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Background on Transit, 
Bicycling, and Walking

Travel by transit offers many benefits to the perfor-
mance of the regional transportation network in the 
Sacramento region. First, transit provides an opportu-
nity for substantially reducing VMT, through shifts from 
low-occupancy modes like driving alone to a very high 
occupancy mode of travel. Second, for commute trips, 
which tend to occur at peak periods of travel demand 
when congestion is highest, transit can provide substan-
tial congestion relief. High-quality transit service can 
also provide necessary mobility for both transit-depen-
dent and choice riders, and residents and employees in 
higher density, mixed use areas where auto travel can 
be impractical. 

Like fuel prices, transit fares have gone from a 
trend line of relative stability in real terms to signifi-
cant spikes in recent years. Operators increase fares to 
offset operating revenues lost from other sources. How-
ever, the analysis for the MTP/SCS assumed that over 
the planning period, transit fares will remain steady 
when adjusted for inflation.

Travel by non-motorized travel modes is also of 
interest because the prevalence of travel by the major 
non-motorized travel modes (i.e., bicycling and walking) 
is a strong indicator of good land use and transportation 
planning. By placing complementary land uses in close 
proximity between residents or employees of an area, 
and by developing attractive, convenient pedestrian 
and bicycle environments, the number and percentage 
of trips made by bicycle or on foot should increase.

The Current Transit System

Transit in the Sacramento region currently encom-
passes a wide array of services, including urban light 
rail and bus service; suburban and rural local and com-
muter bus service; rural lifeline services, often running 
on limited frequencies; dial-a-ride/paratransit services 
for seniors and persons with disabilities; and gap-filling 
social service transportation provided largely by non-
profits and volunteers. Additionally, interregional rail 
and bus services facilitate long distance trips into and 

out of the region. In this chapter, when transit service 
is discussed, it means the following types of transit ser-
vice and service providers:

Fixed-Route Services
Within the MTP/SCS plan area, the following operators 
provide local fixed-route service: Sacramento Regional 
Transit (RT), serving urban Sacramento County; e-Tran, 
serving the City of Elk Grove; Yolobus, serving Davis, 
Woodland, West Sacramento, downtown Sacramento, 
the Sacramento International Airport, and rural Yolo 
County; Yuba-Sutter Transit, providing intra-city ser-
vice in the Marysville/Yuba City area, intercity service 
to Live Oak, Wheatland and the Yuba foothills, and 
commuter service to Sacramento; City of Auburn, pro-
viding intra-city service; Folsom Stage Lines, providing 
intra-city service; Unitrans, providing intra-city service 
in Davis with an emphasis on trips to or from the UC 
Davis Campus; Roseville Transit, operated by the City 
of Roseville, providing intra-city service and commuter 
services to Sacramento; City of Lincoln, providing 
intra-city service; El Dorado County Transit, providing 
intra-city and intra-county service and commuter ser-
vice to Sacramento; and Placer County Transit with 
service connecting Interstate 80 (I-80) communities 
and service to the Regional Transit light rail stop at Watt 
Avenue/ I-80. 

Transit service in the non-urbanized portion of Sac-
ramento County includes South County Transit Link 
fixed route services linking the Cities of Elk Grove, Galt, 
Lodi, Sacramento and other Delta communities. Sac-
ramento County, through a contract with the Amador 
Regional Transit System, provides fixed route service 
linking Jackson in Amador County with Rancho Muri-
eta, the 65th Street Light Rail station, and downtown 
Sacramento. Isleton, through a contract with the City of 
Rio Vista, provides deviated fixed route service within 
Isleton and to Rio Vista, Fairfield, Suisun City, Antioch, 
and the Pittsburg/Bay Point BART station.

Demand-Response Services
Demand-responsive, or complementary ADA paratran-
sit, services provide transportation service required by 
the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) for individu-
als with disabilities who are unable to use fixed-route 
transit systems. Demand responsive service must be 
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comparable in total coverage to provided fixed-route 
service. Some demand-responsive services also pro-
vide transportation for seniors meeting specified age 
criteria regardless of disability, and a few also provide 
service to the general public. Demand responsive ser-
vice providers within the MTP/SCS Plan Area include 
the following operators: South County Transit, providing 
service in the Galt area; Rio Vista Delta Breeze provid-
ing service in the Isleton area; Davis Community Transit, 
serving the City of Davis; Yolo County Transportation 
District ADA Yolobus Special Program, serving Wood-
land, West Sacramento and intercity service needs 
throughout Yolo County and into Sacramento County; 
Yuba-Sutter Transit, serving the Marysville/Yuba City 
urban area; Roseville Transit Dial-A-Ride, serving the 
City of Roseville; Placer County Transit, serving the 
Rocklin/Loomis area, Granite Bay, and along the State 
Route 49 corridor; El Dorado County Transit, operating 
demand responsive services as far east as Pollock Pines 
and north to Garden Valley; and Paratransit Inc., the 
largest paratransit provider in the MTP/SCS Plan Area, 
providing door-to-door shared-ride, subscription, and 
intermittent transportation service within Sacramento 
County, with limited services to Roseville. 

Intercity Rail
Intercity passenger rail service also serves as part 
of the Sacramento region’s transportation system, 
linking passengers to cities within the region as well 
as other parts of the state and nation. In California, 
Amtrak operates all state-supported intercity rail ser-
vice. Caltrans provides operating funds for the three 
Amtrak in-state routes: the Capitol Corridor (Auburn to 
San Jose); the San Joaquin (Bay Area/Sacramento to 
Bakersfield); and the Pacific Surfliner (San Luis Obispo 
to San Diego). These routes connect with each other 
and with Amtrak’s four long-distance train routes that 
link California to other states: the Coast Starlight (Los 
Angeles to Seattle), California Zephyr (Emeryville to 
Chicago), Southwest Chief (Los Angeles to Chicago), 
and Sunset Limited (Los Angeles to New Orleans). Many 
passengers use the state-supported Amtrak routes for 
intercity travel within California, or as part of longer rail 
trips. Figure 5C.1 shows intercity rail services in north-

ern California. 
The Capitol Corridor provides daily rail service 

between Auburn, Sacramento, Oakland/San Francisco 
and San Jose. The Sacramento to Oakland segment has 
16-weekday round trips and 11 weekend/holiday round 
trips. One daily round-trip train serves Auburn, plus 
there are bus connections at other times of the day. 
Seven round trips continue south to San Jose. The Cap-
itol Corridor carried over 1.7 million passengers in the 
federal fiscal year 2011 and is expected to top 2 million 
annual passengers by the close of federal fiscal year 
2012. It is the Amtrak route with the best on-time per-
formance (94 percent) in the nation. 

The Capitol Corridor is operated by Amtrak and 
administered by the Capitol Corridor Joint Powers 
Agency (CCJPA) which is made up of representatives 
along the 100-mile corridor. SACOG is a member of 
the CCJPA Staff Coordinating Group, which serves as 
an advisory body to the CCJPA concerning ongoing 
operations and planning of the service. The partnership 
between the CCJPA, Amtrak, the California Division of 
Rail and Union Pacific railroad is considered a national 
example of successful implementation of passenger rail 
services. 

Operations are funded through the California Public 
Transit Account, city funds, and fares, which covered 
50 percent of the operating costs in federal Fiscal Year 
2010-11. Capital costs have been funded through state 
bond measures, more recently with Federal Railroad 
Administration grants, and through ongoing mainte-
nance by the rail line owner, Union Pacific. The stations 
are all owned by the cities along the route. 

While the State largely funds the Capitol Corridor 
and SACOG primarily plays a planning role, some cap-
ital improvements are included in the MTP/SCS. These 
include: design, environmental clearance, and construc-
tion of a third track between Sacramento and Roseville 
to improve service frequencies to Roseville and a new 
rail alignment through the Sacramento Railyards to 
allow for smoother operations of freight and passenger 
rail trains and reduce congestion on the route. A second 
phase of that project is expected to improve the new 
train platforms with a newly built station. 

The San Joaquin Route provides intercity rail service 
between the Bay Area and Sacramento and Bakersfield, 
with bus connections to Los Angeles, Redding, Yosem-
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ite National Park and Las Vegas, Nevada. 
The Sacramento-to-Bakersfield segment has 
two daily roundtrips. Four daily round trips 
between Oakland/San Francisco and Bakers-
field are also accessible by Sacramento 
and Elk Grove riders through Amtrak con-
necting buses. Amtrak buses also serve the 
Davis station to allow riders to connect to all 
San Joaquin trains. The San Joaquin route 
and connecting points are shown in Figure 
5C.1. The San Joaquin exceeded one million 
annual riders in September 2011. The San 
Joaquin shares rail equipment, train crews, 
and maintenance facilities (in Oakland) with 
the Capitol Corridor. The route is at maximum 
passenger capacity and additional trains are 
needed to meet demand.

SACOG staff also participates in the 
management of this route, as Sacramento 
County’s non-elected appointee to the San 
Joaquin Valley Rail Committee. The com-
mittee meets quarterly to advise Caltrans, 
Amtrak and the host railroads on improve-
ments to the service. 

Figure 5C.1 
Amtrak California Northern California Routes

Source: Amtrak.com
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High-Speed Rail
The California High-Speed Rail Authority is proposing to 
construct, operate, and maintain a statewide California 
High-Speed Train Program (CHSTP). When completed, 
the system would span nearly 800 miles with high-
speed electrified train service between the Bay Area, 
Central Valley, Sacramento, and Southern California. 
The new system would be grade-separated from road 
vehicle traffic, and operate almost exclusively on sepa-
rate, dedicated tracks, with top design speeds of up to 
250 miles per hour (MPH) and an operating speed of up 
to 220 MPH. 

Phase 1 would construct about 520 miles of rail 
between San Francisco and Anaheim. When com-
pleted, Phase 1 would provide a 2-hour and 40-minute 
service between San Francisco and Los Angeles via 
Merced and Bakersfield. Subsequent phases include a 
southern extension (Los Angeles to San Diego via the 
Inland Empire) and a northern extension (Merced to 
Sacramento). While the MTP/SCS does not specifically 
address high-speed rail, SACOG’s approach has been 
that it could provide significant benefits in replac-
ing short-distance business and recreational airplane 
trips with train travel, but should avoid negative con-
sequences of mainly creating Central Valley commuter 
suburbs by focusing on mixed-use, transit-supportive 
development, especially at stations in the Central Valley 
where few jobs currently exist. Figure 5C.2 shows the 
proposed route for the high-speed rail system.
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Figure 5C.2 
High-speed rail system proposed route

Source: California High-Speed Rail Authority, April 2010



104

Chapter 5C: Transit, Bicycling, and Walking Trends and Performance  

The Current Bicycle and Pedestrian System

Many Sacramento region residents walk or bicycle for 
some of their travel. The majority of trips are short—five 
miles or less—and of a distance that is bikeable or walk-
able for many people. The region is home both to people 
who depend on walking and/or bicycling for some or all 
of their trips, and to many choice cyclists and pedes-
trians— people with a car available but who choose to 
walk or bike to work and other destinations. The rise of 
bicycling’s popularity, increasing gas prices and parking 
costs, and heightened health and environmental aware-
ness have contributed to the larger number of people 
biking or walking in place of driving. 

Increasing the quantity of supportive infrastructure 
is essential to supporting bicycle and pedestrian travel. 
Because inactivity is a significant factor in obesity and 
many diseases, creating opportunities for people to 
incorporate walking and biking into everyday travel is 
also important to improving public health. According to 
the U.S. Department of Health & Human Services, 55 
percent of U.S. adults in do not meet recommended 
activity guidelines, and approximately 25 percent 
report being completely inactive.1 One study found that 
43 percent of people with safe places to walk within 10 
minutes of home met recommended activity levels; and 
that only 27 percent of people without safe places to 
walk met the recommendation. Another found that res-
idents in neighborhoods with sidewalks are 65 percent 
more likely to walk. 

Residents are more likely to walk and bike for trans-
portation when there are continuous networks of 
sidewalks and bicycle lanes or trails. There are currently 
nearly 2,000 miles of bicycle routes in the region in 
both urban areas and outside of urbanized boundaries 
in small urban or rural areas. Bicycle facilities in rural 
areas allow for both utilitarian and recreational bicycle 
trips. 

About 50–60 percent of existing roads in the 
urbanized area have no sidewalks, most commonly in 
suburban areas that were not built as large subdivisions. 
This share is even higher in rural areas. The federal 
Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) mandates that 

1 National Complete Streets Coalition, http://www.sacog.org/com-

plete-streets/toolkit/files/docs/ NCSC_CS Promote Good Health.pdf

disabled persons must be able to access the transpor-
tation system, including streets, roads, and walkways. 
Under the ADA, public agencies are required to prepare 
transition plans showing how they intend to provide for 
this access. Plans have been completed by the cities of 
Sacramento, Citrus Heights, Galt, and Rancho Cordova, 
and the counties of Sacramento and El Dorado, and 
they are now gradually funding and building projects 
to implement their plans. The plans include a schedule 
for providing curb ramps at intersections and access 
improvements on public walkways. 

Pedestrian and bicycle access also affects the effec-
tiveness and efficiency of transit service, as most 
transit trips involve walking or cycling at one or both 
ends. Commuters are more likely to take transit if they 
can easily walk or bike from their home or worksite to a 
transit stop or station. As a result, walking and cycling 
infrastructure improvements are often an effective way 
to support transit use. Good intermodal connections, 
such as convenient park-and-ride locations, on-board 
bike racks, secure bicycle parking, safe and pleasant 
access routes, and shortcuts can enhance the appeal of 
both non-motorized and transit modes. Creating Safe 
Routes to Transit is a priority for the region. In 2006, 
SACOG studied bicycle access to light rail and deter-
mined that improving and promoting bike access to 
transit stations would dramatically increase the pool of 
transit riders and provide a variety of community ben-
efits.
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Past and Future Performance of Transit and Non-
Motorized Travel

sponsive services) are reported in Table 5C.1. Over the 
period from 2002 to 2009, total annual passenger 
boardings increased by 37 percent, compared to 14 per-
cent population growth over the same period. However, 
the largest share of the increase was in light rail board-
ings, which doubled over this period. Bus ridership 
growth (13 percent) was slightly lower than population 
growth over the same period. On a per capita basis, pas-
senger boardings increased by about 20 percent.

Since from 2009 to 2012, these positive trends 
have reversed. Total annual passenger boardings have 
declined by 20 percent, and annual boardings per cap-
ita by 21 percent. The decline since 2009 is such that 
for the overall period from 2002 to 2012, per capita 
boardings have declined by 5 percent. There are two 
main causes for this precipitous decline: the recession 
has reduced the amount of travel overall, and that has 
reduced ridership on transit as well as other modes; and 
starting in 2009, cuts in service due to declining reve-
nues for operations took a toll on ridership. 

Observed Data and Historic Trends in Transit 

The two major measurements of transit ridership are 
passenger boardings and transit person trips. A transit 
person trip encompasses the entire journey from one 
place (e.g., home) to another place (e.g., school) in order 
to engage in an activity (e.g., going to class), using tran-
sit for the majority of the trip. A passenger boarding 
occurs each time the traveler enters a transit vehicle 
during the trip. So, each transit person trip generates 
at least one passenger boarding. However, if a trip 
requires one or more transfers from one transit route to 
another, a single trip may generate two, three or even 
more passenger boardings. On average in the Sacra-
mento region, passenger boardings number about 35 
percent more than trips, with about one-third of transit 
trips requiring one or more transfers.

Passenger boardings are the most comprehensively 
tracked transit ridership statistic. All operators rou-
tinely collect boarding data. Passenger boardings for all 
operators of fixed-route services (excluding demand-re-
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Table 5C.1  
Transit Passenger Boardings in the SACOG Region, 2002-2012

Variable 2002 2005 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012

Ann. Pass. Brdgs. (in thousands)1 32,208 37,527 40,951 44,057 39,879 34,829 35,426

Weekday Pass. Boardings–Bus2 89,300 100,000 96,100 100,800 89,200 87,300 90,100

Weekday Pass. Boardings–LRT2 28,500 48,300 51,800 58,000 54,300 43,700 48,200

Weekday Pass. Boardings–Total2 117,800 148,300 147,900 158,800 143,500 131,000 138,300

Per Capita Rates

Population (in thousands)3 1,964 2,112 2,215 2,242 2,237 2,249 2,268

Annual Boardings Per Capita 16.4 17.8 18.5 19.7 17.8 15.5 15.6

Changes '02 to '05 '05 to '09 09 to '12 02 to '12

Annual Pass. Boardings    +17% +17% -20% +10%

Pass. Boardings—Bus    +12% +1% -11% +1%

Pass. Boardings—LRT    +69% +20% -17% +69%

Pass. Boardings—Total    +26% +7% -13% +17%

Population    +8% +6% +1% +15%

Annual Boardings Per Capita    +9% +11% -21% -5%

Source: SACOG, June 2015.

1  SACOG, “Regional Transportation Monitoring Report”, April 2010.

2  SACOG, computed from annual boarding using annualization factors.

3  California Dept. of Finance population estimates for six SACOG region counties, adjusted by SACOG to exclude Tahoe Basin portions of Placer and 

El Dorado counties.

Although transit person trips are a better indicator 
of travel demand by transit than passenger boardings, 
collecting trip-level data is more difficult and less fre-
quently done. On-board passenger surveys which allow 
for estimates of transit person trips were conducted in 
1999 and 2005. Additionally, for commute travel, sur-
veys on mode of commute by workers in the SACOG 
region are now published annually in the American 
Community Survey (ACS). Table 5C.2 combines these 
sources and provides a tabulation of key historic esti-
mates of transit (and non-motorized) travel in the 
region:

• The biggest changes in commuter travel were 
increases to work-at-home (4.0 percent of work-
ers in 2000, and 5.7 percent in 2012), increases 
to bicycle (1.3 percent in 2000, and 1.8 percent in 
2012), and decreases in carpool (13.7 percent in 
2000, and 11.4 in 2012).

• From 2000 to 2012, transit commuters increased 
from about 21,672 to 22,780, a 14 percent 
increase—but this increase tracked the increase in 
total workers, so the transit share remained flat 
over this period.

• Transit trips for all purposes (including commute) 
over the same period increased from about 87,000 
in 2000 to about 101,000 in 2012. This increase is 
slightly below population growth over that period, 
and overall transit share changed little. 
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Observed Data on Bicycling and Walking

Bike and walk trips also increased in total and as a share of all trips between 
2000 and 2008 (see also Table 5C.2).

• The number of commuters reporting bike or walk as their primary 
mode of commute increased from 29,539 to 37,589 between 2000 and 
2012. The share of commuters biking or walking increased from 3.5 
to 3.9 percent—although the increase was due to a 0.5 percent share 
increase in bicycling, and a 0.1 percent decrease in walking. 

• Although this overall share increase may sound modest, it stems a lon-
ger term decline in biking and walking to work—the bike and walk share 
actually declined from 4.4 percent to 3.5 percent between 1990 and 
2000. 

• Data on non-commute bike and walk trips is difficult to assemble for the 
region—estimates are dependent on relatively small sample surveys, 
model estimates, and anecdotal data. The table shows a significant 
increase in all-purpose bike and walk share, from about 7.3 to 9.1 per-
cent. It is reasonable to assume that the recent trend in all-purpose 
biking and walking has been upward, given that commuting shares 
have increased.
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Table 5C.2  
Bike, Walk and Transit Travel in the SACOG Region, 2000–2012

Mode of Travel 2000 2005/2007 2008 2012

Commuter Travel1     

Total Workers 852,400 1,001,600 1,020,500 968,200

Drive-Alone 642,369 754,530 767,175 729,452

Carpool 116,694 129,219 126,717 110,789

Public Transit 22,077 23,938 26,104 24,780

Bicycle 11,081 12,938 14,932 17,046

Walk 18,412 21,373 21,617 20,543

Comb. Bicycle and Walk 29,493 34,311 36,549 37,589

Worked at Home 34,096 47,874 50,963 55,129

Mode Shares     

Drive-Alone 75.4% 75.3% 75.2% 75.3%

Carpool 13.7% 12.9% 12.4% 11.4%

Public Transit 2.6% 2.4% 2.6% 2.6%

Bicycle 1.3% 1.3% 1.5% 1.8%

Walk 2.2% 2.1% 2.1% 2.1%

Comb. Bicycle and Walk 3.5% 3.4% 3.6% 3.9%

Worked at Home 4.0% 4.8% 5.0% 5.7%

All Travel     

Public Transit Trips2 87,200 101,000 106,000 101,000

Bicycle Trips3 113,400 137,000 157,000 166,000

Walk Trips3 429,300 588,000 629,000 623,000

Total Person Trips (thousands) 7,378 8,500 8,700 8,600

Mode Shares     

Public Transit 1.2% 1.2% 1.2% 1.2%

Bicycle 1.5% 1.6% 1.8% 1.9%

Walk 5.8% 6.9% 7.2% 7.2%

Comb. Bicycle and Walk 7.3% 8.5% 9.0% 9.1%

Source: SACOG, June 2015.

1  SACOG, 2013, based on data from the Year 2000 Decennial Census, and the American Community Survey 3-year sample data releases for 2007, 

2008 and 2012. Data shown are 6-county totals, including Tahoe Basin.

2 SACOG On Board Transit surveys for 1999 and 2005, interpolated to 2008 and 2012 based on passenger boardings data from operators.

3  SACOG estimates based on Year 2000 household travel survey, and SACSIM travel demand model for Year 2005, 2008, and 2012.
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MTP/SCS Changes To The Transit System

As described more fully in Chapter 4, the MTP/SCS 
more-than-doubles total fixed-route transit service 
compared to 2012. The plan includes a 122 percent 
increase in total daily vehicle service hours and calls 
for 53 percent of all transit services (bus and rail) to 
operate 15-minute or better service by 2036, up from 
24 percent in 2012. 

The MTP/SCS focuses transit investments especially 
in areas most capable of supporting robust transit ser-
vice. Combining significant housing and employment 
growth in Transit Priority Areas (TPAs) with high-fre-
quency service of 15 minutes or better in these areas 
allows the MTP/SCS to provide quality transit service 
to higher concentrations of people where it is most 
cost-effective. By 2036, over 442,915 homes and over 
631,958 employees will be located within TPAs, increas-
ing the potential number and desirability of daily trips 
made by transit. 

The regional scenarios developed by SACOG to 
inform the update of this plan (and described in more 
detail in Chapter 2 — The Planning Process) identified 
several factors which guided the development of the 
MTP/SCS transit network:

• Population and Job Density—higher density corri-
dors support more frequent transit service.

• Mix of use—corridors with a mix of complementary 
land uses support use of transit during off-peak 
periods, especially midday and evening.

• Income Demographics—corridors with higher con-
centrations of lower income households generate 
higher demand for transit service.

• Block Size/Street Pattern—areas where the street 
pattern supports walking also support walk access 
to transit.

• Access to Job Centers—locations with concentra-
tions of employment generate potential for peak/
commuter transit. Job centers where parking is 
normally paid out of pocket generate the highest 
levels of transit, carpooling, and non-auto modes 
of commute.

• In addition to these primarily land use criteria, 
roadway improvements (including construction 
of new roadways, and widening or reconstruction 
of existing roadways) will consider the utility of 

the roadway to multiple users, including vehicle 
drivers and passengers, transit vehicles, transit 
passengers, pedestrians, bicyclists, and commer-
cial vehicles. This more expansive look at roadway 
improvements is part of SACOG’s Complete Streets 
policy. 

Figure 5C.3 shows the MTP/SCS transit network. 
The figure shows land use colored according to mix/
density, as follows: Yellow land uses are predominantly 
residential; blue land uses are predominantly employ-
ment; green land uses are mixed areas. The darkness 
of the color indicates the total density (i.e., dwellings 
+ jobs per acre). The MTP/SCS transit network focuses 
the most frequent, highest capacity transit services in 
corridors where density is the highest. Peak-oriented 
services (i.e., express or commuter buses), are located 
where predominantly residential areas connect to 
major employment centers. All-day services are focused 
where mixed uses are more prevalent.

Although income demographics are not shown in 
Figure 5C.3, MTP/SCS transit services are more con-
centrated in areas where lower income households are 
more prevalent. Chapter 8 has a greater discussion of 
low income and high minority communities. 

The MTP/SCS more-than-doubles total general, or 
non-demand-responsive, transit service (i.e., light rail, 
streetcar, regional rail, express bus, fixed route bus, bus 
rapid transit, and community shuttle) compared to the 
2012 base year. The MTP/SCS also adds to the region 
service types which were not present in 2012: streetcar 
(in downtown Sacramento), bus rapid transit (in several 
corridors in Sacramento and Placer counties), and com-
munity shuttles (in all counties). 

Table 5C.3 provides a tally of transit services included 
in the MTP/SCS. The table shows weekday vehicle ser-
vice hours, split by transit service types, described 
below: 

• Light Rail is designed for operating in urban envi-
ronments, with passenger rail cars operating up 
to four two-car consists, on fixed rails in a right-
of-way exclusive in some locations, or mixed with 
street vehicle traffic in others. Light rail vehicles 
(LRVs) are typically driven electrically with power 
being drawn from an overhead electric line. RT 
operates the only light rail service within the MTP/
SCS Plan Area. Generally, LRT operates with sta-
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Figure 5C.3 
MTP/SCS Transit and Land Use Yuba County
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tions spaced one-half mile or more apart, and with 
maximum running speeds of about 55 miles per 
hour.

• Streetcar is another form of urban rail transit 
service, similar in some ways to LRT. Streetcar 
vehicles are typically shorter and narrower than 
light rail cars. Streetcars may be older cars that 
are refurbished (vintage trolley cars) or newer 
cars built to look like older cars (heritage trolley 
cars), or they may be modern LRV-type vehicles of 
smaller dimensions. Similar to LRT, they are gen-
erally operated on rails with steel wheel traction; 
capable of operating either within the roadway 
and mixed with vehicle traffic, or on exclusive 
right-of-way; and are operated with fixed stops 
and schedules. Characteristics which distinguish 
streetcar from LRT are that streetcars generally 
have closer station/stop spacing, usually less than 
one-half mile; slower running speeds; shorter train 
consists (more singles and doubles than four-car 
trains); and are more likely to run in roadways and 
be mixed with vehicle traffic. This service type 
is well described and illustrated in the recently 
published Sacramento Regional Transit District 
TransitAction master plan.2 

• Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) is a type of limited-stop 
bus service developed in the 1990s that relies 
on technology to help speed up the service and 
enhance passenger convenience and comfort. 
Limited-stop service is a hybrid between local and 
express service, where the stops may be several 
blocks to a mile or more apart to speed up the 
trip. BRT can operate on exclusive transitways, 
high-occupancy-vehicle (HOV) lanes, expressways, 
or ordinary streets. A BRT line combines intelli-
gent transportation systems technology, priority 
for transit, rapid and convenient fare collection, 
and integration with land use policy in order to 
upgrade bus system performance substantially. 

• Express Bus service serves longer trips, especially 
in major metropolitan areas during peak commut-
ing hours. Express buses usually travel significant 

2 Sacramento Regional Transit District TransitAction Regional Transit 

Master Plan. Available at: http://www.sacrt.com/documents/transi-

taction/Executive%20Summary.pdf

portions of their total route length on highways 
and freeways with relatively long closed-door dis-
tances (i.e., no passengers boarding or alighting). 
In most cases, express buses are inbound-only in 
the morning peak, and outbound-only in the eve-
ning peak. Several transit operators within the 
MTP/SCS Plan Area currently operate express ser-
vice for commuters. 

• Fixed Route Bus (or Local Bus) service is provided 
using buses on a fixed schedule along fixed routes. 
Stop spacing can vary widely from quarter-mile-
or-less in urban areas, to one-mile-or-more in 
lower density settings. This is the most common 
type of bus service in the Plan Area designed to 
deliver and pick up transit passengers at specific 
locations as close to their destinations or origins 
as possible. 

• Regional Rail is a proposed commuter-oriented 
heavy rail service operating within the region, in 
concert with the existing Amtrak-operated Cap-
itol Corridor intercity rail service. Regional rail 
would provide additional trains between Auburn, 
Roseville, Sacramento, and Davis, with potential 
connections extending into the San Francisco Bay 
Area counties.

• Community Shuttles provide transit service lim-
ited to small geographic areas or short-distance 
trips and are often called circulator, feeder, neigh-
borhood, trolley, or shuttle services. Such routes, 
which may have a lower fare than local fixed route 
service, frequently operate in a loop and connect 
to major destinations or routes for travel to more 
outlying destinations. Community shuttles are 
currently provided by the Sacramento Regional 
Transit District, Sacramento State University and 
the North Natomas Transportation Management 
Association. Some additional privately operated 
shuttles may be available throughout the MTP/
SCS Plan Area as well.
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As shown in Table 5C.3, transit service 
increases significantly in the MTP/SCS. Total 
service more-than-doubles from 3,782 hours 
per day to 8,399 hours by 2036. On a per 
capita basis, service increases by 59 percent 
by 2036.

The early years of MTP/SCS implemen-
tation are challenging for transit. The state 
and federal funding environment for tran-
sit capital and operations is still uncertain, 
which will likely lead transit operators to 
exercise caution in restoring or adding ser-
vice until funding levels are more assured. To 
be successful, transit-oriented development 
in TPAs (discussed in more detail in Chapter 
3) requires high-quality transit service, but 
that level of service can be inefficient until 
sufficient development is in place. The region 
must, therefore, plan and time its transpor-
tation system investments strategically to 
address this interrelationship. Worthy of 
note in Table 5C.3 is the modest increase (6 
percent) in transit service hours per capita 
between 2012 and 2020. This increase would 
get the region back to the level of transit 
service provided in 2008, prior to the transit 
service cuts starting in 2009. 

Table 5C.3  
MTP/SCS Changes to Transit Service in the  
SACOG Region

Transit Service Type 2012 2020 2036 

Vehicle Service Hours1    

Light Rail2 251 289 386

Streetcar 0 35 95

Express Bus3 367 376 626

BRT/Fixed Route Bus 3,154 3,812 6,567

Shuttle 0 27 696

Regional Rail 10 10 29

All Types 3,782 4,549 8,399

Population 2,268.1 2,519.9 3,078.8

Service Hours Per Capita (x 1000) 1.7 1.8 2.7

Changes from 2012    

Light Rail n/a +15% +54%

Streetcar n/a n/a n/a

Express Bus n/a +2% +71%

BRT/Fixed Route Bus n/a +21% +108%

Shuttle n/a n/a n/a

Regional Rail n/a -- +190%

All Types n/a +20% +122%

Popuation n/a +11% +36%

Service Hours Per Capita (x 1000) n/a +6% +59%
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MTP/SCS Changes to the Non-Motorized 
Transportation System

The MTP/SCS provides $2.8 billion for bicycle and 
pedestrian improvements, and assumes that another 
nearly $600 million, or about five percent of the road 
maintenance and rehabilitation budget, will also be 
spent on bicycles and pedestrians as part of major 
rehabilitation projects. 

The MTP/SCS envisions a larger and more complete 
bicycle and pedestrian network that will provide greater 
mobility through walking and biking and associated 
transit use. It contains:

• 116 percent more miles of bicycle trails and 126 
percent more miles of bicycle lanes than in 2012; 

• Road investments that include bicycle and pedes-
trian components such as striping and signage, 
sidewalk gap closures, ADA retrofits, and intersec-
tion improvements; and 

• An emphasis on complete street connections 
within and between cities and to transit and school 
facilities. 

In addition to funding for bicycle projects and programs 
throughout the region, SACOG strongly encourages 
complete streets. Complete streets provide infrastruc-
ture and account for all users of the roadway, including 
motorists, pedestrians, bicyclists, and transit riders. 
SACOG has developed a Complete Streets Resource 
Toolkit, available at www.sacog.org/complete, to help 
member agencies and members of the public under-
stand, design, and implement complete streets. 

SACOG has recently begun the development of a bike 
share program. Bike share is a membership program 
where anyone can pick up a bike from a bike station and 
return it to another, making trips on bike fast and easy. 
Bike share provides people with easy access to bikes. 
Currently, the project proposes to install and operate 
a pilot system of 88 stations and 616 bikes serving the 
cities of Sacramento, West Sacramento, and Davis.

Bicycle and pedestrian facilities are often built by 
local agencies as part of other capital projects. Many 
road projects are not classified specifically as bicycle 
and pedestrian facility projects because they serve mul-
tiple purposes, such as moving utilities underground 
or adding shoulders for motor vehicle safety and are 
funded within other programs. For example, bicycle and 

pedestrian paths can be included in recreation, public 
health, or transit budgets, developer impact fee pro-
grams, or the state’s Safe Routes to Schools program.

Developers of new areas are also expected to pro-
vide high-quality bicycle and pedestrian facilities as 
part of the basic public infrastructure. However, good 
connections can be frustrated by cul-de-sacs and gated 
or walled neighborhoods. Creating cut-throughs and 
other connections are a priority in the Regional Bicy-
cle, Pedestrian, and Trails Master Plan, adopted in June 
2011.

As described in Chapter 10 Financial Stewardship, the 
State’s new Affordable Housing & Sustainable Commu-
nities grant program presents an opportunity to capture 
additional funding for complete streets projects along 
roadways that also have maintenance and rehabilita-
tion needs. Incorporating complete streets elements 
into road maintenance and rehabilitation projects can 
greatly increase the coverage and connectivity of facil-
ities for bicyclists and pedestrians.

Additional options for making improvements are 
stand-alone bicycle or pedestrian improvement 
projects. Examples of stand-alone projects include: con-
struction of new Class 1 bicycle paths; expansion of the 
Class 2 bicycle lane system, and construction of pedes-
trian bridges and other gap closure projects dedicated 
to pedestrians; construction of new Class 4 bikeways 
(also known as “cycletrack”). This could include pack-
ages of small-scale improvements to be included in 
implementation of the Safe Routes to Schools program 
within the region.

Table 5C.4 provides a tabulation of the estimate of 
bicycle route mileage of different types included in the 
MTP/SCS. 

• Class 1 routes are exclusively for the use of bicy-
cles and pedestrians. An example of a Class 1 
facility in the region is the American River Park-
way bicycle trail.

• Class 2 routes are painted bike lanes on roadways 
that also accommodate private vehicles, transit 
vehicles, and commercial vehicles in the marked 
vehicle lanes, and pedestrians and transit passen-
gers on adjacent sidewalks.

The MTP/SCS would more-than-double the route mile-
age of Class 1 and Class 2 facilities. On a per capita basis, 
Class 1 route mileage, which was about 21.1 miles per 
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100,000 residents in 2008, would increase 
by 59 percent to nearly 33.5 miles by 2036. 
Class 2 miles per capita would increase from 
48.3 miles per 100,000 residents to 80.4 
the plan period. In total, combined Class 1 
and Class 2 route mileage would increase by 
about 64 percent, from 69.4 to 113.6 miles 
per 100,000 residents, over the plan period. 
A few examples of projects are:

• a new Class 1 route between Missouri 
Flat and Placerville Drive in El Dorado 
County;

• a new Class 1 Dry Creek Greenway Trail 
in Roseville; and 

• conversion of abandoned railroad right-
of-way in Rancho Cordova, between 
Folsom and Rockingham Drive.

Table 5C.4   
Bike Route Mileage in the MTP/SCS

County Class 1 Class 2

Both 

Classes4

Total Miles in 20121    

El Dorado2 11 20 31

Placer2 102 215 317

Sacramento 280 638 918

Sutter 10 40 50

Yolo 65 170 235

Yuba 9 11 20

Region 478 1,095 1,573

Miles Per 100k Population 21.1 48.3 69.4

Total Miles in 20363    

El Dorado2 70 225 295

Placer2 232 308 540

Sacramento 527 1499 2,026

Sutter 28 80 108

Yolo 137 305 442

Yuba 37 58 95

Region 1032 2,476 3,508

Miles Per 100k Population 33.5 80.4 113.9

Change from 2012    

El Dorado2 536% 1025% 852%

Placer2 127% 43% 70%

Sacramento 88% 135% 121%

Sutter 180% 100% 116%

Yolo 111% 79% 88%

Yuba 311% 427% 375%

Region 116% 126% 123%

Miles Per 100k Population 59% 66% 64%

1  2012 route mileage from SACOG’s regional GIS centerline data.

2  El Dorado and Placer Counties exclude the Tahoe Basin portions.

3 Estimates of 2036 MTP/SCS are based on explicitly identified bicycle lane proj-

ects, plus an estimate of currently adopted bicycle master plans which may be 

funded or implemented through other transportation projects, or as stand-alone 

projects.

4 Class IV or “cycletracks” were not present in 2012, and future quantities at region 

level are uncertain until more bicycle master plans are updated to include them.
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Shifts in Transit and Non-Motorized 
Travel

Table 5C.5 and Figures 5C.4 through 5C.7 
provide tabulations and illustrations of tran-
sit and non-motorized travel projections for 
the MTP/SCS. The projections take account 
of all of the investments and policies outlined 
above for implementation of the MTP/SCS.

• Transit person trips are projected to 
increase from about 101,400 in 2012 to 
338,200 by 2036 for the MTP/SCS, an 
increase of about 234 percent in total.

• Weekday transit trips per capita for the 
MTP/SCS increase by 2036 to 0.11 trips/
day, compared to 0.04 trips per capita 
in 2012, and increase of 175 percent in 
the trip rate.

• Bicycle person trips are projected 
to increase from 165,500 in 2012 to 
250,200 by 2036 for the MTP/SCS, an 
increase of about 51 percent in total.

• Walk person trips increase from 618,400 
to about 974,300, an increase of 58 per-
cent. 

• Combined transit, bike and walk trips 
increase from 885,400 to 1,562,700, a 
77 percent increase from 2012 to 2036. 
On a per capita basis, the combined 
transit, bike and walk trip rate increases 
from 0.39 to 0.51, a 31 percent increase.

• Bike and walk trips per capita decline by 
about one percent from 2012 to 2020. 
Several factors relate to this decline. 
First, as mentioned in Chapter 5A and 
5B, auto operating costs decline by 
about 8 percent between 2012 and 
2020, which increases the attractive-
ness of auto travel, and accounts for a 
part of this decline in bike and walk trip 
rates. Additionally, the share of growth 
in Center and Corridor communities, 
where bike and walk trip rates are the 
highest, between 2012 and 2020 is rel-
atively low—less than 4 percent of the 
2012 to 2036 population growth occurs 
in Center and Corridor communities by 
2020. 

Table 5C.5  
Transit, Bicycle and Walk Travel in the SACOG 
Region, 2012 and 2036

Mode of Travel 2012 2036 Change

Weekday Person Trips by Mode1

Transit Trips 101,418 338,228 +236,810

Bicycle Trips 165,548 250,218 +84,669

Walk Trips 618,402 974,295 +355,893

Total Trips 885,368 1,562,741 +677,373

Per Capita Rates    

Population 2,268,138 3,078,772 +810,634

Transit Trips 0.04 0.11 +0.07

Bicycle Trips 0.07 0.08 +0.01

Walk Trips 0.27 0.32 +0.05

Total Trips 0.39 0.51 +0.12

Percent Changes in Transit, Bike and Walk Trips Per Capita from 2012

Transit Trips n/a n/a +175%

Bicycle Trips n/a n/a +14%

Walk Trips n/a n/a +19%

Total T/Bk/Wk Trips   +31%

1 Estimates of weekday person trips by mode from SACSIM regional travel demand 

model.

2 SACOG, 2008 MTP, A Creative New Vision for Transportation in the Sacramento 

Region, April 2008.

3 Commercial and external travel was combined in the 2008 MTP document.
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Figure 5C.4 
Total Transit Person Trips in the SACOG 
Region, Historic Trends and Projected  
MTP/SCS 
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Figure 5C.5 
Transit Person Trips Per Capita in the 
SACOG Region, Historic Trends and Projected 
MTP/SCS
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Figure 5C.6 
Total Bike and Walk Person Trips in the 
SACOG Region, Historic Trends and Projected 
MTP/SCS
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Figure 5C.7 
Bike and Walk Person Trips Per Capita in the 
SACOG Region, Historic Trends and Projected 
MTP/SCS
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Transit, Bike and Walk Travel by Community 
Type

Figure 5C.8 illustrates differences in combined transit/
bike/walk trip-making for residents of different Commu-
nity Types by 2036. 

• For residents of Center and Corridor Communities, 
combined transit/bike/walk triprate is 1.09 week-
day trips per capita, more than twice the regional 
average of 0.51 trips per capita in 2036.

• For residents of Established Communities, transit/
bike/walk trips per capita (0.47) are slightly below 
the regional average.

• For all other Developing and Rural Residential/
Other Community Types, transit/bike/walk trips 
per capita are 47 percent and 76 percent less than 
the regional average, respectively.

• For all Community Types, combined transit/bike/
walk trip-making increases through the MTP/SCS 
planning period. As expected, changes from 2012 
to 2020 are much smaller than changes to 2036. 
The transit/bike/walk trip rate increases by about 
4 percent between 2012 and 2020, and 30 percent 
by 2036. 

Figure 5C.8 
Transit, Bike and Walk Trips Per Capita by 
Community Type in the SACOG Region
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As discussed in more detail in Chapter 3, the MTP/
SCS projects significant growth in housing and employ-
ment in TPAs, shown in Figure 5C.9.

Figure 5C.9  
Housing and Employment  
within Transit Priority Areas, 2012-2036
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Figure 5C.10 provides a tabulation of transit person trips 
per capita, split by residents in TPAs and all other non-
TPA areas within Placer, Sacramento and Yolo Counties.

• Residents within TPAs make transit trips at about 
three times the rate of residents in non-TPA areas. 
For example: In the Sacramento County TPAs, res-
idents are forecasted to make 0.22 person trips 
per capita by 2036, compared to 0.09 transit trips 
per capita for residents of non-TPA areas. Transit 
trip rates are expected to increase in both TPA and 
non-TPA of the county, increasing by 141 percent in 
TPA areas, and 148 percent in non-TPA area.

• In Placer County, residents in TPA areas are fore-
casted to make 0.10 transit trips per capita by 
2036, compared to 0.03 for residents of non-TPA 
areas of the county. Transit trip rates for residents 
in TPA areas are expected to increase by 197 per-
cent compared to 2012, and by 154 percent for 
residents in non-TPA areas.

• In Yolo County, residents in TPA areas are fore-
casted to make 0.24 transit trips per capita by 
2036, compared to 0.08 for residents of non-TPA 
areas of the county. Transit trip rates for residents 
in TPA areas are expected to increase by 176 per-
cent compared to 2012, and by 184 percent for 
residents in non-TPA areas.

Figure 5C.10  
Transit Priority Areas in the SACOG Region
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Commute Travel by Transit and Non-Motorized 
Modes

Commute travel represents a significant share of total 
travel— for example, 41 percent or more of all house-
hold-generated VMT by 2036 will be commute-related 
(see Table 5B.3 in Chapter 5B). Historically, though, 
commute travel has been less varied in terms of mode 
of travel than travel for other purposes. The rate of driv-
ing alone for commuting is far higher than for all other 
travel, and the rates of biking and walking to work are 
far lower than the same rates for non-work purposes: 
in 2012, 76 percent of all commuters drove alone, while 
only about 36 percent of non-commute travelers drove 
alone (see Tables 5C.6 and 5C.7). 

The MTP/SCS significantly reduces the commute 
drive-alone share by offering better alternatives to solo 
driving (Table 5C.6) as a result of the MTP/SCS: 

• Transit mode share increases from 2.5 percent in 
2012 to 6.9 percent by 2036.

• Bike and walk share increases from 3.0 percent in 
2008 to 3.9 percent by 2036. 

• Carpool mode share declines slightly, from about 
15.0 to 14.8 percent—however, this represents a 
change from the historic decline in this mode of 
commuting.
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Table 5C.6  
Mode of Commute Travel for SACOG Region, 
2012 and 2036

Mode 2012 2036 Change

Weekday Commute Tours1  

Drive Alone 483,930 638,821 +154,891

Carpool 95,327 132,467 +37,140

Transit 15,720 61,605 +45,885

Bike 8,588 15,646 +7,058

Walk 10,438 19,668 +9,230

Work at Home2 20,430 26,792 +6,362

Total 634,432 894,999 +260,567

Commute Mode Share   

Drive Alone 76.3% 71.4% -4.9%

Carpool 15.0% 14.8% -0.2%

Transit 2.5% 6.9% +4.4%

Bike 1.4% 1.7% +0.3%

Walk 1.6% 2.2% +0.6%

Work at Home2 3.2% 3.0% -0.2%

Total 100.0% 100.0%

1 Commute “tours” combine all trips from home to work and back to 

home into one unit. Tours are roughly equivalent to commute round 

trips.

2 Share of workers with usual workplace at home is approximately 

two times higher than reported. This table also reflects work travel 

away from home for workers whose workplace is at home.

Table 5C.7  
Mode of Travel for All Non-Commute Trips 
for SACOG Region,  
2012 and 2036

Mode 2012 2036 Change

Weekday Non-Commute Person Trips1  

Drive Alone 2,497,508 3,265,765 +768,257

Carpool 3,515,696 4,735,113 +1,219,417

Transit 57,192 162,914 +105,722

Bike 145,642 213,563 +67,921

Walk 593,874 927,825 +333,951

Other3 106,722 121,472 +14,751

Total 6,916,635 9,426,654 +2,510,019

Non-Commute Person Trip Mode Share 

Drive Alone 36.1% 34.6% -1.5%

Carpool 50.8% 50.2% -0.6%

Transit 0.8% 1.7% +0.9%

Bike 2.1% 2.3% +0.2%

Walk 8.6% 9.8% +1.2%

Other2 1.5% 1.3% -0.2%

Total 100.0% 100.0%

1 Includes person trips for school, shopping, personal business, and 

all non-work trip purposes.

2 Primarily school bus.
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Key Factors Influencing Increasing Transit and 
Non-Motorized Travel

Three of the most important factors in increasing tran-
sit use, bicycling and walking are:

• Improvements in Mix of Land Uses—Most areas 
within the region improve to some degree in the 
balance of complementary land uses (see Table 
5A.2 in Chapter 5A). This allows for a higher share 
of wants and needs to be met closer to a place of 
residence, which in turn allows for shortening of 
vehicle trips and creates more opportunities for 
non-motorized travel.

• Improvements to Transit Service—The overall 
increase in transit service (nearly doubling in total, 
and increasing by 59 percent on a per capita basis) 
plus the reduction in distance to the nearest tran-
sit station/stop (0.61 miles to 0.54 miles) play a big 
part in the increase in transit mode share. Addi-
tionally, the fact that transit service was added in 
areas with good supporting land uses magnifies 
the effects of the additional services. 

• Improvements in Bicycle System—The overall 
increase in Class 1 and Class 2 bike route mileage 
means that options for bicycling are expanded rel-
ative to 2012. The selection of bike route projects 
in the MTP/SCS which fill in key gaps and provide 
new connections also magnifies their effects on 
increasing bicycle ridership.

• Improvements to Street Pattern and Walkability—
Intersection density (the main generic indicator 
of street pattern used in land use /transportation 
research) declines slightly, on average (see Table 
5A.2 in Chapter 5A). However, many projects in 
the MTP/SCS that do not affect street pattern 
will also have an impact on walkability. Many com-
plete streets projects include pedestrian or bicycle 
enhancements that make walking and biking more 
attractive. 

In addition to these policy-based factors, the following 
external factors influence the rates of transit, biking 
and walking to some degree: aging of the population, 
which is likely to reduce the overall rate of bicycling 
and walking for travel; and assumed increases in auto 
operating costs, driven by higher fuel prices expected in 
the future, that make non-auto modes more attractive 
relative to driving. 

Transit System 
Productivity
Although system efficiency and productivity have 
always been goals of transportation planning and proj-
ect delivery, the recent precipitous declines in public 
revenues to support public transit have put a much 
higher level of emphasis and concern on how well uti-
lized are the transit investments in the MTP/SCS. This 
section describes the increases in the productivity of 
the transit system resulting from the MTP/SCS while 
Chapter 10: Financial Stewardship discusses in more 
detail the issues with transit operations and capital 
funding. 

For transit, overall system productivity is usually 
measured by the passenger boardings per service hour 
provided. The more productive a route or system is, the 
more passengers will board per unit of service provided. 
This is the most commonly used productivity-tracking 
metric in the transit industry and is routinely computed 
by most transit operators.

System productivity is a good basic measure of the 
relative benefit provided by a transit investment. All 
other things being equal, higher system productiv-
ity indicates a more efficient system. However, this 
measure should not be confused with a full-blown 
cost-effectiveness measure. In order to determine that 
the MTP/SCS transit is the most cost-effective set of 
investments, costs of delivering transit service would 
need to be included in the calculation, as well as valua-
tions of benefit of transit passenger boardings. Finally, 
cost-effectiveness requires comparison to other poten-
tial ways of delivering transportation benefits, either 
other forms of transit or other modes of travel. 
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Observed Data and Historic Trends in Transit 
Productivity

Table 5C.8 provides transit service, ridership and pro-
ductivity data for operators of any fixed route or fixed 
schedule transit service over the eleven years from 
2002 to 2012.

• Total vehicle service hours increased 33 percent 
from 2002 to 2009, then declined by 14 percent 
from 2009 to 2012. The net change in total ser-
vice hours from 2002 to 2012 was a 15 percent 
increase.

• Light rail transit (LRT) service hours more than 
doubled from 2002 to 2009, then declined slightly 
to 2012. Bus service increased 24 percent from 
2002 to 2009, then declined by 14 percent to 2012.

• Total passenger boardings increased by 37 per-
cent from 2002 to 2009, slightly outpacing the 
increase in service hours. Productivity, as mea-
sured by boardings per service hour, increased 
by 3 percent over this period. From 2009 to 2012, 
both boardings and productivity declined, with 
boardings dropping by 20 percent, and productiv-
ity by 7 percent. 

Although there were some positive changes during 
the course of this period, looked at over the entire 
eleven-year span, transit productivity declined slightly 
overall. Ridership increases lagged increases in services 
slightly.
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Table 5C.8  
Transit Service and Productivity in SACOG Region, 2002 to 2012

Variable 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012

Vehicle Service Hours (annual, in thousands)

LRT1 103.7 105.8 149.8 197.3 208.9 209.7 215.9 213.1 214.9 195.1 199.7

All Bus 871.4 894.6 997.9 1074.8 1076.5 1104.5 1109.9 1079.5 1042.2 909.6 916.8

Region-wide 975.1 1000.3 1147.6 1272.1 1285.3 1314.2 1325.8 1292.6 1257.1 1104.7 1116.5

Passenger Boardings (annual, in thousands)

LRT1 8,541 8,859 11,022 12,009 14,452 14,490 15,455 17,315 16,198 12,691 13,628

All Bus 23,666 25,787 25,786 25,518 23,889 24,938 25,496 26,742 23,681 22,139 21,798

Region-wide 32,208 34,647 36,808 37,527 38,341 39,428 40,951 44,057 39,879 34,829 35,426

Passenger Boardings Per Service Hour 

LRT1 82.4 83.7 73.6* 60.9* 69.2 69.1 71.6 81.3 75.4 65.0 68.2

All Bus 27.2 28.8 25.8 23.7 22.2 22.6 23.0 24.8 22.7 24.3 23.8

Region-wide 33.0 34.6 32.1 29.5 29.8 30.0 30.9** 34.1** 31.7 31.5 31.7

Based on data provided by operators, State Controllers Reports, and the National Transit Database.

1 Includes only light rail service operated by the Sacramento Regional Transit District. Service hours are light rail vehicle hours, which account for 

number of LRV’s per train consist. Unless noted otherwise, tables in this document show train hours.

2 Includes bus service by all operators except e-Tran.

Highlighted Changes:

*Start of service on the South Line Phase 1 line to Meadowview, and to City of Folsom.

**Early stages of service cuts and spike in gasoline prices
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Transit System Productivity 
and the MTP/SCS

Table 5C.9 provides a tabulation 
of service hours, passenger board-
ings, and boardings per service 
hour for the MTP/SCS.

• The MTP/SCS includes a 
more-than-doubling of the 
amount of transit service, 
increasing from 4,159 hours3 
in 2012 to 8,978 by 2036.

• The MTP/SCS includes only a 
modest increase above 2012 
levels by 2020 (4,983 ser-
vice hours, an increase of 20 
percent from 2012). However, 
service cuts between 2008 
and 2012 reduced service by 
up to 14 percent in the region, 
so the 2020 MTP/SCS service 
levels show a rebuilding of 
those cuts.

• Transit passenger boardings 
increase sharply for the MTP/
SCS. By 2036, total boardings 
are projected to be 511,200, 
nearly tripling from 2012.

• Productivity of transit service 
is projected to increase by 
71 percent for the MTP/SCS, 
increasing from a regional 
average of 33.3 passenger 
boardings per service hour in 
2012 to over 56.9 by 2036.

 

3 Hours include light rail vehicle hours for 

LRT, not train hours shown in the earli-

er Table 5C.3. LRV hours account for 

the number of light rail vehicles in each 

consist (group of light rail cars), and are 

higher than train hours.

Table 5C.9  
Transit Service and Productivity in SACOG Region, 2008, 
2012, 2020, and 2036

Variable 2008 2012 2020 2036 Changes

Vehicle Service Hours (weekday) ‘12 to ‘20 ‘12 to ‘36

All Rail 1,2 683 638 768 1,089 +20% +71%

All Bus 3 3,769 3,521 4,215 7,889 +20% +124%

Region-wide 4,452 4,159 4,983 8,978 +20% +116%

Passenger Boardings (weekday)

All Rail 1,2 51,840 48,250 70,664 146,107 +46% +203%

All Bus 3 96,020 90,090 131,967 365,051 +46% +305%

Region-wide 147,860 138,340 202,631 511,158 +46% +269%

Passenger Boardings Per Service Hour

All Rail 1,2 75.9 75.6 92.0 134.2 +22% +77%

All Bus 3 25.5 25.6 31.3 46.3 +22% +81%

Region-wide 33.2 33.3 40.7 56.9 +22% +71%

1 Reported as light rail vehicle hours, not train hours as in Table 5C.3. LRV hours are shown here 

to allow for comparison to the historic, observed data presented in Table 5C.8.

2 In 2012 and 2020, All Rail includes LRT and Capitol Corridor within the SACOG Region. In 2036 

MTP/SCS scenario, “All Rail” includes LRT and regional rail, plus streetcar.

3 In 2012 and 2020, All Bus includes express and local fixed route bus service. In 2036, All Bus 

includes express and local fixed route bus service, plus shuttle and BRT.
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Key Factors in Increasing Transit Productivity

Transit productivity is increased by the MTP/SCS 
through increasing transit service, and increasing tran-
sit boardings even more (nearly tripling). A part of this 
increase is due to increased passenger trips (i.e., the 
entire journey from origin to destination), and partly 
due to an increase in the rate of transit boardings per 
trip. Currently, transit person trips generate about 1.36 
boardings, indicating that about one-third of all trips 
include some sort of transfer. This boarding rate is 
expected to increase to 1.1 for the MTP/SCS – reflect-
ing a future increase in the number of trips that include 
transfers – because as transit service becomes more 
frequent, and land uses more supportive of transit as 
an option for getting around, making transfers becomes 
more convenient and more prevalent. The increase in 
transit trips also raises the amount of farebox reve-
nues available to fund transit operations, from about 
25 percent of operating costs in 2012 to 38 percent of 
operating costs ($2.3 billion) by 2036. 


