7 TRANSIT MARKET PROFILE

The foundation of understanding how to best serve an area with
transit is to understand the underlying market and demand for
different kinds and levels of service. This market profile examines:

= The underlying demand for transit services throughout the
study area

= \WWhere people are traveling from and where they're going

=  \Whether those factors would support high-capacity transit
in the study area

This market profile finds that demand is so high in the Charleston
Alternatives Analysis study area that only High-Capacity Transit
can feasibly support it. The highest demand areas include
Downtown Las Vegas around the Fremont Street activity center,
the Medical District, and the Main Street corridor off Charleston
Boulevard. Additional areas of high demand include Downtown
Summerlin and most areas between [-15 and Nellis Boulevard.

UNDERLYING LOCAL TRANSIT
DEMAND

Underlying transit demand is strongly related to the following
factors, discussed in detail in this chapter:

*= Population and Population Density: Since transit relies on
having more people in close proximity to service, higher
population density makes it feasible to provide higher levels
of service.

» Socioeconomic Characteristics: Different people have a
different likelihood of using transit, with differences related
to socioeconomic characteristics. For example, households
with many cars are much less likely to use transit than those
with one or none.
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» Jobsand Employment Density: The density of jobsis also a
strong indicator of transit demand, as traveling to and from
work often accounts for the most frequent type of transit
trip.

» Travel Flows: People use transit to get from one place to
another. High-capacity transit lines are designed to serve
corridors with high volume travel flows.

More than any other factor, population and employment density
will determine the underlying demand for transit. This is because:

*» The reach of transit is generally limited to between one-
quarter and one-half mile of the bus stop or station. As a
result, the size of the travel market is directly related to the
density of development in that area.

» Transit service frequencies, in turn, are closely related to
market size. Bigger markets support more frequent service,
while smaller markets can support only less frequent
service.

» To attract travelers who have other options, such as private
automobiles, transit service must be relatively frequent and
get riders to their destination in a time and at a cost
competitive with a private vehicle.

Population and job densities also provide an indication of the
underlying population-based demand for transit in terms of the
type and frequency of service that would be most appropriate.
However, these densities broadly indicate demand across
contiguous and nearby areas. Clusters of density throughout an
area or along a corridor are strong indicators of demand, while a
dense but small block group in an isolated area would not produce
sufficient demand in and by itself. Demand can also accumulate
along corridors to produce demand for more frequent service than
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the densities alone would indicate. For example, long corridors
where most traffic analysis zones have the density to support 15-
to 30-minute service will often produce accumulated demand for

Figure 119 Transit service based on population and employment densities
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Population and Population Density

Population density is an important factor in where transit will be
successful. High population density indicates land use types that
are more suitable for frequent transit service and is where transit is
more likely to have higher ridership. Densely populated areas tend
to be more walkable and less auto-oriented, with limited access to
parking and less incentive to own a vehicle.

There are approximately 140,000 people who live in the study area.
Figure 120 shows the distribution of population density in the study
area. Breaks on the map correspond to the population density

Figure 120 Existing (2022) population density by TAZ

breaks by transit service type from Figure 119, Areas with the
highest population density in Clark County are in the study area,
with some areas of Downtown Las Vegas near Fremont Street with
population density as high as 88 to 166 residents per acre. The
average population density for TAZs in the study area with
residentsis 15. There are areas with high population density across
the study area, but overall density is higher in areas east of |-15,
with more pockets of lower density to the west.
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SOCIOECONOMIC CHARACTERISTICS AND TRANSIT PROPENSITY

Table 43 Key demographic statistics at study area, city, and county scale

Racial or Ethnic Minority | 200% of the Federal Zero-Vehicle Households | Transit Commuters

Poverty Line or Less

Total Population Population Density

(Residents per Acre)

Study Area 139,177 10.4 67.8% 43.9% 17.1% 5.2%
Las Vegas 648,252 7.2 59.0% 34.9% 9.6% 2.9%
Clark County 2,308,740 0.4 60.3% 32.2% 1.7% 2.5%

In addition to population density, socioeconomic characteristics
often influence people's propensity to use transit. National
research shows that certain socioeconomic characteristics are
related to transit propensity, including race and ethnicity, income,
country of origin, and vehicle ownership. Table 43 shows general
population and transit-critical populations in the study area and for
the relevant jurisdictions.

Transit commuting is only slightly higher for residents of the City of
Las Vegas than for Clark County residents despite a significant
difference in overall population density. The study area, however,
has almost twice as high of a share of transit commuters as Las
Vegas. Compared to Las Vegas or Clark County as a whole,
residents of the study area are more likely to be low-income
(defined as earning an annual income that is 200% of the Federal
Poverty Level or less), not have a household vehicle, and or be a
racial or ethnic minority.

The following pages describe how different socioeconomic groups
are distributed across the study area
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Race and Ethnicity

In the United States, race is highly correlated with income,
generational wealth, and other social characteristics. As a result,
people of color tend to ride transit at higher rates than white, non-
Hispanic residents. Providing equal access to public transit is
required by the Federal Transit Administration (FTA) under Title VI
of the Civil Rights Act of 1964.

In Clark County, black residents and residents who fall under other
race, including indigenous people, native Hawaiians or Pacific
Islanders, and people who are two or more races have a higher
propensity to use transit, while white and Asian residents have a
slightly lower propensity for transit use.

Areas in the study area with racial and ethnic groups that have a
higher transit propensity have some concentration near the
intersection of Charleston Boulevard and Fremont Street, as well
as around the intersection of Oakley Boulevard and Buffalo Drive,
with black and other race residents making up 30% to 50% of the
TAZ populations.
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Areas in the study area with racial and ethnic groups that have a
lower transit propensity are on the western side of the study area,
specifically west of Fort Apache Road, where some TAZ
populations are 80% to 100% white or Asian residents. Figure
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121shows the distribution of different races and ethnicities in the 45%
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Figure 121 Race and ethnicity by TAZ
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Figure 122 Study area race and ethnicity
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2022 Low-Income Population

Percent of Low-Income Population by TAZ
Data Source: ACS 2018-2022 5-Year Estimates, RTC

Low-Income Households

Low-income people tend to be more transit-reliant due to its
relative affordability compared to car use. In Clark County,
households with an annual income of $35,000 or less were 1.37 to
1.97 times more likely to take transit than the average Clark County
household. To examine the distribution of low-income
communities at the individual scale, the analysis identifies people
whose annual income is 200% of the Federal Poverty Level or less.
This captures communities that may not qualify as low-income
based on federal levels, but who may still face financial burden,
particularly in urban areas where the cost of living is typically
higher.

Figure 123 Percent low-income residents by TAZ
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Over 40% of the community that live in the study area are
considered low-income based on the 200% Federal Poverty Level
threshold. Some TAZs have a population where 100% of residents
are low-income. Areas in the study area where over 60% of
residents are low income are distributed across the study area,
with concentrations around Downtown Las Vegas and near the
intersection of Fremont Street and Charleston Boulevard. West of
I-15, areas with higher percentages of low-income residents tend
to be on the northern side of Charleston Boulevard, whereas to the
east of |-15, it is more evenly distributed on either side of the
corridor. Figure 123 shows the distribution of low-income
communities within the study area.
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Zero Vehicle Households

Household vehicle ownership is one of the most direct factors that
contribute to transit use. Households without access to a private
vehicle need other modes of transportation to be able to commute
to work and reach other key destinations like school, medical
needs, and recreation. In Clark County, households with zero
vehicles are 11 times more likely to take transit than the average
Clark County household. Figure 124 shows the distribution of zero-
vehicle households within the study area. While many areas along
the study area corridor only have 5% or less of households with no
vehicles, there are some places with a higher share of zero-vehicle
households. The area around Downtown Las Vegas and to the east
along Fremont Street have some of the highest rates of zero-

Figure 124 Percent zero-vehicle households by TAZ
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vehicle households, with many TAZs having more than a quarter of
households without access to a private vehicle. Other pockets of
households without a vehicle are located near Rainbow Boulevard,
Decatur Boulevard, and Boulder Highway.
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Demographics and Transit Propensity

When significant numbers of individuals and households from
these high-transit propensity groups cluster together, they can
influence the underlying demand for transit to an extent that is not
captured when only considering total population. In a given
location, groups of people from transit-supportive demographics
may be too small individually to reveal significant demand for
transit service. However, the clustering of people with multiple
transit propensity characteristics increases transit demand.

Table 44 Clark County resident TIF values by socioeconomic characteristic

Race and Ethnicity TIF Value

White 0.69
Black 2.35
Asian 0.75
Other Race 113
Hispanic 1.08
No Car 11.14
One Car 1.27
Two or More Cars 042
Less than $10,000 1.96
$10,000 to $15,000 1.97
$15,000 to $25,000 1.86
$25,000 to $35,000 1.37
$35,000 to $50,000 0.87
$50,000 to $65,000 049
$65,000 to $75,000 043
More than $75,000 0.22
EECHARLESTON

Similarly, in places where transit-supportive demographics are
underrepresented, transit demand may be lower than population
density alone suggests.

To take this into account, this analysis uses a Transit Index Factor
(TIF) to measure relative demand for transit in different areas as
comparedto the region. TIFs are created by comparing journey-to-
work data for select demographics in Clark County and they
measure the likelihood of certain demographic groups to use
transit to commute to work relative to the study area’'s general
population. A value between 0.9 and 1.1 means a demographic
group is about as likely to take transit as an average Clark County
resident. Anything below 0.9 means a group is less likely to take
transit than an average Clark County resident, and above 1.1 means
a group is more likely than the general population to take transit.

shows the TIF value based on race and ethnicity, income, country
of origin, and vehicle ownership.

According to this TIF analysis, demographic groups in Clark County
with a higher propensity to use transit are black residents (2 times
more likely to use transit), households with no vehicles (11 times
more likely to use transit), and households that earn an annual
income under $35,000 (2 to 1.4 times more likely to use transit).
Groups that are least likely to use transit are households with two
or more vehicles and households that earn an annual income of
more than $35,000. Figure 125 shows the residents of each TAZ's
relative propensity to use transit, based on their socioeconomic
characteristics.

The highest transit propensity along the corridor is around
Downtown, the Arts District, and just east of those areas, where
residents of some TAZ's are more than 2 times more likely to use
transit. In contrast, the area adjacent to Downtown on the other
side of |-15, including the medical district, has some of the lowest
transit propensity along the corridor as do the eastern and western
ends of the corridor.
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Figure 125 Relative transit propensity by TAZ
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Adjusted Population-Based Demand

When demographic factors are considered in the context of
population densities, the effective underlying demand is higher in
some areas and lower in others. This underlying demand can also
be called the “adjusted population density” and is calculated by
multiplying the population density by the transit index factor.

Breaks on the map below correspond to the population density
breaks by transit service type from Figure 119. When adjusted
based on transit propensity, population-based demand remains
highest in Downtown Las Vegas, with adjusted population density
increasing to values as high as 300 residents per acre. Other areas
that emerge with high adjusted population density values are

Figure 126 Adjusted population density by TAZ
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some TAZs further east along Charleston Boulevard next to La
Ville Mobile Home Park, the Citrus Apartments, and housing along
Mahogany Drive (76 to 127 residents per acre). Adjusted population
density is consistently lower west of Rainbow Boulevard, which
based on this metric alone cannot support frequent transit today.
Figure 126 shows the distribution of adjusted population density
across the study area.
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