total County $208,693 $561,081 $447,549 $203,692 $0 $237,152 $448,136 $181,558 
Percent CYMPO 82.3% 81.8% 89.2% 86.0% 0.0% 82.6% 83.0% 81.9% 

Source:  Arizona DOT, Public Transportation Division 

The LTAF II Program has been funded by Powerball earnings since FY 2004.  Prior to 2003, 
the Vehicle License Tax (VLT) and the General Fund were the primary contributors.  As 
noted earlier, no distributions were made in FY 2003.  

It should be noted that LTAF II funding is neither automatic nor without cost to local 
governmental budgets.  Local recipients must apply for a grant annually through their MPO 
or COG, or the Regional Public Transportation Authority (RPTA) in Maricopa County.  A 
25% local match is required to receive LTAF II funding.  Since the expenditure of LTAF II 
proceeds essentially are determined by local recipients, a discussion of how current funds 
are spent is provided in the following section. 
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Local Revenues 
Arizona counties, cities and towns generally are empowered to fund public transportation 
activities within the limitations of state law.  Recent expenditures by the City of Prescott, 
Towns of Chino Valley, Dewey/Humboldt and Prescott Valley, and Yavapai County are 
highlighted in the following paragraphs. 

Town of Chino Valley 
Chino Valley received $8,658 in LTAF II monies in FY 2006.  The full amount was 
contributed to the NACOG Transit Voucher program.  The Town’s total annual expenditure 
on public transportation was $10,823, assuming the 25% match requirement.   

Town of Dewey/Humboldt 
Incorporated in 2004, Dewey-Humboldt began receiving an LTAF II allocation in FY 2006.  
The Town recently signed a Memorandum of Understanding with NACOG to begin 
participating in the Transportation Voucher program effective July 1, 2006.  Funding for FY 
2007 is $42,000, including $35,700 to be spent on voucher reimbursements and $6,300 for 
NACOG administrative costs.  This amount is far in excess of the $3,707 allocation of LTAF 
II funding received from ADOT in FY 2006. 

Town of Prescott Valley  
Prescott Valley has spent more than $49,600 annually on public transportation since FY 
2001.  As shown in Figure 4-3 below, the Town contributed a total of $347,340 to the 
NACOG Voucher Program between FY 2001 and the current FY 2007.  Approximately 53% 
of this amount consisted of general fund appropriations, with the remainder being LTAF II 
funds received from the State of Arizona between FY 2000 and 2006.  LTAF II contributions 
totaling $162,922 represent nearly 54% of the total received from the State during this 
period.  The remaining LTAF II funds were expended primarily on local roadway 
improvement projects within the Town. 
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Figure 4-3 Town of Prescott Valley Expenditures on Public 
Transportation:  FY 2001–2007 

Fiscal 
Year LTAF II 

General 
Fund Total 

2001 $25,500 $8,500 $34,000 
2002 42,900 14,300 57,200 
2003 10,000 3,500 13,500 
2004 0 46,000 46,000 
2005 4,446 47,482 51,928 
2006 52,284 17,428 69,712 
2007 27,792 47,208 75,000 

    

Total 162,922 184,418 347,340 
Source:  Town of Prescott Valley, Departments of Public Works,  
Finance (K. Moon) 

City of Prescott 
Prescott spent nearly $232,000 on passenger transportation during the last four years, 
including $219,941 on the NACOG Voucher program and $12,000 for local matching 
funds for two vehicles purchased with FTA Section 5310 capital grant funding assistance.  
Expenditures on the Voucher program included 100% of the City’s LTAF II allocations since 
FY 2004, or $175,953 distributed annually as seen in Figure 4-4 below.  The City also 
contributed $43,988 in local matching funds, for a total of $219,941 spent on the Voucher 
program. 

Figure 4-4 City of Prescott Expenditures on Public Transportation:   
FY 2004–2007 

Fiscal 
Year LTAF II 

General 
Fund Total 

2004 $0 $0 $0 
2005 47,855 11,964 59,819 
2006 91,553 22,888 114,441 
2007 36,545 9,136 45,681 

    

Total 175,953 43,988 219,941 
Source:  City of Prescott, Department of Finance (M. Woodfill) 

The City contributed $12,000 to the American Red Cross for the 20% local match required 
to draw FTA Section 5310 grant funds to acquire two accessible vans used in the Reserve-a-
Ride Yavapai transportation program.  

It is noteworthy that the City currently levies a 2% Transaction Privilege Tax (TPT) on taxi 
services, railroads, shipping services, bus lines and other for-profit transportation providers 
doing business in the City.  The tax applies to “for hire” activities involving transportation of 
persons or property by motor vehicle, railroad or aircraft, as well as oil, natural or artificial 
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gas through a pipeline or conduit.  The tax is levied if the pickup of persons or property 
occurs within the City of Prescott and the drop off occurs anywhere in the State of Arizona.  
Total TPT proceeds during FY 2005 were around $26 million.  Approximately one-half of 
TPT proceeds in FY 2006 were spent on streets and open space, and the remaining proceeds 
went to general fund expenditures on municipal operating costs. 

Yavapai County 
In recent years, the County has contributed its LTAF II proceeds to various human and social 
service agencies for various needs ranging from matching funds for FTA Section 5310 
capital grants to vehicle operating and maintenance expenses.   The County divides the 
money equally between the three Board of Supervisors’ districts, of which Districts 1 and 2 
overlay the CYMPO study area.  As seen in Figure 4-5, Total expenditures during FY 2004 
and 2005 were $207,807, including $166,245 of LTAF II funds and $41,562 in local match.  
The County currently is in the process of distributing FY 2006 and 2007 LTAF funds; hence, 
data is not yet available for these fiscal years.  

Figure 4-5 Yavapai County Districts 1 & 2 Expenditures on Public 
Transportation:  FY 2004–2007 

Fiscal 
Year LTAF II 

General 
Fund Total 

2004 $49,834 $12,459 $62,293 
2005 116,411 29,103 145,514 
2006 N/A N/A N/A 
2007 N/A N/A N/A 
    

Total 166,245 41,562 207,807 
Source:  Yavapai County, Department of Public Works (L. Bunn) 
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Chapter 5. Public Input 
This chapter presents observations and conclusions stemming from public involvement 
activities undertaken by the consultant team during the study.  Major activities undertaken 
included a series of in-depth personal interviews with stakeholders identified by the 
CYMPO Working Group, five focus group sessions held with potential transit users; two 
rounds of three open house community meetings each held in Chino Valley, Prescott and 
Prescott Valley; and a community survey distributed to area residents via human service 
agencies and the CYMPO Internet web site. 

Stakeholder Interviews 
The consultant team conducted personal interviews with individuals identified by the 
CYMPO Working Group as key stakeholders.  A total of 15 individuals representing 13 
organizations operating in the Central Yavapai region were interviewed.  Those 
interviewed are listed in Figure 5-1.  Detailed highlights of their comments are 
documented in Appendix A. 

Figure 5-1 List of Stakeholders Interviewed and  
Agencies Represented 

Stakeholder Title Representing 
Cecil Bailey Program Coordinator Reserve-a-Ride Yavapai 

American Red Cross 
Gwen James Volunteer Northern Arizona Interfaith Council 
Doris Piatak Volunteer Northern Arizona Interfaith Council 
Yvonne Napolitano Director of Marketing & Admissions Adult Day Care Services, Inc. 
Steve Silvernale Chief Operating Officer Prescott Transit Authority 
Jean Lasher Acting Executive Director New Horizons Independent Living Center 
Michelle Alexander Transportation Coordinator New Horizons Independent Living Center 
Richard Hothem Program Director Neighbor-to-Neighbor 
Sarah Massey Transportation Coordinator Central Yavapai Corridor Interfaith 

Caregivers 
Lindsey Bell Executive Director Territorial Transit 
Brad Newman Program Director Yavapai Exceptional Industries 
Ab Jackson Director Chino Valley Chamber of Commerce 
Marni Uhl Director Prescott Valley Chamber of Commerce 
David Maurer Director Prescott Chamber of Commerce 
Devi Stone Director of Planning Yavapai Regional Medical Center 

Focus Group Sessions 
The consultants facilitated five focus group sessions listed in Figure 5-2 involving 
community leaders and residents to elicit attitudes and opinions toward various aspects of 
transit system planning, design, operation and financing.   Detailed comments of the 
participants are contained in Appendix B. 
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Figure 5-2 List of Focus Group Sessions – July 2006 

Group Location Date Time 
Number of 

Participants 
1.  Business and Institutional Leaders Chino Valley Town Hall 7/11/06 4:00p – 5:30p 3 
2. Older Adults (55 and older) Prescott Valley  

Civic Center 
7/12/06 3:30p – 4:30p 3 

3. Persons with Disabilities (under 55) Prescott Valley  
Civic Center 

7/12/06 5:00p – 6:00p 5 

4.  Youth (15-19 years old) Prescott City Hall 7/13/06 3:30p – 4:30p 6 
5. Commuters and College Students Prescott City Hall 7/13/06 5:00p – 6:00p 3 

Community Meetings 
Two rounds of public meetings were convened during the study process. Approximately 
80 local residents attended the initial round of public meetings held in Chino Valley, 
Prescott Valley and Prescott on July 11-13, 2006.  CYMPO staff and project consultants 
were on hand to listen to ideas and opinions from area residents concerning the need for a 
public transit system, preferred fare and service levels, and possible funding mechanisms.  
Following are highlights of comments made by those in attendance:  

 Some attendees said better transportation is needed, particularly for people who are 
unable to drive, including those with disabilities, older adults, youth, visitors and 
others.  Some people thought that a bus system should run primarily on Highway 
69 between Prescott and Prescott Valley, while others felt that it should also serve 
the neighborhoods and extend to Chino Valley and Dewey-Humboldt. 

 Most of those with an opinion about the type of bus system that should be available 
felt that a combination of fixed route and demand responsive service should be 
provided.  

Fixed route service means that buses stay on defined streets and adhere to 
published timetables requiring that riders wait at posted bus stops for the bus 
to arrive. 

Demand responsive or paratransit service means that riders call in advance 
to reserve a date and time for the bus to come to pick them up at their home 
or other location.  

 When asked to prioritize the times during which a bus system should operate, 
many felt that daytime, weekday service for workers, students, and medical 
appointments should be the first priority, followed by Saturday service for shoppers, 
weeknight service for recreational purposes, and Sunday service for church. 

 Some people who favored a bus system said that $1.00 to $2.00 would be a 
reasonable fare for one-way travel within Prescott or Prescott Valley, and that $2.00 
to $4.00 would be reasonable for one-way travel between Central Yavapai cities 
and towns. There was a range from $.50 to $30. 
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 Some residents said they felt strongly that local government should not be involved 
in paying for the cost of running a local transit system, and that transportation 
should be the responsibility of the private sector and human service agencies.  
Others said they felt that some level of local governmental funding was appropriate, 
but were uncertain as to the best way to pay for it. Others said strongly that it is the 
government’s responsibility to provide this type of service. Funding ideas 
mentioned include employer and retail business contributions, developer impact 
fees, reducing other public services, a sales tax increase, and other new taxes. 

Two letters submitted for consideration by area residents during the public meetings are 
contained in Appendix C. 

The second round of public meetings was held on November 14 -16, 2006 in Chino 
Valley, Prescott Valley and Prescott.  The meetings were attended by approximately 90 
persons.  CYMPO staff and project consultants were on hand to present three conceptual 
service alternatives, including a fixed route transit, demand response (dial-a-ride) and a 
shared-ride taxi (SRT) system.  Attendees were asked to express their relative preferences 
through an informal voting process.  As summarized in Figure 5-3, nearly 71% of those 
responding indicated that a fixed route system would be their first preference. 

 

Figure 5-3 Preferences for Three Service Alternatives among Open 
House Attendees – November 2006 

Total Percent Chino City of Prescott
Number 1st Preference Valley Prescott Valley

Total Attendees 89 11 59 19
Attendees Voting 61 100.0% 10 42 9
Percent Voting 68.5% 90.9% 71.2% 47.4%

Alternative 1 - Local Fixed Route
First Preference 43 70.5% 8 32 3
Second Preference 9 1 7 1
Third Preference 8 1 2 5

Alternative 2 - Local Dial-a-Ride
First Preference 7 11.5% 1 3 3
Second Preference 20 4 13 3
Third Preference 29 4 22 3

Alternative 3 - Local SRT w/ USS
First Preference 11 18.0% 1 7 3
Second Preference 28 5 18 5
Third Preference 19 4 14 1  

Community Survey 
A public survey was conducted to elicit attitudes and opinions toward various aspects of 
transit system planning, design, operation and financing.   The survey questionnaire (see 
Appendix D) was distributed through human service agencies and was posted on the 
CYMPO Internet web site.  A total of 1,074 responses were recorded, of which 
approximately 30% were from Spanish speaking respondents.  A statistical summary of 
results follow:  
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Q1. In which Central Yavapai community do you live? 
  Number Percent

Chino Valley 85 7.9 %  
Dewey/Humboldt 35 3.3 % 
Prescott 564 52.5 % 
Prescott Valley 311 29.0 % 
Unincorporated Yavapai County 44 4.1 % 
Out of Area 29 2.7 % 
No response 6 0.6 %
Total 1,074 100.0 % 
 

Q2. What form of transportation do you most commonly use to travel around 
the Central Yavapai region? 
 Number Percent
Drive my car, truck or motorcycle 840 78.2 % 
Take a taxi 22 2.0 % 
Ride a bicycle 17 1.6 % 
Private bus/van service 25 2.3 % 
Ride with friend or relative 91 8.5 % 
Walk 32 3.0 % 
No response 47 4.4 %
Total 1,074 100.0 % 
 

Q3a-d.  Are there other forms of transportation that you use less often? 
(Multiple responses allowed) 
 Number Percent
Drive my car, truck or motorcycle 37 3.4 % 
Take a taxi 152 14.2 % 
Ride a bicycle 112 10.4 % 
Private or agency bus or van 100 9.3 % 
Ride with friend or relative 418 38.9 % 
Walk 281 26.2 % 
Other 8 0.7 % 
No / no response 364 34.0 %
Total Responses 1,472 --- 
Total Respondents 1,074 ( * ) 
 Note * - Percentages add to more than 100% 
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Q4. If a public transit system existed in the Central Yavapai region, how likely 
would you or others in your household be to use it at least once a month? 
 Number Percent
Very likely 572 53.3 % 
Somewhat likely 300 27.9 % 
Unlikely 132 12.3 % 
Would not use 54 5.0 % 
No response 16 1.5 %
Total 1,074 100.0 % 
 

Q5. Regardless of whether you or other family members might use it, in your  
opinion, would a public transit system be beneficial for the Central Yavapai region? 
 Number Percent
Yes 1,019 94.9 % 
No 21 2.0 % 
No opinion/Don't know 23 2.1 % 
No response 11 1.0 %
Total 1,074 100.0 % 

 
Q6a. Which service type is best suited to the needs of Central Yavapai residents? 

First choice 
 Number Percent
Fixed Route service 691 69.2 % 
Dial-a-Ride service 89 8.9 % 
Fixed Route on Highway 69/89 & Dial-a-Ride on 
neighborhood streets 142 14.2 % 
Subsidized taxi fares for disabled & low income 61 6.1 % 
Other 2 0.2 % 
No service is necessary 3 1.3 %
Total 998 100.0 % 
 

Q6b. Which service type is best suited to the needs of Central Yavapai residents? 
Second choice 
 Number Percent 
Fixed Route service 129 15.7 % 
Dial-a-Ride service 214 26.0 % 
Fixed Route on Highway 69/89 & Dial-a-Ride on 
neighborhood streets 345 41.9 % 
Subsidized taxi fares for disabled & low income 123 14.9 % 
Other 10 1.2 % 
No service is necessary 2 0.2 % 
Total 823 100.0 % 
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Q6c. Which service type is best suited to the needs of Central Yavapai residents? 
Third choice 
 Number Percent 
Fixed Route service 69 9.7 % 
Dial-a-Ride service 277 39.0 % 
Fixed Route on Highway 69/89 & Dial-a-Ride on 
neighborhood streets 194 27.3 % 
Subsidized taxi fares for disabled & low income 166 23.3 % 
Other 3 0.5 % 
No service is necessary 2 0.3 % 
Total 711 100.0 % 

 
Q7a. Preferred Days/Hours of Operation – First Priority 

 Number Percent 
Weekday commuter service 611 56.9 % 
Weekday midday hours 296 27.6 % 
Weeknight service 8 0.7 % 
Saturday 9 0.8 % 
Sunday 7 0.7 % 
No response 143 13.3 % 
Total 1,074 100.0 % 
 

Q7b. Preferred Days/Hours of Operation – Second Priority 
 Number Percent 
Weekday commuter service 217 20.2 % 
Weekday midday hours 448 41.7 % 
Weeknight service 86 8.0 % 
Saturday 50 4.7 % 
Sunday 15 1.4 % 
No response 258 24.0 % 
Total 1,074 100.0 % 
 

Q7c. Preferred Days/Hours of Operation – Third Priority 
 Number Percent 
Weekday commuter service 18 1.7 % 
Weekday midday hours 61 5.7 % 
Weeknight service 396 36.9 % 
Saturday 223 20.8 % 
Sunday 61 5.7 % 
No response 315 29.3 % 
Total 1,074 100.0 % 
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Q8. How much is the most that a person should be expected to pay for a one-way 
ride traveling within the city, town or unincorporated are that you live in? 
 Number Percent 
$0.50 141 13.1 % 
$1.00 433 40.3 % 
$2.00 275 25.6 % 
$3.00 59 5.5 % 
$5.00 50 4.7 % 
$10.00 6 0.6 % 
Other 19 1.8 % 
No response 91 8.5 % 
Total 1,074 100.0 % 
 

Q9. How much is the most that a person should be expected to pay for a one-way ride 
traveling between cities and towns that you live in? 
 Number Percent 
$0.50 25 2.3 % 
$1.00 142 13.2 % 
$2.00 282 26.3 % 
$3.00 161 15.0 % 
$5.00 278 25.9 % 
$10.00 68 6.3 % 
Other 21 2.0 % 
No response 97 9.0 % 
Total 1,074 100.0 % 
 

Q10. What source of local funding do you believe should be used to help pay for 
the service? 
 Number Percent 
None, don't use any public funds 61 5.7 % 
My city, town or county government  
should contribute 158 14.7 % 
Increase sales tax by 1/4% 32 3.0 % 
Implement a new tax 5 0.5 % 
Ask employers, retail stores and colleges  
to contribute 27 2.5 % 
Reduce other municipal services and divert funding 26 2.4 % 
Multiple sources 657 61.2 % 
Other  4 0.4 % 
No response 104 9.7 % 
Total 1,074       100.0 % 
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Q11a. Of the local funding methods listed in Q.10 above, which method do you believe 
Is most appropriate? 
 Number Percent 
None, don't use any public funds 64 6.0 % 
My city, town or county government  
should contribute 496 46.2 % 
Increase sales tax by 1/4% 132 12.3 % 
Implement a new tax 17 1.6 % 
Ask employers, retail stores and colleges  
to contribute 69 6.4 % 
Reduce other municipal services and divert funding 42 3.9 % 
Other 17 1.6 % 
No response 237 22.1 % 
Total 1,074 100.0 % 
 

Q11b. Of the local funding methods listed in Q.10 above, which method do you believe is 
second most appropriate? 
 Number Percent 
None, don't use any public funds 5 0.5 % 
My city, town or county government  
should contribute 112 10.4 % 
Increase sales tax by 1/4% 140 13.0 % 
Implement a new tax 35 3.3 % 
Ask employers, stores and colleges to contribute 145 13.5 % 
Reduce other municipal services and divert funding 77 7.2 % 
Other  23 2.1 % 
No response 537 50.0 % 
Total 1,074 100.0 % 
 

Q12. Is there anything else that local decision makers should know about your views 
concerning public transportation service? 
 Number Percent 
No comments listed 680 63.3 % 
Positive comment 382 35.6 % 
Negative comment 12 1.1 % 
Total 1,074 100.0 % 
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Chapter 6. Demand Analysis 
Transit patronage tends to be more difficult to estimate with precision than vehicular 
traffic.  Although the approaches are similar to the extent that projections are calculated by 
applying mode share assumptions to population segments with discernable demographic 
characteristics, transit demand estimation involves both the behavioral characteristics of 
potential users as well as demographic patterns.  Moreover, the precision is influenced by 
factors not directly related to the transit system, including population density, land use 
patterns, employment distribution and economic conditions, cultural values, the historical 
availability of transit, system image, fares, the presence of major universities and 
institutions – even the weather.  These issues make it more difficult to derive constant 
ridership rates based solely on the collective experience of comparable communities. 

This chapter therefore draws on multiple sources to estimate public transit demand in the 
Central Yavapai region.  The basic data comes from 2000 Census data and locally 
generated 2004 population estimates developed for the 2030 Long Range Transportation 
Plan.  Anecdotal information gathered during July 2006 community meetings, stakeholder 
interviews and the community survey were used to shape the transit mode share 
assumptions used to generate transit demand estimates.  As a final measure, the calculated 
demand estimates were compared with actual ridership levels achieved in five peer 
communities. 

Summary Findings 
The analysis generated a range estimate of 3,250 to 4,000 persons with a high propensity 
to use public transit under the right conditions.  The range constitutes approximately 3.0% 
- 3.7% of the estimated 2004 study area population of 108,485 residents.  These persons 
comprise the core constituency for public transportation in the Central Yavapai region. 

One should be mindful not to presume that high propensity individuals would gravitate to 
a new transit system all at once.   It is more likely that consumers would transition to 
transit at a pace accelerated by service quality improvements ultimately leading toward a 
“mature” transit system.  For purposes of this analysis, a mature transit system is 
characterized by: 

1. A reasonably complete route network that provides local access to 85% - 90% of 
residents living in areas with population densities above 500 persons per square 
mile, and regional access to residents along major transportation corridors in areas 
with population densities above 100 persons per square mile. 

2. Minimum operating schedules based on 15 & 30-minute peak headways; 30-minute 
midday and evening headways; 30 & 60 minute Saturday headways; and 60-minute 
weeknight, Saturday night and Sunday headways. 
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3. Service quality levels (e.g., safety, reliability, cleanliness) consistent with prevailing 
industry standards and locally adopted goals and objectives. 

4. A generally favorable image of the transit system held by customers and the 
community. 

Annual transit ridership is a function not only of how many high propensity individuals are 
willing to ride, but also how frequently they ride.  If, for example, all high propensity 
individuals rode three weekdays per week and three Saturdays per month, the transit 
system would generate in the range of 998,100 to 1,228,400 passenger boardings 
annually.  This assumes 3,705 to 4,560 boardings (one-way trips) per average weekday, 
1,025 to 1,260 boardings per Saturday, and 500 to 600 boardings per Sunday.  However, 
it is more likely that a new transit system would generate 25% to 30% of these levels 
assuming considerably lower level of service. 

Methodology 
The technical approach utilized to calculate transit demand estimates consisted of first 
segmenting the study area population into a matrix of subgroups and geographic zones, 
and then applying a range of transit mode share assumptions to the each cell in the 
population matrix.  Initially, 2000 Census data as available was disaggregated into six 
identifiable population groups with varying propensity to use public transit.  Using locally 
updated 2004 total population estimates by political subdivision, the population of Census 
subgroups was distributed as indicated in Figure 6-1.  (Detailed assumptions used to 
extrapolate these numbers from the Census data are explained in Figure 6-7 at the 
conclusion of this chapter.) 

The data was further divided into 17 geographic zones formed by compilation of Census 
Block Groups in relatively homogenous population density areas organized within 
political subdivisions.  Shown in Figure 6-2, the demand analysis zones stratify the study 
area by population density because of a direct correlation between population density and 
transit ridership.  It is important to distinguish relatively urbanized zones with the highest 
densities (e.g., central Prescott with 3,165 persons per square mile and central Prescott 
Valley with 2,857 persons per square mile) from lower density areas in Chino Valley, 
Dewey-Humboldt and unincorporated Yavapai County, nearly all of which have 
population densities below 100 persons per square mile.   
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Figure 6-1 2004 Population Distribution by Segment and 

Community 

Segment 
 

Chino 
Valley 

Dewey-
Humboldt 

City of 
Prescott 

Prescott 
Valley 

Yavapai 
County 

Total 
Residents 

Young persons 
ages 13-17 

1,498 297 2,034 2,485 459 6,773 

Older adults 65 
years and older 

2,683 632 10,748 6,810 2,266 23,139 

Persons with 
disabilities 

446 224 923 1056 115 2,765 

Household 
residents without 
access to a 
vehicle 

318 107 1,295 623 39 2,383 

Household 
residents with 
income below 
$15,000 

1,061 232 2,604 1,851 280 6,028 

All other residents  12,705 2,456 24,597 22,128 5,511 67,397 
Total Residents 18,711 3,948 42,201 34,953 8,670 108,485 
 

All regional travel demand modeling is based on mode share assumptions; that is, the 
percentage of all trips made by various travel modes such as personal vehicles, transit, 
bicycles, walking and others.  Mode share data typically is derived from the Census, which 
includes questions concerning journey to work characteristics.  Predictably, the most 
common travel mode by a wide margin nationally and in Arizona is the single occupant 
vehicle (SOV).  As seen in Figure 6-3, driving alone accounted for nearly 76% of all local 
and regional trips in the United States in 2000, and 74% of all trips in Arizona.  Public 
transportation accounted for 4.7% nationally, and just 1.9% of all trips in Arizona.  The 
results for Arizona reflected significantly more carpooling, motorcycle and bicycle 
commuting, but less public transit use than the national average.   

The next step was to determine reasonable transit mode share estimates and apply them to 
the 2004 local population data.  Rather than assigning a single value, the low and high end 
of a range were used.  Generally, the zones with higher population densities and in 
geographic areas better covered by the fixed route network envisioned in a full-coverage 
scenario were assigned higher mode share values than lower density zones situated 
peripherally to the full-coverage network.  Transit mode shares by community are 
summarized in the following paragraphs, and identified in detail in Figure 6-7.  
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Figure 6-2  Transit Demand Analysis Zones
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Figure 6-3 Percentage of Commute Trips by Travel Mode, 2000 

Commute 
Mode 

United 
States 

 
Arizona 

 
Difference 

Drive alone (SOV) 75.7 74.1 -1.6 
Carpool / Vanpool 12.2 15.4 +3.2 
Public Transport 4.7 1.9 -2.8 
Walk 2.9 2.6 -0.3 
Bicycle, Motorcycle 1.2 2.3 +1.1 
Work at Home 3.3 3.7 +0.4 
Total 100.0 100.0  

 
Source:  US Census 2000 Brief, Journey to Work, Table 5 
 

Chino Valley – Mode share assumptions range from a low of 0.25% for the general public 
to a high of 6.0% among older adults, persons with disabilities and persons without 
automobiles who reside in the southern part of town.  The population considered likely to 
use public transit is estimated in the range of 137 to 273 persons, as shown in Figure 6-4.  
This represents 0.7% and 1.5% of the estimated 2004 town-wide population of 18,710 
persons.   

Dewey-Humboldt - Mode share assumptions range from a low of 0.5% among the general 
public to a high of 5.0% among older adults.  The resulting population considered likely to 
use public transit is estimated in the range of 41 to 82 persons, which represents between 
1.1% and 2.1% of the estimated 2004 population of 3,948 persons.   

Prescott – Mode share assumptions range from a low of 0.5% among the general public to 
a high of 40% among persons without automobiles residing in Central Prescott.  The 
resulting population considered likely to use public transit is estimated in the range of 
1,253 to 2,507 persons, which represents between 3.0% and 5.9% of the estimated 2004 
population of 42,202 persons.   

Prescott Valley - Mode share assumptions range from a low of 0.5% among the general 
public to a high of 40% among persons without automobiles residing in Central Prescott 
Valley.  The resulting population considered likely to use public transit is estimated in the 
range of 934 to 1,868 persons, which represents between 2.7% and 5.3% of the estimated 
2004 population of 34,953 persons. 

Yavapai County - Mode share assumptions range from a low of 0.25% among the general 
public in outlying unincorporated areas to a high of 8.0% among persons without 
automobiles who reside in the Hwy 69 corridor between Prescott and Prescott Valley. The 
resulting population considered likely to use public transit is estimated in the range of 51 
to 103 persons, which represents between 0.6% and 1.2% of the estimated 2004 
population of 8,672 persons.   
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Figure 6-4 Transit Demand Estimates by Population Subgroup and 
Community of Residence 

 
Zone Youth Older Persons w/ Persons w/ Low General Youth Older Persons w/ Persons w/ Low General  

 13-17 years Adults Disabilities No Vehicle Income Public Total 13-17 years Adults Disabilities No Vehicle Income Public Total

Chino Valley
CV North 4 13 2 5 10 19 52 9 26 3 9 19 37 104
CV East 2 17 3 2 10 8 42 4 34 6 4 20 16 84
CV South 2 16 4 0 6 15 43 4 32 8 1 11 30 86

Subtotal 8 46 9 7 25 42 137 17 92 17 14 50 84 273
  

Dewey-Humboldt 1 16 4 2 5 12 41 3 32 9 4 9 25 82
  

Prescott   
North Prescott 10 103 7 42 117 115 394 20 206 15 84 234 229 788
East Prescott 2 24 2 5 13 22 68 4 48 3 10 26 45 135
Central Prescott 10 89 15 149 210 93 565 21 177 30 297 419 186 1,130
South Prescott 3 62 3 6 24 39 137 5 124 7 12 48 77 273
West Prescott 3 31 2 9 22 23 90 5 62 4 18 44 47 180

Subtotal 28 308 29 211 385 292 1,253 56 617 58 421 770 584 2,507
  

Prescott Valley   
North PV 6 26 5 8 77 58 180 13 51 10 17 154 115 360
East PV 3 27 2 24 21 25 101 6 53 3 47 41 51 202
Central PV 26 80 21 67 213 180 587 52 159 42 134 426 360 1,173
South PV 1 45 1 2 3 14 66 2 90 2 4 7 27 132

Subtotal 37 177 29 101 314 277 934 73 354 57 201 628 553 1,868
  

Yavapai County   
County 1 0 1 0 0 1 2 4 0 2 0 0 1 5 8
County 2 0 2 0 0 1 2 4 0 4 0 0 2 3 9
County 3 0 5 0 0 1 5 13 1 10 1 1 3 10 26
County 5 1 12 0 1 5 11 30 2 24 1 1 10 22 60

Subtotal 2 20 1 1 8 20 51 3 39 2 2 16 40 103
0

TOTAL 76 567 72 321 737 643 2,416 152 1,133 144 643 1,474 1,286 4,832

Midpoint 3,624 3,624
10% below midpoint 3,262 3,986
Final Estimate 3,250 4,000

Low Ridership Estimates High Ridership Estimates

 
 

The transit modal shares selected for each population segment and analysis zone 
cumulatively produced a range of 2,416 to 4,832 persons with a high propensity to use a 
public transit system under the right conditions.  To narrow this range, the number of 
persons calculated within 10% of the midpoint (3,624) was used to define the final 
estimate.  The calculated range is between 3,250 and 4,000 persons.  

Employment Data 
Another useful data source in the transit demand estimation process is locally generated 
employment information.  While the availability of this sort of data in the Central Yavapai 
region is limited, one of the largest employers – Yavapai Regional Medical Center 
(YRMC) – expressed a particular interest in the transit study and was willing to provide 
detailed information concerning its workforce.  Summarized in Figure 6-5, YRMC employs 
1,740 persons at its two hospital facilities in Prescott and Prescott Valley, of which about 
72% work a day shift.  Both facilities would be served by the route network described in 
Chapter 7.  Assuming that 10% of an all day shift would eventually utilize the transit 
system to commute to and from work, this would translate into approximately 125 persons 
and 250 one-way trips per day. 
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Figure 6-5 Yavapai Regional Medical Center: Employees by 
Residence Zip Code and Work Shift – October 2006 

Jurisdiction Zip First Second Third Total
Code Shift Shift Shift

North/Central Prescott                   86301 222 35 54
86302 13 3 3

East Prescott 86303 140 28 32
86304 35 3 12

North/West Prescott 86305 166 17 36
86313 0 2 0
86314 3 0 1

Subtotal, Prescott 579 88 138 805

Prescott Valley                83612 23 3 7
86314 336 61 87

Subtotal, Prescott Valley 359 64 94 517

Chino Valley                  86323 163 17 37  
Subtotal, Chino Valley 163 17 37 217

Dewey                         86314 0 0 1
86327 64 5 18

Humboldt                      86329 8 1 2
Subotal, Dewey-Humboldt 72 6 21 99

Subtotal, CYMPO Service Area 1,173 175 290 1,638

Out of Area 71 9 22 102

Total 1,244 184 312 1,740

Number of Employees

 
 
 

Peer Systems Comparison 
To provide further perspective concerning the Census-based demand estimates, the mature 
system and new system annual ridership numbers for a future Central Yavapai transit 
system were compared to actual ridership volumes generated on the five transit systems 
selected for peer analysis earlier in the study.  The results are summarized in Figure 6-6.   
These data suggest that a new Central Yavapai transit system generating 25% of the mature 
system ridership estimate would fall into the middle of the range of annual ridership when 
measured in terms of annual transit trips per capita.  
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Figure 6-6 Transit Ridership per Capita:  
CYMPO and Five Peer Systems 

 

Transit System 
Annual 

Passengers 
Service Area 
Population 

Annual Trips 
per Capita 

    
CYMPO Mature – high 1,228,400 108,485 11.32 
CYMPO Mature – low 998,100 108,485 9.20 
Flagstaff AZ  - Mountain Line 426,331 50,000 8.53 
Grand Junction CO - GVT 700,000 85,000 8.24 
St. George UT- SunTran 210,000 62,629 3.35 
CYMPO  New (25%) – high 307,100 108,485 2.83 
CYMPO New  (25%)– low 249,500 108,485 2.30 
Cottonwood AZ – CATS 38,886 20,000 1.94 
Yuma AZ – YCAT 237,200 175,000 1.36 
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Figure 6-7 Transit Mode Share Estimates by Population Subgroup 
and Analysis Zone 

 
Area Census Adjusted Percent Pop. YOUTH 13-17 YEARS OLD

Area Sq. Mi. Population Population Increase Density (Ages 5-17) Percent (Ages 5-17) Ages (13-17)
2000 2004 2004 2000 of Total 2004 2004 Low Low High High

   38.5% Percent Number Percent Number
Note 1 2 3 4 5 6 6

Chino Valley
CV North 317.0 8,594 10,476  33.0 1,881 21.9% 2,293 882 0.50% 4 1.00% 9
CV East 81.1 4,234 5,161 63.7 885 20.9% 1,079 415 0.50% 2 1.00% 4
CV South 33.4 2,521 3,073 92.0 429 17.0% 523 201 1.00% 2 2.00% 4

Subtotal 431.5 15,349 18710 21.9% 3,195 3,895 1,498 8 17

Dewey-Humboldt 123.8 3,592 3,948 9.9% 31.9 702 19.5% 771 297 0.50% 1 1.00% 3

Prescott
North Prescott 25.8 13,543 15,453 599.2 1,850 13.7% 2,111 812 1.25% 10 2.50% 20
East Prescott 10.4 3,068 3,501 337.5 409 13.3% 467 179 1.25% 2 2.50% 4
Central Prescott 3.9 9,717 11,087 2,856.8 1,169 12.0% 1,334 513 2.00% 10 4.00% 21
South Prescott 16.9 5,802 6,620 391.2 616 10.6% 703 270 1.00% 3 2.00% 5
West Prescott 16.7 4,857 5,542 332.3 592 12.2% 675 260 1.00% 3 2.00% 5

Subtotal 73.6 36,987 42,202 14.1% 4,636 5,290 2,034 28 56

Prescott Valley
North PV 9.7 7,030 8,506 874.0 1,379 19.6% 1,669 642 1.00% 6 2.00% 13
East PV 9.1 3,586 4,339 475.0 548 15.3% 663 255 1.25% 3 2.50% 6
Central PV 5.8 15,071 18,236 3,165.3 3,187 21.1% 3,856 1,483 1.75% 26 3.50% 52
South PV 16.5 3,200 3,872 235.0 225 7.0% 272 105 1.00% 1 2.00% 2

Subtotal 41.1 28,887 34,953 21.0% 5,339 6,460 2,485 37 73

Yavapai County
County 1 106.5 1,119 1,277 12.0 200 17.9% 228 88 0.25% 0 0.50% 0
County 2 6.1 538 614 100.3 36 6.7% 41 16 0.25% 0 0.50% 0
County 3 75.5 2,632 3,003 39.8 401 15.2% 458 176 0.25% 0 0.50% 1
County 5 24.4 3,311 3,778 155.1 409 12.4% 467 179 0.50% 1 1.00% 2

Subtotal 212.5 7,600 8,672 14.1% 1,046 1,193 459 2 3

TOTAL 882.6 92,415 108,485 17.4% 122.9 14,918 16.1% 17,610 6,773 0.43% 76 0.86% 152

NOTES
1 - As reported for census block groups (slight differences from TAZ populations in 2030 LRTP
2 - Calculated as 2000 Census population multiplied average jurisdiction growth reported in 2030 LRTP population estimates for 2004
3 - Growth rates from 2000 to 2004 estimated by jurisdiction in 2030 LRTP
4 - Calculated as 2000 Census population multiplied average jurisdiction growth reported in 2030 LRTP population estimates for 2004
5 - Assumes equal annual distribution of persons betweem age 5 and17
6 - High end of the range is assumed to be twice the low end of the range
7 - Net population excluding youth (13-17), older adults and persons with disabilities
8 - Net population excluding youth (13-17), older adults, persons with disabilities and persons without auto access
9 - Percentage adjusted downward by 0.33 to minimize double-counting with other categories
10 - Percentage adjusted downward by 0.50 to minimize double-counting with other categories
11 - Net population excluding all other categories

Transit Mode Split
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Area   
2000 Percent 2004 Low Low High High 2000 Percent 2004 Low Low High High

 Populatiof Total Population Percent Number Percent Number Population of Total PopulatioPercent Number Percent Number
Note 4 4

Chino Valley
CV North 1,074 12.5% 1,309 1.00% 13 2.00% 26 136 1.6% 166 1.00% 2 2.00% 3
CV East 692 16.3% 844 2.00% 17 4.00% 34 124 2.9% 151 2.00% 3 4.00% 6
CV South 435 17.3% 530 3.00% 16 6.00% 32 106 4.2% 129 3.00% 4 6.00% 8

Subtotal 2,201 14.3% 2,683 46 92 366 446 9 17

Dewey-Humboldt 575 16.0% 632 2.50% 16 5.00% 32 204 5.7% 224 2.00% 4 4.00% 9

Prescott
North Prescott 3,613 26.7% 4,122 2.50% 103 5.00% 206 257 1.9% 293 2.50% 7 5.00% 15
East Prescott 694 22.6% 792 3.00% 24 6.00% 48 44 1.4% 50 3.00% 2 6.00% 3
Central Prescott 1,941 20.0% 2,215 4.00% 89 8.00% 177 328 3.4% 374 4.00% 15 8.00% 30
South Prescott 1,813 31.2% 2,069 3.00% 62 6.00% 124 96 1.7% 110 3.00% 3 6.00% 7
West Prescott 1,359 28.0% 1,551 2.00% 31 4.00% 62 84 1.7% 96 2.00% 2 4.00% 4

Subtotal 9,420 25.5% 10,748 308 617 809 923 29 58

Prescott Valley
North PV 1,064 15.1% 1,287 2.00% 26 4.00% 51 199 2.8% 241 2.00% 5 4.00% 10
East PV 881 24.6% 1,066 2.50% 27 5.00% 53 57 1.6% 69 2.50% 2 5.00% 3
Central PV 2,194 14.6% 2,655 3.00% 80 6.00% 159 577 3.8% 698 3.00% 21 6.00% 42
South PV 1,489 46.5% 1,802 2.50% 45 5.00% 90 40 1.3% 48 2.50% 1 5.00% 2

Subtotal 5,628 19.5% 6,810 177 354 873 1,056 29 57

Yavapai County
County 1 148 13.2% 169 0.50% 1 1.00% 2 9 0.8% 10 1.00% 0 2.00% 0
County 2 212 39.4% 242 0.75% 2 1.50% 4 15 2.8% 17 1.00% 0 2.00% 0
County 3 596 22.6% 680 0.75% 5 1.50% 10 34 1.3% 39 1.00% 0 2.00% 1
County 5 1,030 31.1% 1,175 1.00% 12 2.00% 24 43 1.3% 49 1.00% 0 2.00% 1

Subtotal 1,986 26.1% 2,266 20 39 101 115 1 2

TOTAL 19,810 21.4% 23,139 2.45% 567 4.90% 1,133 2,353 17.5% 2,765 2.60% 72 5.20% 144

OLDER ADULTS (Ages 65 +) PERSONS WITH DISABILITIES

 
 
 

Area  
2004 Households Total Percent HH Adjusted Population Low Low High High

 Populatio w/o Vehicle Households w/o Vehicle Percent w/o Vehicle Percent Number Percent Number
Note 7 8

Chino Valley
CV North 8,119 127 3,050 4.2% 2.8% 227 2.00% 5 4.00% 9
CV East 3,752 54 1,689 3.2% 2.1% 80 2.50% 2 5.00% 4
CV South 2,212 7 962 0.7% 0.5% 11 3.00% 0 6.00% 1

Subtotal 14,083 188 5,701 318 7 14

Dewey-Humboldt 2,795 80 1,401 5.7% 3.8% 107 2.00% 2 4.00% 4

Prescott
North Prescott 10,225 231 5,659 4.1% 2.7% 280 15.00% 42 30.00% 84
East Prescott 2,479 51 1,396 3.7% 2.4% 61 8.00% 5 16.00% 10
Central Prescott 7,985 591 4,254 13.9% 9.3% 743 20.00% 149 40.00% 297
South Prescott 4,172 61 2,758 2.2% 1.5% 62 10.00% 6 20.00% 12
West Prescott 3,636 142 2,309 6.1% 4.1% 150 6.00% 9 12.00% 18

Subtotal 28,496 1,076 16,376 1,295 211 421

Prescott Valley
North PV 6,336 35 2,662 1.3% 0.9% 56 15.00% 8 30.00% 17
East PV 2,949 151 1,521 9.9% 6.7% 196 12.00% 24 24.00% 47
Central PV 13,400 203 5,450 3.7% 2.5% 334 20.00% 67 40.00% 134
South PV 1,917 46 1,600 2.9% 1.9% 37 5.00% 2 10.00% 4

Subtotal 24,602 435 11,233 623 101 201

Yavapai County
County 1 1,010 0 446 0.0% 0.0% 0 1.00% 0 2.00% 0
County 2 339 0 325 0.0% 0.0% 0 3.00% 0 6.00% 0
County 3 2,108 18 1,088 1.7% 1.1% 23 2.00% 0 4.00% 1
County 5 2,374 15 1,483 1.0% 0.7% 16 4.00% 1 8.00% 1

Subtotal 5,831 33 3,342 39 1 2

TOTAL 75,808 1,812 38,053 2,383 13.49% 321 26.98% 643

PERSONS WITHOUT AUTOMOBILES
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Area
2004 Households Total Percent HH Adjusted Population Low Low High High 2004 Low Low High

 Population Low Income Households Low Income Percent Low Income Percent Number Percent Number Population Percent Number Percent
Note 9 10 11

Chino Valley
CV North 7,893 369 3050 12.1% 6.0% 477 2.00% 10 4.00% 19 7,415 0.25% 19 0.50%
CV East 3,671 364 1689 21.6% 10.8% 396 2.50% 10 5.00% 20 3,276 0.25% 8 0.50%
CV South 2,202 164 962 17.0% 8.5% 188 3.00% 6 6.00% 11 2,014 0.75% 15 1.50%

Subtotal 13,766 897 5,701 1,061 25 50 12,705 42

Dewey-Humboldt 2,688 242 1401 17.3% 8.6% 232 2.00% 5 4.00% 9 2,456 0.50% 12 1.00%

Prescott
North Prescott 9,945 886 5659 15.7% 7.8% 779 15.00% 117 30.00% 234 9,167 1.25% 115 2.50%
East Prescott 2,418 199 1396 14.3% 7.1% 172 7.50% 13 15.00% 26 2,246 1.00% 22 2.00%
Central Prescott 7,242 1,232 4254 29.0% 14.5% 1,049 20.00% 210 40.00% 419 6,193 1.50% 93 3.00%
South Prescott 4,110 319 2758 11.6% 5.8% 238 10.00% 24 20.00% 48 3,872 1.00% 39 2.00%
West Prescott 3,486 486 2309 21.0% 10.5% 367 6.00% 22 12.00% 44 3,119 0.75% 23 1.50%

Subtotal 27,201 3,122 16,376 2,604 385 770 24,597 292

Prescott Valley
North PV 6,280 435 2662 16.3% 8.2% 513 15.00% 77 30.00% 154 5,767 1.00% 58 2.00%
East PV 2,753 228 1521 15.0% 7.5% 206 10.00% 21 20.00% 41 2,547 1.00% 25 2.00%
Central PV 13,065 889 5450 16.3% 8.2% 1,066 20.00% 213 40.00% 426 12,000 1.50% 180 3.00%
South PV 1,880 112 1600 7.0% 3.5% 66 5.00% 3 10.00% 7 1,814 0.75% 14 1.50%

Subtotal 23,979 1,664 11,233 1,851 314 628 22,128 277

Yavapai County
County 1 1,010 46 446 10.3% 5.2% 52 1.00% 1 2.00% 1 958 0.25% 2 0.50%
County 2 339 52 325 16.0% 8.0% 27 3.00% 1 6.00% 2 312 0.50% 2 1.00%
County 3 2,085 78 1088 7.2% 3.6% 75 2.00% 1 4.00% 3 2,010 0.25% 5 0.50%
County 5 2,358 159 1483 10.7% 5.4% 126 4.00% 5 8.00% 10 2,232 0.50% 11 1.00%

Subtotal 5,792 335 3,342 280 8 16 5,511 20

TOTAL 73,426 6,260 38,053 6,028 12.22% 737 24.45% 1,474 67,397 0.95% 643 1.91%

PERSONS IN LOW INCOME HOUSEHOLDS (UNDER $15k/YR) GENERAL POPULATION (NET)
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Chapter 7. Service Alternatives 
This chapter presents a detailed discussion of public transportation service alternatives 
potentially suited to the Central Yavapai region.   The study followed a multi-step process 
that initially presented three conceptual service alternatives to the public.  These were 
differentiated primarily on the basis of service mode (i.e., fixed route vs. demand response) 
to discern the preferences of key stakeholders, including potential bus riders, community 
leaders and local officials.  Once a modal preference was established, four preferred 
alternatives distinguished in terms of service area coverage and cost were designed in 
consultation with the Working Group.   

Transit System Design 
From the work documented in earlier chapters, it is evident that rapid population growth 
and economic activity in the Central Yavapai region is spurring new mobility challenges for 
residents, employees and visitors.  While most trips will continue to be made in personal 
vehicles in the coming decades, an increasing number of persons will require public 
transportation for access to jobs, schools, shopping and other purposes.  This section offers a 
vision for public transportation in the region, as well as more specific objectives, policies 
and design guidelines to help size and shape a transit system that is commensurate with 
local needs through the 2025 planning horizon.  Additionally, key performance indicators 
and standards are suggested to measure the progress of system development over time.   

It is important to recognize that the vision for public transportation should assume a long 
term perspective that is both sufficiently generalized and flexible to allow the system to 
grow and evolve with community needs over a period of years.  The vision should reflect 
both public expectations for a quality transit system that meets their needs, as well as a 
realistic sense of local funding capacity, organizational structure and management 
philosophy for the transit system.   

Several recurring themes have been heard during the study process.  One is that a basic 
transit system is critically needed for a growing segment of the population making longer 
distance trips between Prescott and Prescott Valley.  These trips respond to prevailing 
development characteristics that feature increased residential capacity in Prescott Valley and 
an expanding employment base in Prescott.  A second theme is that the people who are 
mostly likely to use transit strongly prefer a fixed route service that facilitates spontaneous 
travel rather than demand responsive service that requires trip planning and reservations in 
advance.  A third theme expressed by local officials and many taxpayers is that whatever 
public transportation system is created must be affordable to local governments.  Moreover, 
if a transit system is implemented, it must be sustainable over time within the combination 
of available federal, state, local subsidies and user fees.  Finally, people are hopeful that 
public transportation ultimately will contribute to reduced traffic congestion, a cleaner 
environment and a better quality of life.  Considering these priorities, a suggested vision 
statement for public transportation in Central Yavapai is as follows: 
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Central Yavapai local governments aspire to build a modern, affordable and 
sustainable public transit system that supports the mobility needs of area residents 
and contributes to a livable and healthy community both now and in the future. 

Realistic goals and objectives are necessary policy making and management tools for a new 
public transit system.  Goals should provide administrative staff with general direction 
needed to implement the transit system and move it forward consistent with community 
preferences and expectations.  Given that the proposed transit system is new, it should be 
understood that some goals may not be met for many years until development conditions in 
the service area and the transit system mature. 

System objectives supply the structure for translating goals into action and for monitoring 
and evaluating system performance relative to locally defined expectations.  Objectives 
typically are the intermediate targets that represent significant accomplishments toward 
more generalized goals.  Ideally, they should be formulated by transit system management 
in consultation with community leaders or an oversight body.  Particular objectives should 
be attainable generally within the time span of perhaps two to five years, and subsequently 
extended, revised or replaced as warranted by conditions.   

Performance measures provide the mechanisms needed to monitor and evaluate whether 
adopted objectives are being achieved.  When possible, performance measures should 
include quantifiable indicators based on frequently reported operating statistics, such as total 
ridership, service hours and miles operated, capital and operating costs incurred, fare 
revenues collected, schedule reliability, system safety, or similar parameters.  Three broad 
measures potentially applicable to system-level evaluation at this early design stage are 
suggested: 

 Total annual ridership and/or ridership per capita 

 Passengers per revenue hour of service provided 

 Percent of operating costs recovered from passenger fares. 

Service standards define specific levels of attainment desired or expected relative to each 
performance measure.  Standards should provide realistic short-range targets for the transit 
system to achieve and, for a mature system, should be recalibrated annually to reflect 
changing circumstances in the service area, financial position and other factors.  Once the 
system is operating, monitoring and evaluating performance become essential management 
activities within an ongoing transit development process.  All public transit systems 
receiving federal funding assistance typically are required to define and update their transit 
development plans every five years, or more frequently if necessary. 

Particularly for a new transit system, design criteria are a critical part of the process of 
identifying a preferred service alternative.  Design criteria minimally should address three 
aspects of a new system: 
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 Service area coverage – the number and spacing of routes, percentage of service area 
residents within five minutes of a transit route, and distance between bus stops. 

 Service span – the days and hours during which buses are in operation. 

 Service frequency – how often buses pass any given bus stop in the system.  

Because design criteria have a major effect on transit system operating costs, a number of 
important trade-offs must be considered.  For example, operating costs may be contained by 
limiting service coverage to the most densely populated areas of the region; or by limiting 
service span to weekdays only at first and deferring evening and weekend service until a 
later phase in transit system development; or by scheduling buses to operate less regularly at 
lower demand times of the day.   

Ultimately, the evaluation and selection of a single preferred alternative needs to be linked 
to community values, as reflected by the public input received during the study and a sense 
of which system design best addresses the needs of local residents and businesses, and is 
affordable to the region.  While many decisions are required at this stage of the study, others 
may be deferred until a preferred alternative is selected and a detailed operating and 
implementation plan prepared. 

Conceptual Alternatives 
The study process included an extensive public outreach effort designed to elicit attitudes 
and opinions from stakeholders, local officials and the general public concerning the 
characteristics of public transportation services.  Three conceptual alternatives were 
presented for public consideration at an early stage of the study.  These alternatives were 
intended to prompt a consensus determination of service mode and key transit system 
design criteria.  The conceptual alternatives are described in the following paragraphs. 

Fixed Route Service 
As summarized in Figure 7-1, fixed route service is often thought of as a “conventional” or 
“regular” bus system comparable to those found in larger cities such as Phoenix, Denver or 
Los Angeles.  Defining characteristics include standardized linear routes with posted bus 
stops, bus arrivals and departures occurring at even intervals, published timetables showing 
where and when buses travel.  Study findings show that a fixed route transit system is 
preferred by approximately two-thirds of stakeholders and residents in the region. 
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Figure 7-1 Fixed Route Transit Service Characteristics 

Design 
Characteristic 

Perceived 
Benefits 

Perceived 
Drawbacks 

Routing - Buses run on designated 
streets.  
 

Easy to understand for most people. 
 

Less convenient for those who live 
beyond ¼-mile from the route.   
Transfers may be required.  
 

Schedule - Buses adhere to published 
timetables. 

Conducive to spontaneous (i.e., same 
day) travel.  

Passengers need to conform to bus 
schedule. 
 

Access – Buses may pick up/drop off 
passengers either at designated stops 
only (i.e., “posted” stop) or at any safe 
location along the route (i.e., “flag” 
stop). 

Posted stops with signs make it clear 
where to catch the bus.  Flag stops 
reduce walking distances to get to the 
bus.  Fixed route system capacity is 
higher, so passengers are rarely 
denied service. 
 

Additional time and expense to install 
bus stop signs.  Flag stops sometimes 
cause confusion between passenger 
and driver. 
 

Fares – A flat fare or zone fare may be 
charged. 

Fares tend to be lower than for 
paratransit and hybrid services. 

Flat fares tend to discourage short 
trips.  Zone fares may be confusing or 
burdensome for some passengers. 
 

Cost - Capital and operating expenses. Operating cost per passenger is 
typically lower than for paratransit 
service.   
  

Operating cost per service hour is 
typically higher than for paratransit 
service.  Capital cost typically is higher. 

Complementary Paratransit -- Service 
is required by ADA. 

Provides an alternative for people who 
cannot use a regular fixed route bus. 

Cost of additional vehicles and service 
may reduce fixed route service level. 

  
Demand Responsive Service 
As summarized in Figure 7-2, demand responsive transit may also be referred to as “dial-a-
ride” or “paratransit” bus service with characteristics similar to human service agency client 
transportation and taxicab services currently operating in the Central Yavapai region.  
Defining characteristics include smaller vehicles operating on changing itineraries based on 
particular origins and destinations requested in advance by riders on any given day.  Despite 
the clear public predisposition towards fixed route service, many study participants 
acknowledged that current demographic and land use characteristics may not fully support a 
conventional transit system beyond the core neighborhoods of Prescott and Prescott Valley.  
For example, much of the residential development in the City of Prescott north of Whipple 
Street is on hilly land and designed around a suburban street network that would make it 
difficult to traverse even for small buses.  Generally, sidewalks are located along major 
streets only, walking distances can be lengthy, and crossing major roadways such as Willow 
Creek Road can be unsafe except at signalized intersections.  Similarly, Prescott Valley 
neighborhoods generally east of Lakeshore Drive and west of Tonto Way have street 
networks less conducive to fixed route operations.  These factors may necessitate the use of 
demand responsive service in portions of the transit service area. 
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Figure 7-2 Demand Responsive Service Characteristics 

Design 
Characteristic 

Perceived 
Benefits 

Perceived 
Drawbacks 

Routing – Buses follow a daily route 
custom designed to serve requested 
origins and destinations.   
 

Buses go more directly to where 
passengers want to go, typically 
without requiring a transfer to 
complete a one-way trip. 
 

Routing is unpredictable from day to 
day.  Few opportunities for same-day 
or spontaneous travel.   

Schedule - Buses accommodate 
passenger requests for service made in 
advance by phone.   
 

Daily routes can be designed to 
maximize operating efficiency. 

Passengers must schedule reservations 
in advance.  Trips provided on a “first 
come, first served” basis. 
 

Access – Buses pick up/drop off 
passengers at locations agreed upon at 
time of reservation.  No posted stops. 
 

Bus stop signs, shelters and benches 
are not needed.  Passenger walk and 
wait times are minimized. 

System capacity is lower than fixed 
route alternative, so passengers may 
be denied service during peak hours. 

Fares – A flat fare or zone fare may be 
charged. 
 

Fares are calculated for the passenger 
at time of reservation. 

High operating cost per passenger 
tends to require higher fares. 

Cost - Capital and operating expenses. Operating cost per hour typically is 
lower than for fixed route service.  
Capital costs typically are lower. 
  

Operating cost per passenger typically 
is much higher than for fixed route 
service.   

Complementary Paratransit – Not 
required by ADA. 
 

No additional cost to provide a 
separate service for persons with 
disabilities. 

All riders receive high cost service 
mandated for disabled persons by 
ADA. 

  
Flexible Transit Service 
As summarized in Figure 7-3, flexible transit may also be referred to as “hybrid” or “route 
deviation” that combines aspects of both fixed route and demand responsive transportation 
services.  Specific examples of flexible transit services include fixed route deviation, point 
deviation, checkpoint dial-ride, and flex route.  These flexible services reflect efforts to 
blend the generally higher capacity and productivity of fixed route transit operations with 
the customer convenience benefits of demand responsive paratransit operations. 
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Figure 7-3 Flexible (Hybrid) Service Characteristics 

Design 
Characteristic 

Perceived 
Benefits 

Perceived 
Drawbacks 

Routing - Buses use a combination of 
designated streets and custom routing. 
 

Fixed route service maintained in 
traditional urbanized areas.  Closer 
access for outlying areas on demand 
 

Relatively new form of service may be 
initially confusing to some people. 

Schedule - Buses adhere to published 
timetables on busy route segments 
and accommodate passenger requests 
in outlying areas. 
 

Combines the advantages of fixed 
route and dial-a-ride.  Passengers have 
a choice of spontaneous or pre-
arranged travel. 

Some passengers must schedule 
reservations in advance. Deviation trips 
provided on a “first come, first served” 
basis. 
 

Access – Buses use a combination of 
bus stops and other pick up/drop off 
locations. 
 

Fewer bus stops are needed than for 
fixed route system.  Walk and wait 
times are reduced for passengers in 
outlying areas. 
 

System capacity is lower than fixed 
route alternative.  Some passengers 
may be denied service during peak 
hours. 

Fares – A flat fare or zone fare may be 
charged. 
 

Fares are calculated for the passenger 
at time of reservation. 

Fare surcharges for route deviations 
result in higher fares in outlying areas. 

Cost - Capital and operating expenses. Flexible routing concepts can be more 
cost-effective than fixed routes serving 
lower density outlying areas. 
  

Operating cost per passenger is higher 
than for fixed route service.   
 

Complementary Paratransit -- Not 
required by ADA. 
 

No additional cost to provide a 
separate service for persons with 
disabilities. 

Some general public riders receive high 
cost service mandated for disabled 
persons by ADA. 

  

Preferred Alternatives 
Upon receiving feedback from prospective transit riders and other stakeholders regarding 
the conceptual alternatives, the next step in the study process was to develop four detailed 
service alternatives that address current and projected conditions in the Central Yavapai 
region through FY 2025.  These alternatives are described in the following pages.  The first 
two are based on improvements to the existing Tri-City Transportation Voucher Program 
administered by NACOG through individual contracts with the City of Prescott and Towns 
of Chino Valley, Dewey-Humboldt and Prescott Valley.  The latter two alternatives are 
based on implementing a new fixed route transit system preferred by stakeholders and a 
majority of residents who responded to a survey, attended an open house public meeting, or 
otherwise provided comments during the study process. 

1. Improved Locally-Funded Voucher Program 
This alternative maintains and incrementally improves the existing Tri-City Transportation 
Voucher Program.  As described in Chapter 2, the voucher program subsidized nearly 
44,400 trips in 2006 at a public cost of approximately $225,000.  The program distributes 
user-side subsidies in the form of vouchers to eligible individuals that may be redeemed 
with one of nine participating service providers.  Approximately 430 persons were enrolled 
in the voucher program on July 1, 2006.  Additionally, there was a small but apparently 
growing list of 18 persons waiting to be enrolled in the program. 
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The user-side subsidy approach relies on private transportation operators and human service 
agencies to deliver trips on a demand basis.  Voucher recipients themselves choose which 
provider they want to use to make their trips based on market factors.  The Central Yavapai 
region is fortunate to have a variety of existing transportation providers, including for-profit 
taxicab, limousine and shuttle companies, non-profit agency client transportation services, 
as well as volunteer-based services.  This not only gives consumers more of a choice as to 
who they ride with, but also offers the potential for cost control through market competition.  
The existing voucher program, which has been in place for over six years, provides a solid 
foundation to support incremental expansion of the numbers of persons eligible for subsidy 

and equity of 
subsidy allocation.  It should be noted that a more comprehensive analysis of the current 
pro

 

and total trips provided. 

While a detailed analysis of voucher program management and procedural administration 
was beyond the scope of this study, the consultants did contact NACOG staff early in the 
process to obtain operating data and understand the basic workings of the program.  A 
number of concerns were observed with procedural and administrative methods, and the 
following adjustments are suggested below to improve the effectiveness 

gram is recommended before either Alternatives 1 or 2 are implemented. 

Form of Subsidy – Currently, each voucher distributed is “good for one ride” 
regardless of distance traveled or total trip cost.  Users are given a supply of vouchers 
each month determined by dividing the amount of funding available for each 
sponsoring community by the number of eligible persons requesting vouchers for the 
month.  Because the actual redemption value of the vouchers put into circulation is 
unknown until they are redeemed by the vendors, the number of vouchers 
distributed each month changes during the course of the fiscal year.  NACOG’s 
objective is to fully distribute budgeted funds by the end of the fiscal year.  
Alternatively, it is recommended that vouchers have a fixed face value similar to 
cash.  This type of voucher is often called “scrip.”  The scrip should be sold to 
customers in denominated amounts of $1.00 and $5.00 at a discount rate as 
determined by eligibility guidelines.  For example, a $20.00 book of scrip might be 
sold for $10.00 to individuals eligible for a 50% discount.  The use of denominated 
scrip likely would encourage users to consider taking shorter trips when there is a 

 

choice (e.g., grocery shopping) in order to maximize the number of trips they are 
able to take each month. 

User Co-pay – Currently, users are required to pay $2.00 in cash to the selected 
vendor at the time a voucher is used.  This is a flat fee regardless of distance traveled 
or total trip cost.  Several anecdotal comments were heard during the public outreach 
process that vendors sometimes waive the co-pay in order to attract additional trips.  
Moreover, at least one vendor (PTA Citibus) has a cash fare of $1.00 and presumably 

 

users are not required to pay a co-pay for this service.  It is recommended that the 
user co-pay be dropped when scrip is introduced. 

Vendor Certification – Current vendor certification procedures are limited with few 
service quality standards defined and no process for negotiating rate discounts on the 
basis of volume pricing or other competitive factors.  It is recommended that a formal 
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process be developed to periodically recertify vendors to ensure service quality 
thresholds are achieved in terms of vehicle cleanliness and reliability, driver 

 

behavior, response time, on-board travel time, schedule adherence, availability of 
accessible vehicles, and potentially other factors of local significance. 

Customer Service – It is suggested that NACOG implement a formal customer service 
process through which complaints concerning service quality or other disputes 

se regulations, plus informal 
discussions with FTA staff, confirm the link between federal funding eligibility and a 

members of the general public would purchase scrip at face value as well.  Involving the 
gen

1. It offers all residents a new travel option at a predictable cost based on fair market 

2. ncourage vendor participation and renewed attention on service quality by 
increasing the volume of passengers and fare revenues associated with the voucher 

d on demand responsive service at a predictable flat rate per zone traveled.  This 

between vendors and users may be addressed.   

2. Federally-Assisted Voucher Program with Local Public 
Shared-Ride Taxi (SRT) System 

This alternative expands the existing Tri-City Transportation Voucher Program beyond its 
presently limited focus on the special needs population to include the general public, 
making it eligible for federal funding assistance under the FTA Section 5307 program.  As 
defined in 49 U.S.C. §5302 (a)(7), “mass transportation” means transportation by a 
conveyance that provides regular and continuing general or special transportation to the 
public, but does not include school bus, charter, or sightseeing transportation.  Section 5302 
(a)(14) equates “transit” with mass transportation.  The

transportation service that is available to the general public. 

As discussed in the previous alternative, several procedural and administrative modifications 
to the existing voucher program are recommended.  These include a conversion from open 
value vouchers to denominated scrip, discontinuation of the $2.00 co-pay in favor of direct 
sales to users, periodic vendor recertification, and a formal customer service process.  
Consumer discounts would be determined by a combination of local eligibility policies and 
available funding.  A potential source of additional funding is through institutional support 
for defined constituencies by major employers, area colleges, human service agencies, 
youth programs, philanthropic organizations or others.  Here it is assumed that discounts 
would primarily target selected population segments with mobility challenges, but that 

eral public in a user-side subsidy transportation program offers three distinct advantages: 

value of service consumed; 

It would e

program; 

3. It would qualify the program for federal funding assistance under FTA Section 5307. 

An important opportunity associated with this alternative is the potential to use the larger 
voucher program budget to encourage local taxicab companies to adopt a “shared ride taxi” 
(SRT) business model.  The desired outcome is to provide individuals with a new local travel 
option base
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is in contrast to the traditional “exclusive ride taxi” (ERT) model used by the local taxi 
industry.   

ERT employs a purely distance-based fare calculated by a taximeter inside the vehicle.  The 
taximeter typically precludes any shared use of a vehicle by unrelated parties traveling 
between different origins and destinations, since it is difficult to calculate an equitable 
distribution of the total fare.  Additionally, taximeter-based fares can be troublesome for 
fixed-income riders who need to carefully budget their travel resources from month to 
month.  Zone-based flat fares for shared vehicle use are easy to calculate for customers and 
drivers alike.  Flat fare service already is available from five of nine vendors participating in 
the current voucher program, including Adult Day Care Services, Neighbor-to-Neighbor, 

hat SRT service would be available only to those 
persons using scrip to pay the fare, including not only persons with mobility limitations who 

e vendors, 
possibly followed by a structured procurement tied to a formal vendor certification process.  

rams 

onally, the existing voucher program 
would be modified to address ADA complementary paratransit service requirements and 
loc
propos

 

New Horizons, PTA Citibus, and Reserve-a-Ride Yavapai.  Four others – Ace Cab, Discount 
Cab, H&M Rogers and Tri City Taxi – charge distance-based fares using taximeters. 

It should be noted that the SRT and ERT business models are not mutually exclusive, so that 
local taxi providers willing to participate in a user-side subsidized SRT program would be 
free to continue providing ERT service to persons who pay with fare media other than scrip.  
To protect the industry, it is assumed t

are eligible to purchase scrip at a discount, but also members of the general public who 
could purchase scrip at full face value.   

Specific rates for SRT service must be determined in consultation with prospectiv

Additionally, a mechanism should be in place to include volunteer transportation prog
seeking to recover mileage-related reimbursement expenses of volunteer drivers.  

3. Limited Service Level Fixed Route Transit System with 
Complementary Paratransit Voucher Program 

Among persons expressing support for a public transportation system for the Central Yavapai 
region, a majority tend to favor conventional fixed route service over a variety of flexible 
route and demand responsive services requiring reservations in advance.  Alternatives 3 and 
4 respond to this preference with a fixed route system scaled at two service levels.  
Alternative 3 offers a fiscally constrained fixed route network consisting of one regional 
route linking Prescott and Prescott Valley, and two local routes serving Prescott and Prescott 
Valley.  These three routes comprise a basic network suited to the start-up phase of a new 
public transportation system in the region.  Additi

ally-defined needs outside of the fixed route service area. Displayed in Figure 7-4, the 
ed route alignments are described as follows: 

#1 – Prescott/Prescott Valley via Highway 69 – operates between central transfer 
points at or near Yavapai Regional Medical Center (YMRC) in Prescott and the Civic 
Center complex in Prescott Valley.  A minimum number of deviations from Highway 
69 are recommended to balance the need for competitive end-to-end travel time with 
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direct access to major destinations in the Highway 69 corridor.  Planned intermediate 
stops include Gateway Mall, Walmart, Frontier Village and Yavapai College along 
Highway 69, plus local stops on urbanized streets.  Within central Prescott, the 
alignment and operating schedules are coordinated with the proposed #2-Prescott 
Shuttle to provide bi-directional service on Sheldon Street, Gurley Street, Montezuma 
Street and Miller Valley Road.  Within the Prescott Valley central business district, 
the #1 operates on a common loop with the proposed #3-Prescott Valley Shuttle 

 

clockwise via Windsong Drive, Pav Way, Lake Valley Road, Lakeshore Drive and 
Civic Circle.  Two buses are required to maintain hourly headways on weekdays and 
Saturdays on Route #1. 

#2 – Prescott Shuttle (currently PTA Citibus) – operates a one-way (counter-
clockwise) loop alignment in central Prescott largely similar to the existing PTA 
Citibus route.  Minor adjustments are recommended to serve the planned central 
transfer point near YRMC.  The route follows Miller Valley Road southbound from 
YRMC into downtown Prescott, and continues via Gurley Street, Plaza Drive, back to 
Gurley Street, Park Avenue, Copper Basin Road, White Spar Road, Montezuma 
Street, back to Gurley Street, and Highway 69 to Frontier Village.  Returning 
eastbound to Prescott, the proposed #2 follows Highway 69 to Yavapai College and 
continues via Sheldon Street, Montezuma Street, Whipple Street, Iron Springs Road, 
Gail Gardner Way, Ponderosa Plaza, Black Drive and Willow Creek Road to the 
Prescott transfer point.  One bus is required to provide hourly headways on 

 

weekdays between 6:00 am and 7:00 pm, and on Saturdays between 7:00 am and 
5:00 pm.  It is noted that the current Citibus schedule runs on weekdays only from 
9:00 am and 5:00 pm.   

#3 – Prescott Valley Shuttle – operates a one-way (counter-clockwise)   loop through 
mostly residential neighborhoods situated south of Highway 89A and connecting to 
the central business district.  The alignment follows Lakeshore Drive to North 
Glassford Hill, East Long Look Drive, North Lone Cactus Drive, East Spouse Drive, 
Roberts Road, Viewpoint Drive, Highway 89A, Roberts Road, Long Mesa Drive, 
Hondo Drive, Ranger Road, Navajo Road, Yavapai Drive and Roberts Road to 
Lakeshore.  Within the downtown area, the alignment overlays Route #1 on a loop 
consisting of Windsong Drive, Pav Way, Lake Valley Road, Lakeshore Drive and 
Civic Circle.  Selected trips operate via Spouse Drive and Lone Cactus Way to serve 
Bradshaw Mountain High School and Glassford Hill Middle School at bell times, and 
possibly at other times if there is sufficient demand among neighborhood residents.  
One bus is required to provide hourly headways on weekdays and Saturdays. 
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It is envisioned that the Alternative 3 route network would operate on 60-minute headways 
between 6:00 am and 7:00 pm on weekdays, and on Saturdays from 7:00 am until 5:00 pm.  
Routes and schedules are designed such that buses would meet at the designated transfer 
points in Prescott (#1 & #2) and Prescott Valley (#1 & #3) once per hour throughout the 
service day.  Alternative 3 requires a fleet of five buses to support daily operations, 
including four buses running published schedules and one spare vehicle.   However, one 
less bus would be needed if PTA continues to operate its Citibus service under terms 
negotiated with CYMPO.  Summary operating characteristics of Alternative 3 are displayed 
in Figure 7-5. 

Figure 7-5 Alternative 3 Level of Service 

Route 
# of 

Buses 

Revenue 
Hours per 
Weekday 

Revenue 
Hours per 
Saturday 

Annual Revenue 
Hours 

1 – Prescott / Prescott Valley 2 27.7 22.6 8,040 
2 – Prescott Shuttle (Citibus) 1 13.9 (8.0)* 10.9 4,110 (2,040)* 
3 – Prescott Valley Shuttle 1 13.9 10.9 4,110 
Subtotal 4 55.5 44.4 16,260 (2,040) 
Spare Vehicle 1 – – – 
     
Total 5 55.5 44.4 16,260 (2,040) 
Note (*) – PTA currently operates the proposed Route 2 alignment. 
 

4. Full Service Level Fixed Route Transit System with 
Complementary Paratransit Voucher Program 

Alternative 4 offers a more comprehensive fixed route transit network consisting of three 
regional routes linking Chino Valley, Dewey/Humboldt, Prescott and Prescott Valley, and 
three local routes covering the more densely populated neighborhoods of Prescott and 
Prescott Valley.  These six routes comprise a full-coverage network suited to the projected 
medium-range future needs of the Central Yavapai region.  Displayed in Figure 7-6, the 
proposed route alignments are described as follows: 

 #1 – Prescott/Prescott Valley via Highway 69 – operates between planned central 
transfer points located at or near YMRC in Prescott and the Civic Center complex in 
Prescott Valley.  A minimum number of deviations from Highway 69 are 
recommended to balance the need for competitive end-to-end travel times with 
direct access to major destinations in the Highway 69 corridor.  Suggested 
intermediate stops include Gateway Mall, Walmart, Frontier Village and Yavapai 
College along Highway 69, plus on urbanized streets in Prescott and Prescott Valley.  
Within central Prescott, the #1 alignment and operating schedules are coordinated 
with the proposed Route #2-Prescott Shuttle to provide bi-directional service on 
Sheldon Street, Gurley Street, Montezuma Street and Miller Valley Road.  This 
relationship is more plainly visible in Figure 7-7.  In Prescott Valley, the #1 follows a 
common downtown loop alignment with proposed routes #3 and #5, consisting of 



C Y M P O  R e g i o n a l  T r a n s i t  N ee d s  S t u d y  •  F i n a l  R e p o r t  

C E N T R A L  Y A V A P A I  M E T R O P O L I T A N  P L A N N I N G  O R G A N I Z A T I O N  
 
 

Page 7-14 • Nelson\Nygaard Consulting Associates 

Windsong Drive, Pav Way, Lake Valley Road, Lakeshore Drive and Civic Circle, as 
displayed in Figure 7-8.  Two buses are required to maintain hourly headways on 
weekdays and Saturdays on Route #1. 

 #2 –Prescott Shuttle (currently PTA Citibus) – operates on a one-way (counter-
clockwise) loop alignment in central Prescott largely similar to the current PTA 
Citibus route.  Minor adjustments are recommended to serve the planned central 
transfer point near YRMC.  The bus follows Miller Valley Road southbound from 
YRMC into downtown Prescott, then uses Gurley Street, Plaza Drive returning to 
Gurley Street, Park Avenue, Copper Basin Road, White Spar Road, Montezuma 
Street, Gurley Street, and Highway 69 to Frontier Village.  Returning eastbound to 
Prescott, Route #2 follows Highway 69 to Yavapai College and continues via 
Sheldon Street, Montezuma Street, Whipple Street, Iron Springs Road, Gail Gardner 
Way, Ponderosa Plaza, Black Drive and Willow Creek Road to the Prescott transfer 
point.  One bus is required to provide hourly headways on weekdays between 6:00 
am and 7:00 pm, and on Saturdays between 7:00 am and 5:00 pm.  It is noted that 
the current Citibus schedule runs on weekdays only from 9:00 am and 5:00 pm.   

 #3 – Prescott Valley Shuttle – provides bi-directional loop service through mostly 
residential neighborhoods south of Highway 89A and the central business district.  
The alignment (counter-clockwise) follows Lakeshore Drive to North Glassford Hill, 
East Long Look Drive, North Lone Cactus Drive, East Spouse Drive, Roberts Road, 
Viewpoint Drive, Highway 89A, Roberts Road, Long Mesa Drive, Hondo Drive, 
Ranger Road, Navajo Road, Yavapai Drive and Roberts Road to Lakeshore.  Within 
the downtown area, the alignment follows a common loop consisting of Windsong 
Drive, Pav Way, Lake Valley Road, Lakeshore Drive and Civic Circle.  Selected trips 
operate via Spouse Drive and Lone Cactus Way to serve Bradshaw Mountain High 
School and Glassford Hill Middle School at bell times, and possibly at other times to 
accommodate demand in the neighborhood.  Two buses are required to provide 
hourly headways in both directions on weekdays.  A single bus is required on 
Saturdays to operate in one direction only. 

 #4 – North Prescott/Willow Creek Shuttle - provides new local service to mostly 
residential neighborhoods in north central Prescott.  The alignment follows Willow 
Creek Road northbound from the central transfer point at YRMC to Willow Lake 
Road and densely populated residential subdivisions south of Willow Lake, the 
Yavapai County Health Services building at 1090 Commerce Drive, Willow Crossing 
(Fry’s) Shopping Center, the American Red Cross facility on Sandretto Drive, and 
other businesses in the area.  Southbound service returns via Willow Creek Road, 
Rosser Street, Demerse Avenue and Ruth Street to access Prescott High School and 
senior housing facilities on Ruth Street, and via Iron Springs Road and Gail Gardner 
Way to access Ponderosa Plaza and Walmart.  Flexible routing variations could 
improve the effectiveness of coverage in the Willow Creek corridor. One bus is 
required to provide hourly headways on weekdays and Saturdays. 

 #5 – Dewey-Humboldt – Prescott Valley via Hwy 69 – provides direct service 
between the Prescott Valley Civic Center and Main Street in Humboldt via Highway 
69 and Old Black Canyon Road.  On-demand pickup and drop-off service within 
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defined areas of Dewey and Humboldt likely would prove more effective than a 
conventional fixed route.  One bus is required to provide hourly headways on 
weekdays only. 

 #6 – Chino Valley/Prescott via Hwy 89 – provides direct service between the 
planned Prescott transfer point near YRMC and the Town of Chino Valley via Willow 
Creek Road and Hwy 89.  Selected trips deviate into the Emery-Riddle Aeronautical 
University campus with a stop at the Campus Center loop.  Within the more densely 
populated areas of Chino Valley, the alignment adheres to a counter-clockwise loop 
consisting of Highway 89, West Road 3N, North Road 1W, and West Road 2N back 
to Highway 89.  Route deviations to selected residential areas situated east and west 
of Hwy 89 could be allowed within operating constraints and subject to customer 
demand. Two buses are required to provide hourly headways on Route #2 on 
weekdays only. 
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It is envisioned that the Alternative 4 system would operate minimally on 60-minute 
headways between 6:00 am and 7:00 pm on weekdays, and on Saturdays from 7:00 am 
until 5:00 pm.  Routes and schedules are designed such that buses would meet at the 
designated transfer points in Prescott (#1, #2, #4 and #6) and Prescott Valley (#1, #3 and #5) 
once per hour throughout the service day.  Alternative 4 requires a fleet of 11 buses to 
support daily operations, including nine buses running published schedules and two spare 
vehicles.  However, one less bus would be needed if PTA continues to operate its Citibus 
service under terms negotiated with CYMPO.  Summary operating characteristics of 
Alternative 4 are displayed in Figure 7-9. 

Figure 7-9 Alternative 4 Level of Service 

 
Route 

 
# of 

Buses 
Revenue Hours 

per Weekday 

Revenue 
Hours per 
Saturday 

Annual Revenue 
Hours 

1 – Prescott / Prescott Valley 2 27.7 22.6 8,040 
2 – Prescott Shuttle (Citibus) 1 13.9 (8.0)* 10.9 4,110 (2,040)* 
3 – Prescott Valley Shuttle 2 27.7 10.9 7,630 
4 – North Prescott Shuttle 1 13.9 10.9 4,110 
5 – Dewey-Humboldt / PV 1 13.9 – 3,545 
6 – Chino Valley / Prescott 2 27.7 – 7,064 
     
Subtotal 9 124.8 (118.9) 55.3 34,499 
Spare Vehicles 2 – – – 
     
Total 11 55.5 55.3 34,499 (32,429) 
Note (*) – PTA currently operates the proposed Route 2 alignment. 
 
Additionally, the existing voucher program would be modified to address ADA 
complementary paratransit service requirements and locally-defined needs outside of the 
fixed route service area. Consistent with ADA regulatory requirements, complementary 
paratransit service would be made available in the areas when and where fixed routes are 
operating.  Generally, paratransit should be offered exclusively for trips involving origins 
and destinations located within ¾-mile of a fixed route, and should be provided only to 
persons eligible under strict interpretation of ADA eligibility guidelines.   
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Financial Analysis of Preferred Alternatives 
This section provides a detailed financial analysis of each of the four preferred alternatives, 
both for a short-term or startup phase through FY 2010, and extending through FY 2025.  
Understandably, the cost estimates documented in the following pages are based on 
assumptions that may be considered reliable in the short-term, but become increasingly 
conjectural as time goes on.  For example, current federal funding levels are reasonably 
predictable through FY 2009, the final year of the current federal transportation law.  Since 
federal transit formula funding has been in one form or another since 1970, it is fairly safe to 
conclude that similar funding will continue to be available in FY 2010 and beyond.  
However, funding levels are much more difficult to predict.  Similarly, the continued 
availability of LTAF funds from the State of Arizona is even less predictable, based on its 
shorter period of existence since 1998 and historically erratic annual distributions to local 
governments.  Concerns about the viability of LTAF tend to be supported by recent ADOT 
staff comments that possibly no LTAF distributions will occur in 2007.  

Alternative 1, which continues the Tri-City Transportation Voucher Program at the current 
funding level with incremental procedural and administrative improvements, is sustainable 
on a year-to-year basis into the indefinite future to the extent that the State maintains LTAF 
and local governments continue to provide at least the required 25% local match using 
General Fund revenues.  The procedural and administrative changes recommended should 
support incremental program expansion beyond the approximately 430 current enrollees to 
at least absorb the relatively small number of persons waiting to enroll (18 in July 2006) in 
the program, and perhaps by an additional 10% by achieving greater equity in subsidy 
distribution among enrollees.  However, this alternative offers only marginal capacity to 
accommodate increased demand projected on the basis of rapid population growth and 
changing demographics.  Given ongoing concerns with the stability of the LTAF program, it 
also is possible that additional local funding will be required to maintain the voucher 
program at its current level. 

Alternative 2, which expands the voucher program into a general public service and 
continues to target subsidies toward individuals with special needs, likely would support 
short-term expansion from the current 430 enrollees to upwards to 700 enrollees through 
the infusion of federal funds.  Assuming that new SRT service would become available for 
use by the general public on an unsubsidized basis, this alternative generally should be 
adequate to meet the local transportation needs of the region for the next several years.  
Concerns about the viability of LTAF program noted above similarly apply to this alternative, 
however. 

Alternative 3 implements a limited fixed route system in Prescott and Prescott Valley and 
refocuses the voucher program on meeting ADA complementary paratransit demand and 
other needs in areas not covered by the fixed route network.  Ridership and operating 
resource projections for Alternative 3 are summarized in Figure 7-10.  Total capital and 
operating expenses are estimated slightly above $1.1 during FY 2009, the first full year of 
operation, and rising to $2.1 million by FY 2025.  Projected farebox revenues would 
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recover about 11% of total operating costs in FY 2009, rising to 19% by FY 2025, assuming 
that ridership and productivity growth rates meet long-range expectations, as well as an 
average 10% across-the-board fare increase every four years.  Local contributions to support 
the transit system are projected to rise from approximately $39,000 in FY 2009 to over 
$535,000 in FY 2025, as shown in Figure 7-11.  Combined annual federal and non-federal 
revenues needed to support the transit system through FY 2025 are shown graphically in 
Figure 7-12.   

Alternative 4 implements an expanded fixed route system throughout serving all CYMPO 
member jurisdictions, and refocuses the voucher program primarily on meeting ADA 
complementary paratransit demand.  Ridership and operating resource projections for 
Alternative 4 are summarized in Figure 7-13.  Total capital and operating expenses are 
estimated at nearly $2.1 million during FY 2009, the first full year of operation, and rising to 
$4.5 million by FY 2025.  Projected farebox revenues would recover about 16% of total 
operating costs in FY 2009, rising to about 32% by FY 2025, assuming that ridership and 
productivity growth rates meet long-range expectations, as well as an average 10% across-
the-board fare increase every four years.  Local contributions to support the transit system 
are projected to rise from approximately $523,000 in FY 2009 to $1,846,000 in FY 2025, as 
shown in Figure 7-14.  Combined annual federal and non-federal revenues needed to 
support the transit system through FY 2025 are shown graphically in Figure 7-15.   
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Figure 7-10 Central Yavapai Transit Program  
FY 2007 – 2025 System Expenses and Revenues 
Alternative 3 
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Figure 7-11 Central Yavapai Transit Program 
FY2007 – 2025 Cash Flow Analysis 
Alternative 3 
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Figure 7-12 Alternative 3 – Limited Service Fixed Route System 
Estimated Revenues by Source 
FY 2007 – 2025 
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Figure 7-13 Central Yavapai Transit Program 
FY 2007 – 2025 System Expenses And Revenues 
Alternative 4 
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Figure 7-14 Central Yavapai Transit Program 
FY 2007 – 2025 Cash Flow Analysis 
Alternative 4 
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Figure 7-15 Alternative 4 – Full Service Fixed Route System 
Estimated Revenues by Source 
FY 2007 -2025 
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Chapter 8. Institutional Issues 
This chapter provides an overview of significant institutional issues relative to the 
organization and management of a public transportation system in the Central Yavapai 
region.   Clearly there is some relationship between the organizational design of the transit 
program and selection of one of the four preferred alternatives discussed in Chapter 7.  
Nevertheless, a number of basic institutional decisions are required to move beyond the 
planning phase into implementation, regardless of system design.  Therefore, there should 
be concurrent local deliberations concerning transit program organization and the preferred 
service alternatives.  At a minimum, the following institutional questions should be resolved 
at an early point during the implementation process: 

1. What organizational relationships must exist between FTA, ADOT and local 
governments to create a sustainable public transportation system in the Central 
Yavapai region?   

2. Which CYMPO member organizations are willing to participate in a regional transit 
system?   

3. How will the participants interact with the transit program and with one another in 
transit-related matters?  

4. How will the local share costs of a transit system be allocated among participants?   

5. Aside from program management and administration, what is the most efficient 
method of service delivery (i.e., vehicle operations)? 

6. What are the main requirements associated with the use of Federal transit funding?  

Organizational Management Options 
This section focuses on three alternative organizational structures that potentially could 
support the implementation and ongoing operation of a public transit system in the short to 
medium-range future.  The discussion presumes that at least two, and possibly all five 
CYMPO member jurisdictions (including Dewey-Humboldt when it becomes a member) are 
interested in collaborating in a regional transit system.  The number of participants is a 
significant factor when deciding which organizational option best accommodates the needs 
of the Central Yavapai region.  The three options are: 

1. Local Intergovernmental Agreement 

2. CYMPO Management  

3. Intergovernmental Public Transportation Authority 

A.  Local Intergovernmental Agreement 
A fairly straightforward approach to transit system organization is an intergovernmental 
agreement (IGA) negotiated between two or more participating local governments.  Arizona 
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Revised Code (ARC) §40-1152 permits any county, city or town to enter into contracts or to 
jointly form a nonprofit corporation to carry out public transportation services.  Preferably, 
one local government would act as the lead implementing agency on behalf of the others, 
since no new entity would be required to “get the ball rolling.”  While any of the five 
CYMPO member jurisdictions potentially could assume the lead role, presumably this 
would be less of a burden for the three larger governmental units (i.e., City of Prescott, 
Town of Prescott Valley or Yavapai County) to assume this responsibility.  Alternatively, the 
participants could form a subsidiary entity to implement and administer the transit system. 

The IGA should clearly define the roles and responsibilities of the participants, document 
management policies, provide short-range development guidance to staff, and most 
importantly, establish service levels and an equitable financing distribution.  The agreement 
should also define the minimum terms of participation, such as commitment of LTAF funds 
received from the State and required local matching funds to the new enterprise.  An 
oversight body should be formed with one or more representatives from each participating 
jurisdiction coming together to collectively refine goals and objectives, policies and 
management directions, determine how service would be delivered, and monitor the results 
of day-to-day operations.   

B.  CYMPO Management  
Another approach to transit system organization would be for CYMPO to assume the role of 
lead implementing agency. This alternative is particularly attractive if all CYMPO members 
become willing participants, since the organization is a pre-existing intergovernmental 
institution with an emerging record of cooperation on transportation issues.  A successful 
precedent for this approach is observed in the Yuma region, where the Yuma Metropolitan 
Planning Organization (YMPO) has overseen the Yuma County Area Transit (YCAT) system 
and Greater Yuma Dial-a-Ride Program for more than 20 years. 

Comparable to CYMPO, the Yuma MPO is the regional forum through which transportation 
and air quality planning issues are addressed collectively and Federal transportation dollars 
are programmed.  YMPO members include the Cities of San Luis, Somerton and Yuma, the 
Town of Wellton, the Cocopah Indian Tribe, Yuma County and ADOT.  YMPO was 
organized after the 1980 Census when the community achieved small UZA status.  YMPO 
functions with an 11-member Executive Board, a 10-member Technical Advisory Committee 
(TAC), and a professional staff of four full-time persons, including an Executive Director, 
Contract Administrator, Transportation Planner, and an Administrative Assistant. 

YMPO staff actively manages and administers the public transportation function, including 
fulfillment of FTA grantee responsibilities.  Transit staffing consists of a full-time 
transportation planner and a half-time administrative assistant.  YMPO contracts for vehicle 
operations and day-to-day system management with Saguaro Transportation Service (STS), a 
division of the Saguaro Foundation.  Established in 1975 by a group of concerned parents of 
people with developmental disabilities, the Saguaro Foundation is a United Way agency 
that operates group homes for children and adults.  STS was selected through a competitive 

http://www.carizona.com/nativeland/cocopah.html
http://www.co.yuma.az.us/
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procurement process and currently operates both the fixed route and demand responsive 
components of the system..   

C.  Intergovernmental Public Transportation Authority 
Enacted in 1998, ARC §28-9102 et seq. allows for creation of an Intergovernmental Public 
Transportation Authority (IPTA) in Arizona counties with fewer than 400,000 residents.  A 
successful precedent for this approach is the recently formed Northern Arizona 
Intergovernmental Transportation Authority (NAIPTA), which began operating in July 2006.  
The NAIPTA service area includes portions of Coconino and Yavapai County, including the 
Cities of Flagstaff, Sedona, and Cottonwood, as well as Northern Arizona University.  
NAIPTA now administers all regional transit planning activities and operates Flagstaff’s 
Mountain Line and VanGo services, Sedona’s new RoadRunner system, and commuter bus 
service between Cottonwood and Sedona.  

The legal basis for an IPTA is an intergovernmental agreement that meets the requirements 
of state law (i.e., Title 11 (Counties), Chapter 7 (Intergovernmental Operations), Article 3 
(Joint Exercise of Powers)).  Formation is precipitated by the governing body of at least one 
incorporated city or town petitioning the County Board of Supervisors to establish an IPTA 
in an area within the incorporated boundaries of the municipality or municipalities.  If two 
or more organizing municipalities are not contiguous, the unincorporated areas between the 
organizing municipalities must also be included by approval of the County Board of 
Supervisors.  The law also allows incorporated cities and towns in different counties to 
petition their respective Boards to establish a joint authority consisting of the combined 
areas within their respective municipal boundaries and including any intervening 
unincorporated areas in the counties.   

In response to the petition, the County Board of Supervisors is required to hold at least one 
public hearing to determine public support for the IPTA, and whether its creation is in the 
public interest.  If the Board of Supervisors determines that establishing the authority would 
serve “public convenience, necessity, safety and welfare,” it may establish the authority by a 
resolution that includes a description of the boundaries of the authority.  The law 
specifically allows any university under the jurisdiction of the Arizona Board of Regents that 
is located within the designated service area to become a member of the authority. 

An IPTA is a corporate body and political subdivision of the State of Arizona and entitled to 
act in its official corporate name with all rights and immunities of municipal corporations 
that are granted by the State constitution and statutes, including immunity of its property 
from taxation.  However, an IPTA does not have the power of eminent domain.   

Per ARC §28-9121, the executive director of the regional Council of Governments functions 
initially as the organizing director of the authority until a Board of Directors is selected and 
a permanent general manager is chosen.  The Board must include at least five, but not more 
than nine members appointed by the governing bodies of the participating entities.   
Members serve for five-year terms ending on January 1 of the appropriate year, except that 
the members of the initial board serve for terms of two, three, four and five years to stagger 
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the appointments.  Succeeding members serve full five year terms in staggered rotation.  The 
powers and duties of the Board of Directors include: 

1. Determine organizational and procedural structure, adopt, amend and repeal by-laws 
and rules, and prescribe a system of accounts. 

2. Employ a general manager and other employees as may be necessary, and prescribe 
the duties, terms and conditions of employment. The general manager serves at the 
pleasure of the Board.   

3. Manage, set policy and conduct the business and affairs of the authority. 

4. Enter into contracts, including intergovernmental agreements. 

5. Provide for payment of all debts and appropriate claims against the authority from the 
appropriate funds. 

6. Issue an annual report on or before December 1 containing a full account of its 
transactions, activities and finances for the preceding fiscal year and other facts and 
recommendations. The annual report must be submitted to each member 
municipality, university and county, to the Secretary of State, to the Arizona state 
library, archives and public records and, upon request, to any member of the public. 

Service Delivery Options 
This section briefly highlights the range of possible arrangements that could be implemented 
to operate and maintain transit vehicles in the Central Yavapai region.  Direct operation by 
the managing entity is one of several available options, but is not recommended in the 
implementation phase due to the complexity of starting up a new transportation operation.  
Instead, it is suggested that the participants focus on transit management and administration 
issues and contract with an existing service provider.  As noted in Chapter 2, the region is 
fortunate to have a number of potentially qualified commercial and private not-for-profit 
organizations already engaged in transportation service delivery. 

Two options that could be effective in the short-range future include competitive selection 
of contract service provider and negotiation with a closely affiliated nonprofit organization 
to operate the service.  The latter approach would amount to having an operating 
subsidiary.   Choosing a preferred service delivery option is strongly linked to the preferred 
service alternative selected by the local funding partners.  For example, Alternatives 1 and 2 
are well served by a competitive selection process through which multiple vendors 
ultimately are selected to provide transportation services.  Alternatives 3 and 4 are better 
served by either competitive selection of a single vendor or a negotiated relationship with a 
nonprofit provider capable of acting in the public interest without organizational or financial 
conflicts.  In either case, it is assumed that the service provider would be responsible for 
providing the operating personnel, including drivers, dispatchers, road supervision, 
telephone information and paratransit reservations/scheduling staff.  Vehicle maintenance 
and repair staff could be accomplished internally or via subcontract with qualified vendors 
already doing business in the region. 
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Federal Grantee Responsibilities 
This section reviews regulatory and administrative requirements associated with obtaining 
and expending FTA grant funds, including discussion of the legal relationship between FTA 
and grantees, the application process, and “next steps” required to secure Section 5307 
formula grant funds authorized for the Central Yavapai region.  An underlying assumption to 
this discussion is that CYMPO will assume the status of FTA grantee, temporarily at least. 

Federal Transit Administration Overview 
The FTA is headquartered in Washington D.C. and has ten regional offices located in major 
cities around the country.  Most grant management programs, including the Section 5307 
formula funding program, are administered at the regional level.  Located in San Francisco, 
the Region IX office serves 141 grantees in the States of Arizona, California, Hawaii and 
Nevada, and in the Territories of American Samoa, Guam and the Northern Mariana Islands. 
The office is staffed by 26 persons, and two additional staff members are based in a satellite 
office serving the Los Angeles metropolitan area.   

FTA is authorized under the Federal Transit Act, as amended, to distribute grants to 
“designated recipients.”  Depending on the funding category, the designated recipient may 
be a state DOT or a local grantee.  Since Central Yavapai is a small UZA, ADOT is the 
designated recipient for Section 5307 formula funds as well as Section 5303 (Planning), 
Section 5310 (Elderly & Disabled) and Section 5316/5317 (JARC/New Freedom) grants.  
Assuming that CYMPO serves as grantee for the region, FTA funds must be channeled 
through ADOT to CYMPO.  

Regulatory Perspective 
FTA dramatically “re-invented” its regulatory approach in the mid-1990’s, shifting from 
“hands-on” monitoring of grantee compliance with concurrence on major expenditures 
typically required in advance of project implementation, to more a facilitation role through 
which FTA presumes that grantees will act responsibly and reviews performance after the 
fact.  The Federal Transit Act directs FTA to rely on grantee self-certification of compliance 
with many FTA requirements, and subsequently to conduct oversight reviews to ensure that 
all requirements are continually met.  The Act establishes the statutory basis for FTA 
regulations that define three major steps in the grant management and oversight process: 

1. Duly authorized grantee self-certifications must be submitted to FTA during the grant 
award phase and annually thereafter; 

2. Independent audits must be commissioned annually by grantees to confirm that they 
are carrying out projects consistent with governmental accounting requirements and 
procedures; and, 

3. Triennial reviews usually conducted by FTA contractors must be performed to verify 
specific grantee performance regarding self-certifications, projects planned and 
implemented, and compliance with statutory and administrative requirements. 
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Updated grantee certifications and compliance requirements are published annually in 
conjunction with apportionment notices. Much of the information provided in grant 
applications pertain to the determination of grantee compliance, which is later verified 
during the triennial review process.  These certifications, annual independent audits and 
triennial reviews have replaced detailed pre-award scrutiny by FTA staff.  The stated 
purposes of this approach include simplifying the granting process for local recipients, and 
expediting access to grant funds so as to not delay unnecessarily the completion of grant-
assisted projects. 

Legal Relationship between  
Designated Recipient, Grantee and FTA 
The legal framework governing receipt of FTA grant funding is defined in a Master 
Agreement between FTA and the designated recipient.  When the designated recipient and 
grantee are separate entities, as would be the case for CYMPO, all Master Agreement 
requirements are passed on to the grantee through a subrecipient agreement.  This 
document contains standard terms and conditions for all grantees governing the 
administration of grant-funded activities.   

The Master Agreement applies to Federal assistance authorized by Federal public 
transportation laws under 49 U.S.C. Chapter 53 or Title 23, United States Code (Highways); 
the Safe, Accountable, Flexible, Efficient Transportation Equity Act: A Legacy for Users 
(SAFETEA-LU), Pub. L. 109 -59, Aug. 10, 2005; as well as preceding laws including the 
Transportation Equity Act for the 21st Century (TEA-21), Pub. L. 105-178, June 9, 1998, as 
amended, the National Capital Transportation Act of 1969, D.C. Official Code, 
§§ 9-1111.01 et seq., or other Federal legislation relevant to FTA-administered  programs.   

The Master Agreement does not have a specific expiration date, and its provisions continue 
to apply unless or until modified or superseded by subsequent Federal laws, regulations, or 
directives, or subsequent Grant Agreements, Cooperative Agreements, or Master 
Agreements. 

In addition to the Master Agreement, a separate Grant Agreement is executed for each grant 
provided.  This is a much shorter document that references the purposes for which the funds 
are being provided (i.e., a work scope) and a project budget. 

Grant Application Process 
Most grantees apply for and manage grants using FTA’s on-line Transportation Electronic 
Award Management (TEAM) system.  As a new grantee, CYMPO would request a user name 
and password from FTA at the outset of the application process.  TEAM enables users to 
monitor project budgets and milestones, make budget and scope revisions, and other 
project management activities.  An on-line TEAM user’s guide is available to explain how 
TEAM operates.  Once the grantee relationship is established, communications with FTA 
staff outside of TEAM generally are limited to particular issues.  
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Detailed guidance for Section 5307 grant application and management requirements is 
contained in FTA Circular 9030.1C, which is available on the FTA website 
(http://www.fta.dot.gov/laws/circulars/leg_reg_4125.html#chapter1).   

Chapter VI of the circular lists the specific grant application information that must be 
submitted in order to present a complete grant application under the Urbanized Area 
Formula Program.  For a grant application to be complete, there must be a planning basis for 
every project or group of projects. All planning, programming, and ancillary activities must 
be completed. All requisite certifications and documentation must be completed, and the 
application must be in approvable form with all required information and submissions on 
hand, except for the labor protection certification, which is issued by the US Department of 
Labor.  All intergovernmental reviews and all applicable civil rights and anti-drug 
requirements must have been met.   

Some portions of a grant application require attention well before an actual application is 
submitted to FTA. Items that require early attention include appearance of the capital or 
operating assistance project in a metropolitan Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) 
that has been approved by the Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) and the 
Governor and in a state transportation improvement program (STIP) that has been approved 
jointly by FTA and Federal Highway Administration (FHWA); appearance of a planning 
project in a Unified Planning Work Program; environmental reviews; applicable civil rights 
requirements; and clean air program requirements for conformity with the State 
Implementation Plan (SIP), for non-attainment and maintenance areas. 
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Appendix A:  Central Yavapai Regional Transit 
Needs Study Stakeholder 
Interviews – July 2006 

 
Cecil Bailey, Program Coordinator 
Reserve-a-Ride Yavapai  
Mr. Bailey is the volunteer coordinator of the Reserve-a-Ride Yavapai program, which 
provides demand responsive service primarily for older adults and persons with disabilities 
in Prescott and Prescott Valley.  The program is operated locally, but administered by the 
Phoenix office of the American Red Cross. 

Service is provided on weekdays from 8:00 am until 4:30 pm, with vehicles operating 
generally between 7:30 am until 5:00 pm.  A total of 5,103 one-way trips were provided 
during calendar year 2005, equivalent to approximately 20 one-way passengers per average 
weekday.  An estimated 80% of all trips accommodated were based on subscription (i.e., 
standing) reservations.  A total of 120 unduplicated individuals are registered to use the 
service.  Customers heard about the service primarily by word of mouth, and a few have 
been referred by doctors and medical centers.  The most common trip purposes include 
medical appointments around the Yavapai Regional Medical Center and further north on 
Willow Creek, and shopping trips at various supermarkets, including Albertsons, Bashas, 
Fry’s and Safeway. Riders pay $3.00 for a one-way trip between any origin and destination 
in Prescott and Prescott Valley, or $5.00 for a round trip.   

While the program provides an important service, Mr. Bailey expressed concerns about its 
sustainability over time.  His key concern is that organizational support for Reserve-a-Ride 
Yavapai is wavering.  For example, Red Cross officials from Phoenix visited Prescott in May 
2006 with intentions to close down the program out of concern that it was not recovering its 
costs, and that subsidizing the program was inconsistent with the Red Cross focus on 
disaster relief.   The Red Cross covers about half of the $42,000 annual operating budget, 
with the remainder paid for with passenger fares and NACOG voucher reimbursements.  A 
final decision on discontinuation was deferred, however, and instead the fare structure was 
revised in the hope of increasing passenger revenues.  Mr. Bailey believes that the program 
eventually will be discontinued. 

Operationally, Mr. Bailey noted that the program is dependent entirely on volunteers and 
that the number of recruits supplied by the Red Cross has declined in recent years.  
Currently, there are 12 volunteers (including Mr. Bailey), all of whom are older adults.  
There were 20 volunteers several years ago.  The program ceased operating to Chino Valley 
in 2003, due to the shortage of volunteer drivers as well as low customer demand. 

Mr. Bailey believes that current passengers will be greatly inconvenienced if the program is 
discontinued.  He believes that each town should develop its own local transit system 
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operating primarily demand responsive service to destinations around town and feeder trips 
to a regional system that should concentrate on transportation between the towns.  He 
envisions one bus making two morning trips and two afternoon trips across the Central 
Yavapai region, and feels that hourly service would be excessive.  Transfer points between 
local and regional transit could be at senior centers. 

Gwen James and Doris Piatak, Volunteer Coordinators 
Northern Arizona Interfaith Council (NAIC)  

The NAIC is a faith-based association comprised of volunteer representatives from churches 
located both within and beyond the boundaries of the study area.  NAIC is a private, not-for-
profit entity organized under Section 501(h) of the Internal Revenue Service Code.  The 
designation is similar to Section 501(c)(3) nonprofit status, but with fewer limits on non-
expenditure lobbying activities. 

NAIC has a strong interest in public transportation, due in part to affiliations with local 
organizations including People Who Care, Neighbor-to-Neighbor, and New Horizons 
Independent Living Center.  

Ms. James and Ms. Piatak expressed concerns with the NACOG voucher program, which 
they feel does not provide an equitable means of distributing limited resources to all those 
who need transportation.  Other specific concerns include a lack of public information to 
publicize the program, slow response times by taxis scheduled to pick up passengers after 
medical appointments, and the high cost of transportation for Chino Valley residents.  They 
generally believe that LTAF II funds currently spent on vouchers would be more equitably 
distributed by funding a local public transportation system. 

They envision a regional transit system focused on the needs of low income persons and 
lower wage workers, such as those employed at nursing homes, eldercare and assisted 
living facilities, hospitals, Home Depot and other retail stores, government offices, the Ruger 
gun factory, Printpack, Betterbuilt, smaller industries on the east side of Prescott Valley and 
near the airport, and the new Lockheed-Martin facility.  Additionally, the feel that public 
transportation must be made available to the Yavapai County Health Department 

A preferred transit system should use a combination of fixed and flexible routing and 
scheduling concepts.  Buses should be equipped with bicycle racks.  The transit system 
should be attractive to young people.  Yavapai College and other students potentially are an 
important rider group; therefore, bus schedules should serve night classes.  Kids are another 
important group.  They need public transit service to get to after-school and other 
recreational activities.  The system could also help homeless people in transition, such as 
those served by the “Open Door” program. 

A major marketing plan should be developed, including attractive vehicles, free rides during 
an introductory period, and an emphasis on highway safety (avoiding traffic accidents).      
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Weeknight service should be the first priority after regular weekday schedules, since many 
people do not like to drive at night.  Weekend service is also important. 

Personal safety is an issue that should be addressed in transit system design, because the 
perception of crime is a significant local concern.  Bus stops must be well-lit and designed 
to be comfortable for waiting passengers. 

Funding is recognized to be a key implementation issue.  A combination of funding sources 
is suggested, possibly including: 

 Incremental sales tax increase 

 Diversion of some road money into transit 

 Restructuring the voucher system 

 Utilize part-time employees  

 Community Development Block Grant funds 

 Subsidy contributions from private companies 

Reasonable passenger fares are $1.00 to $2.00 for a local one-way trip, and $2.00 to $3.00 
for a one-way trip between Prescott and Prescott Valley. 

Yvonne Napolitano, Director of Marketing & Admissions 
Adult Day Care Services, Inc.  

Adult Day Care Services, Inc. is a 501c(3) not-for-profit agency offering day living services to 
persons with a variety of debilitating physical and developmental conditions.  Ms. 
Napolitano is responsible for marketing and admissions.  The organization, which has been 
in business for 24 years, gradually got into transportation service delivery due to a lack of 
viable transportation options in the community.  Currently, the program serves over 300 
persons at two locations on Sunset Avenue in Prescott and on North Windsong Drive in 
Prescott Valley.  Most clients live with family members or in small group home settings. 

Ms. Napolitano indicated that ADCS is directly engaged in transportation mainly because 
approximately 75% of clients do not have a reliable alternative, and that the agency would 
consider disbanding its operation and purchasing service if viable options were available.  
Vehicle insurance costs were cited as a key reason. 

She believes that perhaps 25% of ADCS clients would be able to utilize public transit if a 
system is implemented in Prescott and Prescott Valley.  

Saturday service should be the first priority after regular weekday schedules, since many 
people would like to go shopping or tend to other personal business.  Sunday service should 
be the next priority.  Since the Prescott area is a relatively quiet community, Ms. Napolitano 
believes that weeknight service should not be considered as high a priority as weekends.  
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Reasonable passenger fares are $1.00 for a local one-way trip, and $2.00 for a one-way trip 
between Prescott and Prescott Valley. 

Funding is recognized to be a key implementation issue.  Suggested revenue sources 
include developer impact fees and possibly a sales tax increase or other special tax.  
However, as a parent, Ms. Napolitano believes that any future property tax increases should 
go to schools.  She believes that a combination of new roads and a transit system would be 
more efficient than widening Highway 69.  Many people, especially Hispanic residents 
currently are walking and would benefit from a transit system. 

Steve Silvernale, Chief Operating Officer 
Prescott Transit Authority (PTA)  

Mr. Silvernale is the chief executive officer of a family-owned business that operates airport 
shuttle, limousine, taxicab and local transit services in Prescott and surrounding 
communities.  The family has been involved in the local passenger transportation industry 
since 1977.  PTA was established as a not-for-profit entity in 1984 to operate Citibus, a 
single bus fixed route service running a one-way loop in central Prescott.  Citibus provided 
approximately 8,700 one-way passenger trips during calendar year 2005, losing an 
estimated $20,000 on gross operating expenses of $60,000.  The operating loss was 
subsidized by profits from the other parts of the business.  The local transit service has never 
recovered its operating costs in any year, and there are perennial discussions within the 
company to discontinue Citibus.   

Despite its lack of profitability, Mr. Silvernale indicated that Citibus is maintained as a 
public service primarily for lower income customers who have few transportation 
alternatives.  Past efforts were made to improve revenues through provision of evening and 
weekend service, as well connecting service between Prescott and Prescott Valley.  More 
recently, the service was reduced to a “logical minimum” level of weekdays from 9:00 am 
until 5:00 pm to minimize operating losses.  Mr. Silvernale stated that PTA likely would be 
willing to discontinue Citibus operations if a public transit alternative is implemented in 
Prescott.  

Jean Lasher, Acting Executive Director 
Michelle Alexander, Transportation Coordinator 
New Horizons Independent Living Center, Prescott Valley  

New Horizons Independent Living Center provides a number of programs and services for 
people with disabilities.  Some of these services include: 

 Skills training; 

 Advocacy; 

 Peer counseling; 

 Assistance with Social Security benefits; 
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 Employment evaluation and training; and 

 Transportation. 

The New Horizons transportation program was started in 2002 to help meet the 
transportation needs of New Horizon’s clients.  Originally, the program had only one mini-
van and relied on the support of both volunteer and part-time drivers.  Over the years, the 
program has grown to include two mini-vans and a 10-passenger lift-equipped van, which 
was purchased using FTA Section 5310 funds.  A second 10-passenger van is scheduled to 
be delivered in August 2006 and was also acquired using Section 5310 funds.   A 
transportation coordinator was hired in 2005 and the Center now employs four part-time 
drivers. 

The transportation service operates on a “first-come, first-served” basis and provides curb-to-
curb or door-to-door service, depending on the user.  Reservations are encouraged at least 
48 hours prior to the trip but trips will be accommodated with less notice if space is 
available.  Every day, the transportation coordinator prepares a list of rides for the following 
day and assigns those trips manually to the three vehicles.  Drivers maintain records on the 
arrival time, departure time, fare and number of passengers for each trip and a summary for 
each van is produced at the end of the day.  A maintenance check is performed at the 
beginning and ending of each shift. 

Although New Horizons focuses on the needs of people with disabilities, the transportation 
services they provide are available to anyone.  In the transportation brochure, service is 
specifically marketed to people with disabilities, seniors over 55, low income households 
and youth between 16 and 21.  Although service is generally available during regular 
business hours, transportation is occasionally provided as needed in the evening and on the 
weekends.  

Transportation is provided throughout the Tri-City area, including Prescott, Prescott Valley, 
Chino Valley, Dewey-Humboldt and surrounding parts of Yavapai County.  Most of the trips 
are based in either Prescott Valley or Prescott where the majority of services and residents 
are located.  Major trip destinations in the region include the hospitals, medical offices, 
shopping centers, the VA Hospital and the CASA Senior Center in Prescott Valley. 

For service within Prescott Valley, the one-way fare is $8 and a round trip is $15.  Service 
between Prescott Valley and Prescott is $15 one-way and $25 round-trip.  Other one-way 
and round trip fares from Prescott Valley are: 

 PCC/Dewey/Humboldt/Mayer ($8 one-way, $15 round-trip) 

 Spring Valley/Cordes ($30 one-way, $58 round-trip) 

 Chino Valley/Paulden ($30 one-way, $58 round-trip) 

 Skull Valley/Wilhoit ($40 one-way, $75 round-trip) 

New Horizons accepts the NACOG voucher as partial payment of the fare.  Voucher users 
only pay a $2 co-pay of the total cash fare. 
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According to the Executive Director and Transportation Coordinator, it has been difficult to 
chain trips together due to dispersed land use and long distances.  New Horizons would like 
to provide additional transportation service to their clients but is limited by the number of 
vehicles and the overall agency budget.  Still, the Board of Directors has continually 
supported the transportation program despite demand for other services.  Staff feels that a 
fixed route bus serving major corridors in Prescott Valley, along with a longer route that 
connected Prescott Valley and Prescott, would greatly benefit the community.  This would 
also help reduce the number of long-distance trips New Horizons is providing and free up 
vehicles for shorter, local trips. 

Richard Hothem, Program Director 
Sarah Massey, Transportation Coordinator 
Neighbor-to-Neighbor/Central Yavapai Corridor Interfaith Caregivers  

Neighbor-to-Neighbor (NtN) provides support services to elderly and disabled residents in 
the Highway 69 corridor between Mayer and Diamond Valley.  With two full-time staff 
members, the organization provides a number of services, such as: 

 Grocery shopping assistance 

 Minor repairs for home safety 

 Caregiver support 

 Emergency response pendants for elders living along 

 Prescription assistance 

 Transportation to medical appointments 

NtN has two full-time staff members and approximately 50 volunteers.  Over half of the 
volunteers live in Prescott Valley, and about 1/3 live in the Dewey/Humboldt area.  The 
organization serves approximately 500 clients (or “Neighbors”), most of which are over 70 
years old.   Most of the Neighbors (69%) live in Prescott Valley, while 18% live in 
Dewey/Humboldt, 7% live in Big Bug, 3% live in Mayer and 2.5% live in Cordes Lake.  All 
clients are required to register with NtN before utilizing their services. 

Transportation is one of the largest programs offered by the NtN.  In 2005, approximately 
1,100 services were performed by the organization, 847 of which were related to 
transportation.  Each transportation “service” generally refers to a round-trip rather than a 
one-way trip. In terms of total service hours, about 87% of the time was related to 
transportation.   Approximately 22% of the organization’s budget can be contributed to 
transportation, which includes a portion of one staff member’s time and partial 
reimbursement of volunteer fuel costs. 

Volunteers use their own vehicle for all trips provided through the organization, and they 
are required to carry their own valid insurance.  When a request for service is received by 
NtN, the person’s name is recorded along with the pick-up and drop-off location and 
approximate time when the trip should take place.  NtN staff maintains a database that 
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includes all volunteer and Neighbor information.  Matches are conducted manually by NtN 
staff, usually 24 hours in advance of the trip request. 

Neighbor-to-Neighbor is a 501 (c)(3) non-profit organization and receives its funding 
through a variety of sources such as individual contributions, member congregations, 
business donations, foundation grants and fundraising. 

According to the Transportation Director and Program Director, there is a need for 
additional transportation services in the Tri-City area.  Because the services provided by NtN 
focus on Prescott Valley and the communities east and southeast of Prescott Valley, a fixed 
route connection to these communities would be helpful.  A service that connected Prescott 
Valley with Prescott would also be a valuable community asset.  Because most of the trips 
provided by NtN are specialized and personalized, staff also feel that additional subsidized 
taxi trips would be helpful in meeting regional mobility needs. 

Lindsey Bell, Executive Director 
Territorial Transit  

Territorial Transit is a recently formed not-for-profit organization that intends to eventually 
operate fixed route transit services throughout the central Yavapai County region.   The 
initial focus of Territorial Transit will be on commuters between Prescott Valley and 
Prescott, with some midday service for shopping and other services along the corridor.  
Early morning commute trips will originate in Prescott Valley and end in Prescott at major 
employers.  Evening commute trips will originate at major employers in Prescott and 
terminate in the residential areas of Prescott Valley. 

Territorial Transit recognizes the requirement to provide a paratransit component for those 
who are unable to utilize the fixed route service.  Territorial Transit also intends to serve as 
an umbrella organization for smaller non-profit agencies that need to provide transportation 
for their clients but are not in a position to own and operate services themselves. 

Territorial Transit has established several strategic goals: 

 To establish regional public transit services for the communities in the greater 
Prescott area. 

 To partner with government agencies and other organizations in planning, creating 
and coordinating multi-modal transportation options throughout central Yavapai 
County. 

 To advocate and promote awareness within the community about transit needs and 
transit opportunities. 

 To be a valuable community resource/clearinghouse regarding area transit needs, 
resources, options and opportunities. 

The organization has also established the following prime objectives for 2005-06: 
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 Secure tax exempt status through the IRS 

 Design and implement PR campaign to educate the community about Territorial 
Transit and area need for transit service 

 Secure start up funding 

 Secure and capitalize three vehicles 

 Prepare for operational phase 

According to Lindsey Bell, Executive Director, the need for public transit in the Tri-City area 
is well documented, and many studies have been conducted over the past 15 years.  
Although a regional transit service has been tried before, she feels that the political climate 
has changed somewhat in previous years, and that the local jurisdictions are now ready to 
support a system.  Implementing a regional transit service is contingent on establishing a 
service that meets the needs of the various user markets and securing a stable source of 
federal, state and local funding.  Local government participation will be required, as well as 
better coordination among the transportation services that are already being provided. 

Brad Newman, Program Director 
Yavapai Exceptional Industries (YEI)  
Mr. Newman believes that a transit system would be helpful, but he was hesitant about use 
of word “need” -- for example, ambulances are needed.  He believes that a transit system 
would make a better community because more people would be able to participate in more 
aspects of community life. 

Mr. Newman believes that transit will not keep cars off the road. Transit should not replace 
building bigger highways. Transit is a complement—not a replacement for new or expanded 
roads. 

There are two key markets for transit: older adults generally 62 to 85 years old who need to 
get to medical and social destinations; and persons with disabilities.  Commuters to work 
might also benefit, but people already do not carpool so was uncertain that transit would be 
used for work commuting or not. 

Mr. Newman believes that issues of acceptance of a transit system are same as cultural 
issues.  To be successful, the system can’t be seen as being for seniors and disabled only.   
These two groups don’t like being thrown into the same category.  The bus can take you to 
church, doctor, movies—benefits quality of life and does not discriminate why the system is 
being used. 

YEI transports 125 people at great expense. They would tie into a transit system, as they tie 
into New Horizons now. They carpool with their “neighbors”—employers. A transit system 
could mean some reduction of overhead for YEI, but he doesn’t necessarily see their fleet 
and scheduling going away. YEI vehicles currently travel about 170 miles a day, and that 
may be reduced to about 70 miles if a transit system was available. 
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Mr. Newman envisions a fixed route transit service supplemented by a dial-a-ride type 
service for those unable to use the regular bus.  The system should extend across the region.  
The individual cities can not do it alone. Prescott Valley maybe could, but Prescott 
wouldn’t.  It should have a frequency of less than an hour between buses, although a good 
fixed route should have no more than an 18 minute wait.  Buses should be accessible and 
be equipped with bicycle racks.  The transit system should be viewed as “clean and green”.   

Weekend service is more important than evenings given the target audiences of senior 
citizens and persons with disabilities.  Sunday service should be the first priority after 
weekday schedules for the benefit of church-goers.  

Mr. Newman believes that the system should be financed primarily with general revenues 
from municipalities and government. A pooled sales tax or highway tax could be considered 
as well.  A reasonable fare might be $4.00 to $6.00 per one-way ride.  YEI currently charges 
$8.00. Having a swipe (i.e., pre-paid debit) card is important. 

Institutionally, privatization should be looked at.  System operations should be contracted 
with long-term contracts. 

Ab Jackson 
Chino Valley Chamber of Commerce  
Mr. Jackson believes there is not really a need for transit in Chino Valley.  The community is 
too spread out.  No one asks for transit.  Prescott and Prescott Valley should consider a 
transit system, but it’s not a problem for Chino Valley at this time. 

One-half to three-fourths of Chino Valley residents go into Prescott to work. Commuter 
traffic is awful. More than one-third of hospital employees live in Chino Valley.  The 
transportation need is for commuters. 

The perception of Chino Valley is that it is a bedroom community for Prescott and Prescott 
Valley.  However, housing in Chino Valley is not low budget.  In 20 years, Chino Valley 
will be a Scottsdale, not a high density area. 

There aren’t many amenities in Chino Valley.  Medical and disabled services are all outside 
of Chino Valley.   There are no theaters, dining locations, malls, and only one grocery store.  

The primary audiences overall for transit are senior citizens and low income people.  If 
Californians are retiring in Chino Valley, it will be a candidate down the road for transit—
more so than Prescott Valley. 

Groups like Prescott People Who Care need transportation aid.  They are the only such 
providers in Chino Valley. 

NACOG vouchers pay $10 into town and $20 for a round trip. Mr. Jackson believes that 
people will pay up to double that to use it two to three times a week, primarily for medical 
appointments. 
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Transit funding should be a community effort, potentially including government and the 
private sector in partnership. 

Mr. Jackson believes that transit helps air quality.  As far as other quality of life issues, he is 
new to the community and is uncertain how much Chino Valley leaders and residents 
equate public transportation with business growth.  

Marni Uhl 
Prescott Valley Chamber of Commerce  
Ms. Uhl believes that transit will be needed more and more as community grows and the 
population ages.  However, a transit system will not decrease the need to widen roads.  

Public transportation is a good opportunity and will be used.  We can’t be a community all 
about rich people.  Prescott Valley is not a second home community, but more of a 
retirement community. 

Transit will help attract businesses to the area—one of the components to make the area 
more attractive.  The business community will support it. It will help bring people to their 
businesses, making the business community more accessible to audiences they may not 
have now.  In the past there has been no downtown in Prescott Valley, but it is being 
created.  There is plenty of parking in Prescott Valley. 

Transit is a community benefit and quality of life issue for the community, enabling people 
with no vehicle to get around and participate in movies, eating, concerts, entertainment. 

Prescott Valley can do it now. There’s a need for it, for them to take their community to the 
next level. The community would embrace the opportunity.  The reality is that it should be a 
regional service. 

The primary audiences for transit are the elderly and lower income persons, as well as one 
car families in which both adults work and the kids are in school.  Transit will be used by 
commuters going from Prescott Valley to Prescott to work, because it’s a choice and housing 
is a premium in Prescott. 

Availability, accessibility and dependability will affect how it is used.  Surveys should be 
conducted to determine if there is a need for service on weekends, weekday evenings, and 
in the neighborhoods. 

Ms. Uhl believes that funding is a delicate issue.  Employers and colleges will not help with 
funding.  A potential revenue source should be a new business regulation licensing or 
surcharge.  A public system or a partnership with private sector/businesses is suggested.   
The fare should be under $5.00 per one-way trip. 
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David Maurer 
Prescott Chamber of Commerce  

Mr. Maurer believes that transit service is needed, given the growth and growth projections.  
The thoroughfares between communities are limited.  We can’t keep piling on the cars.  The 
reason for transit is to get people out of their cars and give them options as gas prices go up. 
A growing number of people will use the transit to go to work.  Commuters could be a main 
audience. 

Chamber members haven’t been asked about transit, but this likely will occur in the future. 
The Chamber did a small sample last summer of 30 manufacturers and about half said 
transit would help employees.  Transit service availability might help attract business, but it 
probably is not one of the top 10 factors. 

Like most communities, only a small percentage of people would use transit.  Retired 
persons probably would use transit. It’s a broad generalization, but they’re watching their 
pennies.  There are no parking issues in Prescott so parking does not relate to transit. 

Transit does not change quality of life.  It is one of the many factors that make up quality of 
life but many people, including myself, won’t use it. It wouldn’t get my car off the road. 

Transit would not have an impact on tourism. Visitors might use it in a limited way, but it 
would almost exclusively be used by locals. 

Mr. Maurer envisions a regional service with a fixed route component so the average citizen 
sees the buses. It has to be predictable with reasonable pick-up times.  The system should 
operate during daytime hours for workers, as there is not much demand for evening service 
given the demographic characteristics of worker and older persons.  Weekend service 
would be nice, but not right away. 

Funding must come from public taxpayers. Businesses and colleges shouldn’t be 
responsible. They might subsidize the tickets of workers, but not the operation of the 
system.  It is not clear that a tax increase for transit would pass.  Water and sewer rates 
increased last year.  The City Council just voted against increasing the sales tax rate from 
8.35% to 8.65% for police and fire.  If the system is regional, the County can put it on the 
ballot, but it is not clear that it would pass.  It needs to be a regional system rather than per 
city.  It seems to be a given that a system needs to serve the Tri City area.  Cities cooperate 
on other issues, so they can cooperate on transit, too. 

A $1.00 one-way fare would be a good value, but it might have to be higher here. A $2.00 
fare should be the maximum for a one-way trip. 

Mr. Maurer was uncertain as to who should operate the transit system, but suggested that it 
could be something similar to Flagstaff. 
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For any system to be successful, it needs to start in a reasonably developed way, with 
regular service, more than a few hours a day, include weekends. Piecemeal it and start slow 
and you won’t build support to grow it. 

Devi Stone, Director of Planning 
Yavapai Regional Medical Center  

Ms. Stone believes that a transit system is needed because area population is surpassing the 
availability of transportation throughout the community.  So many people in office jobs are 
in and out of their office throughout the day.  There is a perception or feeling that people 
need their cars while at work, but there is a base of people who do not and could use transit 
to get to and from their workplace.  Many Medical Center employees could use transit, 
including nurses who do not leave the facility during a shift. Nursing makes up a large 
percentage of our employee population. Medical records, computer records, etc., pretty 
much come to work and stay there as well. More than 50% of our employee base could use 
transit. 

The Medical Center has three shifts, including two night-time shifts:   3:00 pm -11:00 pm 
and 11:00 pm – 7:00 a.m.  If hospital employees use transit, no service would be needed 
from midnight until 6:00 a.m. That would be the only time that there wouldn’t be any 
hospital employees who could potentially use it. 

Ms. Stone believes that the Medical Center would be open to offering incentives for people 
to use transit. For example, when the Prescott Valley facility opened, the Medical Center 
held training at the Prescott campus.  Additional parking was needed, so they leased off-site 
parking and put together an incentive program for employees to park off-site, carpool or ride 
a bike to work.  Gift cards were distributed as incentives.  

The Medical Center has done a study and has data to show where its employees live.  Many 
live in Chino Valley and many live east of the Prescott campus. Routes should run from 
Chino Valley and Prescott Valley into Prescott, and within Prescott area all over. 

Senior citizens and the working class also could use a system. That’s more of a secondary 
use. Seniors likely would use it to obtain medical care, shopping needs and daily living 
activities, such as church. 

The most important role of the transit system is to serve weekday work trips (morning and 
late afternoon), and daytime medical trips needed by senior citizens.  Weekends should be 
a higher priority than weeknights. 

Ms. Stone envisions both fixed route service for youth (who are spontaneous) and workers, 
if schedules are appropriate for their needs, and paratransit for seniors who have 
appointments and can plan ahead. We already have the second system available with taxis 
and voucher system. But it’s not as available as it should be. A fixed route system should be 
added to what we already have. Workers would not want to call every day and make an 
appointment. 
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Ms. Stone was uncertain as to what fares should be charged.  Reasonable fares might be just 
under what the Phoenix Transit charges -- maybe $0.75 to $1.00 if Phoenix charges $1.00. 

The transit system absolutely should be a regional effort. It makes sense that there is a 
regional transportation study group.  

Who should operate it?  There are pros and cons to both public and private operation.  The 
study should look at what is being done elsewhere.  Ms. Stone’s first reaction is that the 
private sector should operate the system. 

If the municipalities were to run it, there could potentially be a tax to support it. If it were 
privately run, then fares would have to be higher. Government with tax and grant support 
appears to be the only way. 

Ms. Stone believes that the community would support a tax increase for transit, although it’s 
a tough question.  It’s a whole mind-set.  Personally, Ms. Stone is a busy working mom and 
very dependent on her car. Personally, she wouldn’t take public transit.  But on the other 
hand, she knows it’s a good thing, the right thing, for the community. She believes that 
many people feel as she does, although she is not sure that people would vote to fund it 
when they’re not going to use it. 

Ms. Stone thinks that it could be established as a lifestyle improvement in this community. 
Transit adds to quality of life by reducing congestion, and in our community that’s an issue. 
Parking is an issue and transit would relieve the stress and tension of traffic and parking. 
That improves the lifestyle.  Transit potentially could improve air quality.   One possible 
downside is if it is not kept up well, or is unsafe because of perception of type of people 
who ride.   
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Appendix B:  Central Yavapai Regional Transit 
Needs Focus Group Sessions –  
July 2006 

Focus Group No. 1:   Business and Institutional Leaders 
Tuesday, July 11, 2006, 4:00 pm - 5:30 pm 
Chino Valley Town Hall  
Attendees: 

 Mike Flannery, Prescott Valley Vice Mayor/Councilmember 

 Gary Marx, Prescott Valley Economic Development Foundation 

 Steve Silvernail, Prescott Travel Authority 

Question 1 - If we had a transit service here in the Central Yavapai area, who 
would use it? 

“The people who live out here and work in the larger areas nearby are mostly in the service 
economy. Most employees of a service economy have a real need for a transit service due to 
the high cost of automobiles and the price of gasoline and maintenance.  In addition more 
than 50% of these service employees would be female and they have more expenses (child 
care, etc).” 

“I did not see this two years ago.” 

“The low income would mostly use it; the economically strapped, the disabled, the fixed 
income.” 

“The transportation disadvantaged, People with no car, or unable to drive even if they had a 
car.  (DUI, Medical reasons, No Insurance) Not much wheel chair assistance would be 
needed.” 

“Without a transit system those people in the service industry have a very hard time keeping 
their jobs.  It is vital for them to have a dependable way to get to work.”  

Question 2 - If we had a transit system in the region would people who can 
drive use it? 

“Some, if their transportation was down, commuters wanting cheaper and easier 
transportation.  Also, there would be student use.” 

“There would be some use I believe but on a limited basis.” 
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“I need to follow up with what the other gentleman said.  He said there would not be much 
need for wheel chair assistance.  What would make you say that?  Is it because you do not 
have a lot of vehicles capable of wheel chair transportation?” 

“There are many people who are in wheelchairs who are not confined to them.  They can 
transfer easily.   These are special needs groups who are being taken care of by their own 
groups.  There are very few members of the general public who need wheelchair 
assistance.” 

“I would be interested in finding out what the student count would be.  I think it could be a 
great help there, especially for students in the outlying areas.” 

Question 3 - Is there a difference between who would use it and who needs 
it? 

“Yes, I believe that the students might not need the transit service that much but that they 
would use it. They could really use it to enhance their education.  More freedom, more time 
to stay and study.” 

“You made a really good point about students.  I have often advocated using the educational 
complexes as an excellent method to improve the transportation of the students and pool 
the resources of them as well to expand a transit service.” 

Question 4 - You mentioned two years ago there wasn’t a need.  Do you 
think there will be a need for a transit system in the next five years? 

“Well, let’s talk about commuters. In 84-85 the city was offered free public transportation for 
the work force on a 30-day trial basis.  Only ten people signed up for the service and only 
five of those used the service.  It was felt at that time that cars were just a lot easier and 
more convenient.  Of course, gas prices were a much lower percentage of your gross 
income at that time.” 

“Well, we cannot pave our way out of a transportation issue.  I mean in terms of everybody 
having a car so when push comes to shove we will become denser and we will need a 
transit system.” 

“I think that in the most recent study that was done the consultant said that even with 
increased population in terms of a public transit it would only increase usage by 1%.  I 
believe that will increase by more than that due to the population increase and density 
increase we have already had.” 

“Five years from now we’ll all be older and need more. Also, if I go back five years and see 
our demographics at that time I see that at time the Spanish population has already 
increased from that time and it will continue to increase in the next five years.  More and 
more Hispanics are coming.” 
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Question 5 - Should we have a transit system? 

“We do need a transit system.” (all participants) 

Question 6 - How important is that to the community? 

“Our demographics show that we are totally different than five years ago.  We do need a 
transportation system at this time.” 

“The Silvernail people have been in the transportation business for years.  If it’s so dynamic 
why should the public get involved?” 

“It’s just like fire and water; we need to provide more than one service.” 

“If you could put that on a ballot box…” 

“The question does involve emotion.” 

 Question 7 - Is providing a transit system a part of the public trust? 

“No matter what we use the public is going to pay for it.” 

“Well, personally I don’t need one; I’ve got my own car, my own comfort system.  I do feel 
the need of a transit for the college.  I also do have a lot of questions about that.” 

“Yes it is and it has been ignored for years in the Prescott area.” 

Question 8 - Who should provide the service; municipal, referral, private, 
college?  

“It would have to be subsidized.  Totally private would not work.” 

“It could be both.  Both private and public funds could be used.” 

“I can see a partnership with both also.” 

“There is a plethora of special interest vehicles running around.  We tried a combination of 
services for a while.  It didn’t really work.” 

Question 9 - What will work? 

“Regional or municipal -- has to be.  County will not work alone.” 

“If it is regional you have to get regional tax.” 

“We should start it at very small and then grow into regional.  Regional will not work to start 
with.  It’s just too much.” 
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 “I agree.  Even municipal you have to start small.” 

Question 10 - What area should it start in? 

“There are three or four different communities.” 

“Prescott, Prescott Valley, maybe Chino Valley.  We do have to have an administrator to 
administrate.  The subsidy would have to be huge --$200,000 to run a regional system. Very 
high.  You would have a need for a regional transit alliance.” 

“Couldn’t you do it through our MPO?” 

“According to Jim Dickey (ADOT) it’s just too much for an MPO to handle.  There are so 
many tests and federal guidelines.  We just couldn’t do it.” 

 “I don’t really know.  I don’t believe only government can work.” 

 “As I understood the partnership would be the three cities and there would be an executive 
board.  So if the board can direct why can’t it direct?” 

 “I’ve never seen an RTA work under an MPO.” 

Question 11 - What level of a fare would be fair? 

“Many suggestions from 50 cents to five dollars.” 

“Kids would pay less if they go in a group.  Fifty cents each or a group fare would work.” 

“Most people would not question a $1.00 fare, or even $1.50.” 

Question 12 - What about going grocery shopping or to a medical 
appointment? 

“Well, that would be different.  We have some services like that right now.” 

“Lots of discussion.  No price really set.  More study needed.” 

“There is a transit system running in Flagstaff.  They just lost one election but they are still 
running all right.  The transit system in Phoenix is doing great.  They always get funding and 
win at the polls.” 

Question 13 - What type of transit do you envision working here in the 
valley?  

“You cannot get by with just one type.  You will need several.” 

“Start with just one fixed kind and then wait for a demand for service.” 
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“You can’t.  You have to have the service in place.” 

 “I do understand but I do believe it will work to start out slow.” 

“Fixed is more cost controllable.  You can’t start going up and down every street to begin 
with.  A fixed service would serve on the major corridors only.” 

“I agree.  It is important to know exactly what time a bus is going to come.  You need to 
know what time you can go to work and come home.  It has to be this way.” 

Question 14 - Does having a transit service affect the quality of life? 

“Yes it can.” 

“It depends upon the financial aspect.  If it is less costly than other forms of transportation it 
can definitely enhance the quality of life.” 

“Yes, flexibility and choice especially for our work force and for my employees.  The bus 
can be helpful.  Also, being able to ride the bus can allow a person who has no 
transportation can actually have a social life.” 

Question 15 - Will transit service visitors and make a difference in tourism? 

“It would make a big difference in tourism.” (all participants) 

Facilitator:  How much should tourism figure in route planning for transit? 

“Don’t really think it should have anything to do with planning.” 

“It would be important to co-ordinate route planning with event planning.  You could make 
special routes at the times of special events.” 
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Focus Group No. 2:  Older Adults 
Wednesday July 12, 2006, 3:30 pm - 4:30 pm 
Prescott Valley Civic Center  
Attendees:  

 Fritzi Mavis, Director of “People Who Care” 

 Robert Luzius, Prescott City Council 

 Bob Edwards, Prescott Valley Town Council 

Question 1- Do we need a transit system? 

“Yes.” 

“Yes.” 

“Most certainly we do.” 

Question 2 - Who needs a transit system and who will use it? 

“There are 423 people that are active participants in our group, and they all need and would 
use it.  We only provide service to doctor, medical, social service or therapy appointments.  
There is no grocery shopping, hairdresser, clothes shopping, etc.” 

“Eighty percent of the handicapped people in the area would use it, in some form or 
another.  There are many vans and buses in the area that are just sitting unused and they 
could be combined under one central dispatch and many more people could be served.  I 
have been advocating this for quite some time.  Most of these people are on some type of 
fixed income, disability and social security.  A public transportation system would be 
invaluable to them. The homebound could really use the system.” 

“Many people would, people who have no cars, or cars in need of repair, students living at 
home and still needing transportation.  Also low income people, people who cannot afford 
a car.” 

“The need is there and most people at one time or another would use the service.” 

“People in nursing homes, adult living homes, assisted living, predominantly seniors.”   

 “Eventually most everyone would use the service but at the start it would be seniors, 
students, and medical patients.” 

“I am a big supporter of public transit.  Some feel it is a black hole, but I don’t.  There are 
several towns in Arizona that have transit systems; Cottonwood, Flagstaff and others.” 
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“I have talked to many school systems and they are all in need of a transit system to just get 
to be where they need to be.  Eventually 90% of the community would take the opportunity 
to use a public transit system.”  

“Most of the low income are in areas in which people really need public transportation.  
The work force really, really needs it.  Some cannot afford a car or the insurance or 
maintenance costs.” 

“The city of Tempe paid a substantial sum to have the school kids use the public transit and 
it worked really well.” 

“Predominantly seniors, the homebound, the disabled and students, and the low income.” 

Question 3 - Types of Transit Service: Which would be more appropriate for 
our region? 

“It seems to me that the combination type would be the only kind that would work for our 
area.” 

“That is why I was mentioning partnerships.  Nobody can really afford to do it by 
themselves.  It will have to be partnerships in a Regional Transit Authority.”  

“I think the Transit will have to start small, say with just the municipalities.  They could join 
together as Prescott, Prescott Valley and Chino Valley.  Somebody’s got to start somewhere.   
I don’t see it starting out in a regional manner because of the cost.” 

“I still think It should be a monorail.  It would have to be a private entity that would come in 
and put it in just like the shuttle that we have to the airports.  That would be the starting 
point.  Start small and it will grow.  That’s the way you build your system.” 

Question 4 – What is an appropriate level of service for the transit system?  
Number of trips, what kind and what times? 

“Times would have to be surveyed.” 

“I feel it needs to be 24/7.  I think we need the service at all hours.” 

“There would need to be more surveys.  Each community would need to address their own 
issues and decide how many trips and what kind, etc. they would need.  We do have 
different things that we have to address.” 

“We all need to come to the table separately and work out the routes and the right-of-ways, 
etc.  That is the way you build your system and start the ball rolling, that’s for sure.” 

Facilitator: Now for the types of trips, times of day, what about that? What’s important?  
What would be some of the tradeoffs there?  Do we need evening service?  Weekend 
service?  How frequent do the trips need to be? 
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“If you are just looking at each municipality doing their own, then all it is economically 
driven and getting the kids back and forth to school and college. And how are you going to 
get your back and forth from work.” 

“They all will have to interconnect and meet at the proper stops. If you consider the hospital 
and health care workers they will all need 24/7 service.  There is just no way around that.  If 
they take the bus to work they will need to take it home.” 

“Many people who do not have cars or cannot drive for one reason or another would use 
the bus not only to go to work but also to go to the movies, out for pizza, whatever.  The 
downtown businesses could help pay for the transit.  They would be making money.  The 
same for the hospitals and the colleges.” 

Facilitator:  Should the businesses be required (via sales or property tax) to contribute to 
the transit system and should the transit planners look  at that, who’s involved from the 
private sector and who’s not? 

“Yes I do because the people will use the system to contribute to the survival of the 
businesses no matter what the business contribute or not.” 

“Yes and No.  It’s a hard one.  I think it has to be a public and private partnership and 
everyone will have to contribute.” 

“Yes.  It will have to be a public and private partnership. You set up a Regional Transit 
Authority, get someone from the private sector to run it.  Get money from every place that it 
is available, Federal, State and Municipalities; throw it all in one big pot.  You cannot go 
collecting from businesses.  It all comes down to:  What is the role of Government?” 

“I think we could have a tax.  We could call it a bed tax or a transportation tax.  I think that 
would be good.  We could just change the name from a bed tax to a transportation tax.” 

“Indirectly, they are all going to contribute in one way or another.” 

Facilitator: How important is the time element for public transit? 

“I think it is very important.  Everyone who uses the transit system has a time to be 
somewhere at a certain time.” 

“Everyone wants to get to where they are going as fast as possible so it is very important.” 

“It’s not that far from one end of the Prescott Valley to the other, no more than 30 minutes, 
so I don’t feel it is such a big deal.” 

“I feel having public transit would cut down on the volume of traffic and thus the roadways 
would safer.” 

“A timely pickup is very important.” 



C Y M P O  R e g i o n a l  T r a n s i t  N ee d s  S t u d y  •  F i n a l  R e p o r t  

C E N T R A L  Y A V A P A I  M E T R O P O L I T A N  P L A N N I N G  O R G A N I Z A T I O N  
 
 

Page B-9 • Nelson\Nygaard Consulting Associates 

Question 5 – Funding:  Who should pay and where do the operating costs 
come from?   

“Sales Tax and perhaps some of the property tax.  People will have to step up to the plate.” 

“Other alternatives.  Grants and loans are available.  There is just too much talk and not 
enough action.  To say that we don’t have the funding is just a cop-out.” 

“What about from fares?” 

“Partnership of public and private monies.” 

“Contracts with nursing homes, Assisted living, etc. 

“Funding is there, it is just a matter of assigning priorities.  There is a social contract for 
helping people who have need and if you do help them you are actually helping them to get 
off welfare. If you want to always want to look at the bottom line then you are looking at the 
economic health of the community.  If you provide transportation for all people then single 
mothers can get their kids to day care, and/or job training.  The low income or the working 
poor need the help that a transit system could provide just to get to work.  We just need to 
provide the basic services to the community.  We can look to State and Federal funding for 
the money we need.” 

Facilitator:  Let’s talk about fares.  Fares generally only bring in 10-15% of the operating 
budget. What do you think would be a fare that people would pay? 

“$2.00, perhaps for a round trip fare.” 

“We need some type of coupon system so that a person would have a co-pay for his ride. 
And some type of private corporation to run the system.  It would be a self sufficient 
corporation because we don’t want to be in the transit business.  It could be a great 
partnership with a private corporation and a Regional Transit Authority.  Everyone would 
pay their fair share.” 

“I think a Regional Transit authority and I have considered connecting up with the Northern 
Arizona Transit Authority because it is already in existence and we are a part of Northern 
Arizona too.  Why do we need to reinvent the wheel when it is already in existence?  I have 
talked to the mayors of Flagstaff and Sedona about this and they are in agreement with me.” 

“I have talked to the three colleges in Prescott and they are all interested in using public 
transit as a way of moving their students.  They would be willing to contribute to a transit 
service.” 

“I believe it should be no more than $1.50.” 
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Question 6 - Quality of life issues:  How do you feel a transit system would 
contribute to the quality of life? 

“Well, if you mean the quality of life to individuals, it would give them the ability to get out 
and give them a feeling of independence.” 

“Well, to me the biggest issue is traffic.  We need to teach people to leave their car keys at 
home and go a new way.   That would improve the quality of life.” 

“Well it does, but I cannot tell you how right at this minute.  People would have a lot more 
independence and more control over their own lives. They could just go out and have some 
fun.” 

“Learn to take your bicycle.” 

“You are not going to be able to make people care.  It’s a win for everyone in having public 
transportation.  We can’t tell them what they need.  They need to find that out for 
themselves.” 

Facilitator:  Will having a transit change the need for road building? 

“It may, but it will take awhile.  We will have to have pullouts.” 

“We have to have a plan.  If we can get some of the cars off the road it is going to help in 
accident handling. Less smog. It would just relieve congestion.  It will make things better for 
everyone.” 
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Focus Group No. 3:  Persons under 55 with Disabilities 
Wednesday, July 12, 2006,  5:00 pm - 6:00 pm 
Prescott Valley Civic Center  
Attendees: 

 Mildred Adamite, New Horizons Independent Living Center 

 David Fold, New Horizons Independent Living Center 

 Ed Jeffrey, Yavapai Exceptional Industries 

 Jean Lasher, New Horizons Independent Living 

 Fritzi Mavis, Director of “People Who Care” 

Question 1 - Should we have a transit system here in Prescott Valley? 

“Yes.” (all participants). 

Question  2 - Who needs a transit system and who would use it? 

“Disabled people need help. All ranges of disabilities.” 

“School and College Students need and would use it.” 

“Low Income and people who for whatever reason do not have cars.” 

“Elderly people who do not always want to drive or cannot drive.” 

“I think there is a difference.  There are many seniors who can’t get around too easily and 
could really use a transit system.  Yavapai County needs it, all the little towns too.  Shut-ins 
who cannot drive really need it.  

On weekends and holidays we have Phoenix people come here and if we had public 
transportation they’d use it.” 

“Also low income people really need the public transportation.” 

Question 3 - How important is it to have a transit system? 

“Every year we have a survey on the things that we need here in the Prescott Valley and 
every year the top two things needed the most are affordable housing and transportation.” 

“There are so many people out here who never get out of their house.  A transit system 
would help them so much.” 

“Most of the people who are shut ins would be able to access a transit system in one way or 
another.” 
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“Well we know quite a number who need and would use it, especially in bad weather.  I 
am  hoping all the organizations could work together and help.” 

“We’ve got to get the state to crank out some money.” 

“I think 100% of the people we work with would be happy to use the transit system.  
Beyond the 200 we work with, I think many others would use it as an alternative.” 

“It is extremely important for the low income people to have a transit system.  They need it 
to go back and forth to work.  It is extremely important.” 

Question 4 - Does one system work for everybody? Can we all co-exist? Can 
people with different kinds of disabilities ride on public transit? 

“No, but it can be made to work.” 

“In other parts of the country you see all kinds of people, all kinds of disabilities.  There 
might be some difficulty with some people with disabilities. If you go on a subway in a big 
city you will see all kinds of people.  You just learn that is the way of life.” 

“These days nobody really thinks anything of a person having a disability.” 

 “Well, people do like personal service, and the transit could be like personal service.” 

 “The more personal it is the more it costs.” 

 “A bus system would build a sense of community.  A bus ride could be a social event.” 

Question 5 - Where should the funding come from for a transit system?  
What do you think would work in this area? 

“Funding from the government would be good to kick off the program.  Also anybody who 
is riding public transit would expect to pay.” 

“We could have a special bus pas for low income, students, and elderly.” 

“A fare for the number of zones you go through.” 

 “In Boston the fare was $0.60 to $0.75.  Here it could be $1.50.  That would probably 
work.” 

 “Home service would have to be a lot more.” 

 “$2.00 is not really high.  Probably no one would complain about that.” 

 “No matter what you do approximately 10% of the riders are going to complain anyway.” 
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“A portion of the lottery money.” 

“Well, no matter what each city is going to have to kick in a portion of the money. Maybe 
even the State too.” 

“A tax on alcohol and cigarettes.” 

 “Let’s look at how other communities of our size are handling this transit thing and get 
some ideas of how we could handle ours.” 

“I want to remind you again as we have spoken of this before.  The vans are here, they are 
just not being utilized correctly.  A central dispatch center for all the vans would not be a 
large capital expense right now.” 

Facilitator:  All of you here provide transportation services in one way or another.  So, are 
you all willing to partner with the government? 

“We have never taken any money from the government, no vouchers, no nothing.  We are 
all strictly volunteer.” 

“Why not partner with the business here and let them contribute.” 

Question 6 - How important is it to the community, quality of life, to provide 
services like transportation? 

“It is definitely a big issue because people who don’t have transportation are socially 
isolated.  Some of them haven’t been out of their home for years.” 

“How a society treats it’s elderly and disabled is the whole quality of life issue.” 

 “At some time everyone will have a difficulty and need some help from society.  There is 
nobody in this room that will escape that place.   It may not be transit, who knows, but at 
some time we all need help.” 

Facilitator:  I think one of the most important things I can get from this group is use 
characteristics.  Which do you think is more appropriate for the Central Yavapai Region? 

“Conventional bus service with the paratransit as a backup.  We really need this and it 
needs to be done now.” 

“People respond well to a fixed schedule. They adjust easily to it, they know where it is and 
when to be there for their bus.” 

“Some type of feeder line may be needed for people who cannot get to the main line 
without help.” 
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“I think we do need two kinds of systems, maybe all three types to serve all the people in 
the area.” 

 “Well, I would hope that we could all work together to provide some personal service as 
needed. If a person could be picked up and driven to the bus that would help.  That would 
really help especially in bad weather.” 

“I feel the public needs to provide.  There is a huge senior population here and people 
would love to have a public transportation.” 

“I think we need all types of transit here.  The non-profit groups have long ago stepped up to 
the plate, but it’s time now for the government to do their job.” 

Facilitator:  Let’s talk a little bit now about hours of use.  What do you think? Monday-thru 
-Friday?  7am-7pm?  Weekends, evenings, Sundays? 

“24/7.”  (all participants) 

“If we could prioritize we’d put schedules around Normal workdays, normal weekends, 
normal holidays and special event activities.” 

“We aren’t going to come up with a perfect figure here today , many surveys need to be 
taken to ascertain the most needed times.” 

“We need the system and we need it now. Hopefully no one will want to wait.  We need it 
now.” 
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Focus Group No. 4:  Youth (15-19 years old) 
Thursday, July 13, 2006,  3:30 pm – 4:30 pm 
Prescott City Hall  
Attendees: 

 Freddi Doerstling, 16 

 Janet Doerstling, (mother) 

 Sabine Doerstling, 14 

 Ben Kingston, age 16 

 Vicki Kingston (mother)  

 Cheryl Shawl, Director of Transportation, Humboldt School District 

 Bob Luzius, Prescott City councilman (observing) 

 Cindy Barks, The Courier (observing) 

Question 1:  Do you think we need a transit service in this area? 

“Yes, I live in Prescott Valley and I have to ride my bike to work.  I would take the bus, 
especially in the hot weather.  It is a 20 to 30 minute ride.” 

“Yes, I have no way to get to the mall unless my Mom and Sister take me.” 

“Oh, yes, it’s very needed.” 

“Yes, I am a teenage girl and I have my needs.  I need to go shopping.” 

Question 2 - If there was a transit system, which would you use first? 

“I’d ask my family first.” 

“I’d ask my Mom and sister first, especially for safety reasons.” 

“Yes, I would.  We just moved back down from Flagstaff and they have a transit system.  It is 
mainly college kids that use the bus up there.  I am not sure if it would be that way here.  I 
think that the kids out in Prescott Valley would have a great need for a transit service.” 

“We live out in the Chino valley and there is a bus, but I have to drive the kids to the bus or 
count on other people to pick them up for me.”    

Question 3 - Would a transit service make a difference? 

“Yes it would, a big difference.” 

“The safety issue is a big one for me because when I was much younger and had to ride a 
Greyhound Bus the driver propositioned me.  I was 13 or so and it scared me.  That is the 
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safety issue that I have.  I would have to know that the bus drivers and been screened and 
background checked.” 

Question 4 - What would be the important characteristics of a transit 
service? 

“If it would go places where I want to go.” 

“I would do that instead of driving a car for convenience and gasoline savings.” 

“It is much more environmentally friendly.” 

Question 5 - What would be the important places that a transit system would 
need to serve? 

“Near where people work, the mall, downtown Prescott, Movie Theatres, and schools of 
course.” 

Facilitator:  If you have a route that goes along the main road, Hwy 69, would that be 
enough?  Would you need it to go to the shopping stores, or would you need it to go back 
into the neighborhoods more? 

“If there was a way that I could take a bike on it and a place to chain up, that would be nice.  
I would like to have bike routes along the bus route.” 

“I think it would work very well for me.” 

“I think connectivity to the school would be very good, even if I only used it in an 
emergency.” 

“Right now I know that all the school districts are short on drivers, so having a public transit 
could take a big load off all the schools.” 

Facilitator:  What would be a good time to start the transit system, what hours would be 
best, what are the most important times, and are weekend hours important?  What do you 
guys think?  We probably could not start out doing 24/7, so what do you guys think would 
be important to start out with? 

“Well aside from the regular morning and evening buses, I would like to have the bus 
running at lunch time, say from 11:00 am to 2:00 pm.” 

“7am to 6pm.” 

“Weekends and evenings are definitely important because for students and working people 
as that is only time that they can go to the mall, go shopping, or even have a date or go to 
the movies.” 
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“We really need evenings and weekends in  order to have any quality time with no 
pressure. I really think that the bus should at least run till curfew time, 10:00 pm.  We need 
24/7. It also might cut down on accidents if kids are not driving their cars around at night.” 

“There are a lot of youth camps around here and my son works at one.  He has to be on the 
job by 7:00 am and having a transit service that starts at 6 could really help that.” 

Question 6 - How do you think the population would mix on the transit 
system? 

“If we had equal respect it would probably work out OK.” 

“I think it would work out all right.” 

“The only problem I see is some of the school buses have some tough kids and some of 
them have knives.  If they are riding the transit system I would have a bit of a problem with 
safety.” 

“Well, as a general rule teenagers hate older people.  We should try to make riding the 
transit appealing to all people.” 

“I think we would all mix just fine if the vans or buses we were riding in did not look like 
nursing home vans.  I’d like for the buses to be nice for everybody.” 

Question 7 - Does having a transit system contribute to the quality of life in 
the community and your individual quality of life? 

“Yes, indeed it would.  More independence and it’s half-way to a car.  Even if I had a car I 
would take the bus most of the time to save on gas money.” 

“People who have no transportation of any kind could get out and do things, go places.  It 
would be the same for me.  Overall just more independence.” 

“It would mean that the town is focusing on all  the groups of people who live here and 
their various needs, not just the elderly or disabled.  Everyone would have more of an equal 
opportunity to get jobs, go to the movies, shopping or whatever.” 

“More independence.” 

Question 10 - Where do you think the moneys for the transit system should 
come from? 

“Well, at some point they are going to have to come from taxpayers.” 

“I know that there are grants of federal and state money to help pay for at least part.”  
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Facilitator:   How much would you pay to ride the bus? 

“I hate to carry money and bring money every time I would like to be able to buy a bus 
pass.  That would really be helpful to me.” 

“I’d say $2.00, $2.50, or $4.00 for a long ride.” 

“If you could pay monthly or a flat fee I would do that.” 

“It would help if teenagers could get sponsors.” 

“It would help if your fare were based on how far you were going.” 

“Start low with $1.00 and then  go up to $1.50, but never get too high.” 

“There are many kids who live way out cannot go anywhere and the transit system would 
be such a help to them and I am sure in some way they would pay whatever was needed.” 
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Focus Group No. 5:   Commuters and Students 
Thursday, July 13, 2006,  5:00 pm – 6:00pm  
Prescott City Hall  
Attendees: 

 Lisa Barnes, Prescott Alternative Transport 

 Julie Moss, Yavapai College 

 Jim Warren, Business owner and Citizen Activist 

Question 1 - Do we need a transportation system here in Prescott and in the 
Central Yavapai region? 

“Yes, we do.”  (all participants) 

“I know there is a definite need but to what extent I do not know.  I really do not feel a need 
between Prescott Valley and Yavapai College.” 

“The answer is yes, unequivocally.” 

Question 2 - If there needs to be a transit system what type do you envision? 

“Buses and vans and whatever is available but an infrastructure needs to be put in place.” 

“A true transit system.  One does not exist at this time.  Dial-a-ride is here but that is all and 
that does not anywhere fulfill the needs of this community.  We need a transit system that 
would provide service to everyone.” 

“We have had more than one person try to operate some type of transit system in this area 
and it never worked.  I know if was private and not public, but it still was just too 
expensive.” 

“If it were a public system we could get grants and certain incentive programs and also 
taxes, a public transportation could survive.  If you live in other cities that have transit 
systems there is information all over the place of where to get any needed funding.” 

“Having lived in LA and Phoenix for many years, I never used public transportation due to 
my odd working hours.  It would be very hard for me to use a public transit with my life 
style.  I also would not like to see the huge buses come into the area.  I do not think that the 
people would be there.” 

“Once again, the infrastructure has to be there first.  “If you build it, they will come.” 

“I like the idea of public transit where buses run all the time (24/7).  There are a significant 
number of people in the Prescott area who need public transportation.  There are 
approximately 30% of the people here in the Prescott area that are either too young, too 
old, or too infirm and are incapable of driving.  It is imperative for the municipalities to get 
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together to provide a regional transit system.  If it is not regional, then we will hopscotch the 
development and end up with incomplete coverage.  Buses would be the best.” 

“In order for there to be a good system, we also need new bike laws, bike lanes, bike racks 
on busses and sidewalks.  We need to have all these things in order to have a fully 
comprehensive system.  The bus ride is just a part of the trip.” 

Facilitator:  What about parking? 

“I think we need a park and ride.  I have several discussions with several city officials and 
they are in agreement with that.” 

“I think we could encourage people to walk or bike to the bus.” 

 “I think you are asking quite a bit.  I am not walking at 11:00pm.  I want to park by the bus 
stop or be taken home.” 

Question 3 - Regarding your statement about a regional system, just how 
would it be provided?  Would it be provided by the municipalities, should 
colleges and businesses be involved with this, how do you see this? 

“I don’t think you can go wrong with the community involvement. That would be needed.  
We need to have the transit system that can deliver students for the earliest class in the 
morning (7:30am) and the last class that gets out at 10:00pm at night.  We would need to 
have a bus stop right there on campus.” 

“I don’t know how public and private partnerships work, but in any community that I have 
ever lived in, having a transit system that works is elemental.  It usually is county wide or at 
least several cities close together.  I think it should be regional for all three towns in this 
area.” 

“I agree, it should be a buy-in from all three areas.” 

“I think that there needs to be some regional authority that could develop this co-operative 
venture between all these three cities that could actually influence zoning, land use 
planning, and creating the corridors that are necessary for transit oriented development.  
That is a very difficult thing to do as it runs into legal problems, some of which have already 
been worked out.  The Prescott City Council had hired a consultant who is a legal expert on 
area use planning and managing the growth and it was clear that Prescott cannot do this 
thing by itself.  There are some really sticky issues about re-zoning. There are ways that are 
conducive to transit that has already been done.” 
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Question 4 - What characteristics would you envision for a transit system and 
what level of service?  Which is more appropriate for the central Yavapai 
region? 

“I believe it is fixed.  You can rely on it and the larger population as a whole would be able 
to know when they needed to be somewhere, that is, if it’s coming frequently enough.  I 
think often enough here would be every 15-30 minutes on some routes.” 

“I think a combo of all would be necessary to have a fully functioning transit system.  Right 
now we have 40% seniors in this area and that number is growing.  I hear more and more 
about driving privileges being taken away.  From students point of view they would need a 
regular bus schedule also.  “ 

“I feel we would need all types of proposed service.” 

Facilitator:  What times of day would you like to see transit service operating? 

“Evenings,  weekends and weekdays 7:00 am to 7:00 pm.” 

“I don’t really feel like we need weekends.” 

“I really think that we need 24/7 but if we cannot then we have to have days, some 
evenings and some weekends.” 

“I really think we should go for the whole enchilada.” 

“I think the bottom line on use is convenience of schedule and cost of pickup.” 

Question 5 - How would you see that the local governments would be 
funding it? 

“Change land use planning.  Stop the sprawl and provide mixed use hubs.” 

“We would need to build more roads.” 

“Our municipalities around here are so accustomed to subsidizing autos that it would seem 
strange to them to subsidize transit.  We need to educate them into a different way of 
thinking.” 

Facilitator:  What would be the fare?  What can the market bear? 

 “I have no idea.” 

 “$1.00 to $1.50” 

“I would pay $1.80.  That would take you pretty far.” 
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“I would be happy to ride the bus around town.  If you really compared the cost of your car, 
it would still be less.” 

Question 6 - Where does a transit system fit into quality of life?  Does transit 
add to quality of life? 

“The Prescott City Council is doing a study about what really makes quality of life in 
Prescott Arizona.” 

“Air and water quality, neighborhood cohesiveness, public health, better air and less 
pollution.  For me, cars are not quality of life.” 

“My quality of life involves my car.  I have odd hours, have to make several trips home each 
day and then go back to work.  I couldn’t do it without my car.” 

Question 7 - How important is it for the community to take care of the 
transit system?  Should the community provide it? 

“Yes it is very important.” 

“Without transit, it becomes a form of discrimination.  So many people cannot get jobs or 
get to doctors.  They just cannot do the basic cycles of life.” 

“One of the things that a transit system could provide is breathing.  We see so many cars 
with only one person in the car.  If we could just teach people to think about the 
community more and not just for themselves.” 
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Appendix C:  Central Yavapai Regional Transit 
Public Submittals Received During 
Community Meetings 
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Appendix D:  Survey Sample 

PUBLIC TRANSIT NEEDS SURVEY 
 
Please take a few moments to complete the following questionnaire for a study 
being conducted by the Central Yavapai Metropolitan Planning Organization 
concerning public transportation needs.  Print the questionnaire and either 
fax it to CYMPO at (928) 759-3215, or mail it to 7501E. Civic Circle, Prescott 
Valley, AZ  86314.  Thank you for your assistance.  
 
 

(1)   In which Central Yavapai community do you live? 
  ___  Chino Valley ___  Dewey-Humboldt ___  Prescott  

___  Prescott Valley ___  Unincorporated Yavapai County 
___ Other (please specify:  ___________) 

 
(2) What form of transportation do you most commonly use to travel around the Central 

Yavapai region?  (Check only one)   
___ Drive my car, truck or motorcycle   ___ Take a taxi ___ Ride a bicycle              

 ___ Private or agency bus or van  ___   Ride with friend or relative 
___ Walk ___ Other (please specify):____________________ 

 
(3) Are there other forms of transportation that you use less often to travel around the 

Central Yavapai region?  (Check all that apply) 
___ Drive my car, truck or motorcycle   ___  Take a taxi ___ Ride a bicycle              

 ___ Private or agency bus or van  ___  Ride with friend or relative 
___ Walk ___ Other (please specify):____________________ 

 
(4) If a public transit system existed in the Central Yavapai region, how likely would you 

or others in your household be to use it at least once a month? 
 ___ Very likely ___  Somewhat likely  ___ Unlikely ___ Would not use 
 
(5) Regardless of whether you or other family members might use it, in your opinion, 

would a public transit service be beneficial for the Central Yavapai region? 
    ___ Yes   ___  No ___ No opinion / Don’t know 
  

(6)  Please rank from “1” to “6” the type of public transportation service that you believe is best 
suited to the needs of Central Yavapai residents.  (Use “1” for best suited, “2” for second best 
suited, “3” for third, etc. - DO NOT REPEAT NUMBERS)  

 ___  A “fixed route” service with published departure times and posted bus stops that you walk to 
 ___  A “dial-a-ride” service with buses that come to your door by advance phone reservation 
 ___  A fixed route on Hwy 69/89 and dial-a-ride on neighborhood streets 
 ___  Subsidize taxi fares for disabled and low-income residents 
 ___  Other (please specify:  _____________________________) 

___  No service is necessary 
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(7) Please rank from “1” to “5” the relative importance of days and hours that transit service 

should be available.   (Use “1” for most important, “2” for second most important, “3” for third, 
etc. -  DO NOT REPEAT NUMBERS)  
___ Weekday commuter service (early morning and late afternoon/evening) 
___ Weekday service for medical appointments and shopping (8:30 am – 4:00 pm) 
___ Weeknight service after 6:00 p.m.   
___ Saturday  ___  Sunday  

 
(8) How much is the most that a person should be expected to pay for a one-way ride 

traveling within the city, town or unincorporated area that you live in? 
___  $0.50  ___  $1.00 ___ $2.00 $3.00 ___ $5.00 ___  $10.00  
___ Other: (please specify:____________) 

              
(9) How much is the most that a person should be expected to pay for a one-way ride 

traveling between cities and towns across the Central Yavapai region? 
___  $0.50  ___  $1.00 ___ $2.00 $3.00 ___ $5.00 ___  $10.00    
___ Other: (please specify:_____________) 

 
(10) Since Federal/State funds may be expected to pay only part of the cost of providing a 

transit service, what source of local funding do you believe should be used to help pay 
for the service? (Check as many as appropriate) 

 ___  None, don’t use any public funds 
 ___  My city, town or county government should contribute General Fund revenues 
 ___  Increase the sales tax by ¼% 
 ___  Implement a new tax (please specify:  _____________) 
            ___  Ask employers, retail stores and colleges to contribute 
 ___  Reduce other municipal services and divert funding to transit   

___ Other revenue source: (please specify:  ______________________________)  
 
(11)   Of the local funding methods listed in Question 10 above, which two methods do you 

believe are most appropriate for consideration? 
 Funding Source #1:  __________________________________ 
 Funding Source #2:  __________________________________   
 
(12) Is there anything else that local decision makers should know about your views 

concerning public transportation service? 
 

________________________________________________________________________ 
 
________________________________________________________________________ 
 
________________________________________________________________________ 
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Optional: 
 
Name ____________________________________________________________ 
 
Address ___________________________________________________________ 
 
Phone: ____________________________________________________________ 
 
E-mail: ____________________________________________________________ 
 

 
*** 

 
Print the questionnaire and either fax it to CYMPO at (928) 759-3215, or mail it to 7501E. Civic 
Circle, Prescott Valley, AZ  86314.   
 

Thank you for your assistance. 
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