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Basis for Selecting Potential Hubs and 
Routes for Analysis
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1A: via I-5 corridor
Ashland–Medford, Grants Pass, Roseburg

1B:  via U.S. 97 corridor
Klamath Falls

Chico (via I-5 + SR 99 corridor)

Sacramento (via I-5 corridor)

Reno (via Susanville)

Eureka–Arcata (via SR 299 corridor)
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Ukiah/Clearlake and Williams (via SR 20) 
(identified only based on initial input for future study)

Routes/hubs were selected for analysis based initial analysis done 
as part of data collection:
• Demand  (Highway traffic levels; visitor data) 
• Population and employment
• Hub connectivity (air and rail)
• Key destinations (Major colleges and universities; major hospitals; 
major sports and entertainment venues)
• Key markets (tourism; recreation; business trips)
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Review of the Stakeholder and Public Engagement Process

Advisory 
Committee 
Meeting #1
(July 2024)

Review of the Engagement Process

Online 
Community 

Questionnaire
(Aug/Sept 2024)

Advisory 
Committee 
Meeting #2

(November 2024)

SRTA Board 
Meeting #1:
Plan Update

(December 2024)

Community 
Meeting (Hybrid)

(Jan. 16, 2025) 

SRTA Board 
Meeting #2:

Draft Plan Review
(February 2025)

SRTA Board 
Meeting #3:

Approval of Plan
(April 2025)

30-Day Public 
Comment Period 

of Draft Plan
(Feb/Mar 2025)

Expanded Online 
Community 

Questionnaire
(December 2024)
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Summary of Results from the Community Questionnaire

Note:  Sacramento area ranks #1 for monthly travel.  Chico ranks #1 for weekly travel, though weekly travel is 
much lower than monthly travel 

Existing Travel frequency by destination 
(generally from Shasta County respondents) 
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Summary of Results from the Community Questionnaire

Ranking of destinations desired for improved bus or rail connections
(generally from Shasta County respondents) 
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Summary of Results from the Community Questionnaire

Note:  Sacramento was identified as the highest likelihood for using bus as primary mode with bus improvements. 

Likelihood of taking a bus as the primary mode of travel to destinations 
with bus service improvements

(generally from Shasta County respondents)
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Summary of Results from the Community Questionnaire
Other Results

 Leisure was identified as the primary reason for travel to intercity destinations

 Eureka/Arcata #1, Eugene/Southern Oregon #2 and Reno/Carson City #3 

 Sacramento is the top work and healthcare visits.  

 Chico is top for education-related travel. 

 Respondents called for better schedules and more bus and rail options.

 Expanding services to neighboring counties like Siskiyou is also a priority.

Demographic Information of Respondents

 Respondents were generally from Shasta 
County (initial questionnaire only targeted 
the one county).  

 There were a few other respondents from 
outside the County Total responses and breakdown of respondents’ 

age groups by percentage 7



Connectivity 

• Passenger Rail Connections

• Intercity Bus Connections

• Air Connections

Market Assessment 

• Providing Access to Employment and Business Centers 

• Medical Care 

• Higher Education 

• Sports/Entertainment and Recreation

• Historic/Current Ridership of Existing Transit Services along proposed Routes

• Online Community Questionnaire Results

Evaluation Criteria and Findings of Potential Demand
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Potential Demand by Hub/Route 
Preliminary Connectivity Assessment

*For the connectivity assessment, only hub stops/stations were examined, as intermediate bus stops and rail stations between 
Redding and Hubs are generally smaller communities with only local transit connections. 
**The Chico Hub intercity rail connectivity ranking is based on assumption that North Valley Rail will be implemented. 
However, one point was deducted given this service is not confirmed.

Scoring for Each 
Connectivity Category
• Very High = 5
• High = 4
• Moderate = 3
• Low = 2
• Very Low = 1

(Note: Connectivity is measured at the destination hub stations/stops and not in Redding/Shasta County) 
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Potential Demand by Hub/Route 
Preliminary Market Assessment 

Scoring for Each Market Assessment Category
• Very High = 5
• High = 4
• Moderate = 3
• Low = 2
• Very Low = 1 10



Potential Demand by Hub/Route 
Preliminary Time Travel Ranking + Overall Ranking Ranking 

Notes:  
1.  Estimated travel times are preliminary and based on FlixBus schedule in the corridor and adding time for more intermediate stops.
2.  Estimated travel times are preliminary and based on Amtrak Timetable for the Coast Starlight service. One extra point was given for the ranking due to the higher 

level of comfort of the rail v. bus. 
3.  Based on based on time estimates from North Valley Rail (distance in miles for North Valley Rail from Natomas to Chico station is essential the same distance as 

Chico to Redding, as well as the same number of intermediate stops).
4.  Estimated travel times are preliminary and based the scheduled developed for the Salmon Runner service per the Salmon Runner service business plan concepts.
5.  Estimated travel times are preliminary and based analysis of existing bus services, bus operations standards, and utilization of Google Maps estimates for driving. 
6.  See #5 11



Frequency:  
2 daily round trips 
(for costing 
purposes only )

Opportunities:
Leverages I-5 and 
serves numerous 
communities; 
relatively lower cost 
and short 
implementation 
time than rail

Challenges:
Requires multi-
state participation; 
securing funding

Conceptual Service Plans for Selected Hubs & Routes
1A. Redding – Eugene (Bus) 1B. Redding – Eugene (Rail)

Frequency:  
2 daily round trips 
(for costing purposes 
only )

Opportunities:
Leverages existing 
passenger rail 
corridor

Challenges:
Demand may be 
light; Requires multi-
state participation 
and approval of 
freight railroads; high 
cost; long 
implementation time 12



Conceptual Service Plans for Selected Hubs & Routes
2. Redding – Chico (Rail) 3. Redding – 

Sacramento (Bus)
Frequency:  
2-4 daily round trips (2 
assumed for costing 
purposes only )

Opportunities:
High demand from 
serving Sacramento and 
Airport; leverages I-5; 
serves numerous 
communities; relatively 
lower cost and short 
implementation time 
than rail

Frequency:  
2 daily round trips 
(for costing 
purposes only )

Opportunities:
Leverages existing 
passenger rail 
corridor; provides 
high quality 
connections to 
state rail system

Challenges:
Requires multi-
state participation 
and approval of 
freight railroads; 
high cost; long 
implementation 
time

Challenges:
Securing 
startup and 
regular, 
ongoing 
funding for 
operations 13



Frequency:  
2 daily round trips (for 
costing purposes only )

Opportunities:
Serves key destinations; 
relatively lower cost and 
short implementation 
time than rail

Conceptual Service Plans for Selected Hubs & Routes

4. Redding – Reno (Bus)

Challenges:
Securing funding 
(including for gap 
needs to reduce wait 
times); "dead zones" 
for technology and 
communication 
equipment; weather 
(summer fires; winter 
snow and landslides)

5. Redding – Arcata/Eureka (Bus)

Challenges:
Requires multi-state 
participation; demand 
may be light; securing 
funding; winter weather

Frequency:  
2 daily round trips (for 
costing purposes only )

Opportunities:
Serves key destinations; 
relatively lower cost and 
short implementation 
time than rail; Ability to 
leverage existing operators 
in corridor (RABA, Trinity 
Transit, and Humboldt 
Transit Authority) 14



Potential Governance Options

15



Summary of Governance Analysis
Types of Governance Models Analyzed to be Managed Among Partners

• Service Coordination Agreement
• Corridor Specific Agreements
• Regional Transit Service Authority
• State Intercity Transit Management

Note:  The approach assumes SRTA would not be managing any proposed services, rather SRTA 
would participate as a partner under the purview of one of the models listed above.
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Service Coordination Agreements
Example – NW Connector (Oregon)

• Five transit agencies

• Coordinated schedules

• Joint marketing

• Uniform signage

• Tillamook Transit lead
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Corridor Specific Agreements
Example - RABA Chico Service

• Agreements:
• MOU with SJJPA (funding from 

SJJPA)
• Interline agreement w/ FlixBus
• Revenue agreement with Amtrak

• Service contract through RABA
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Example – Highway 17 Express

• MOU between Santa Cruz Metro, 
CCJPA, SJJPA and Santa Clara VTA

• 27 daily round trips

• Serves as Thruway Bus (funding from 
SJJPA)

• Operated by, and largely funded, by 
Santa Cruz Metro

Corridor Specific Agreements

Future Example – Salmon Runner 
(Redding to Sacramento)
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Regional Transit Service Authority
Example – Amtrak San Joaquins Service

• San Joaquin Joint Powers Authority 
(SJJPA)

• Legislatively est. in 2012 (AB 1779)
• 10 members including Sacramento 

Regional Transit & San Joaquin RRC
• San Joaquin Regional Rail Commission 

(SJRRC) is the managing agency – 
agreements with Amtrak for service 
management including Thruway Bus and 
with state for funding

• Eligible for state & federal funding
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State Intercity Transit Management
Example - Oregon & 
Washington DOTs

• State management of intercity 
bus routes (four in each state)

• Oregon POINT

• Travel Washington

• Coordinates service with other 
local and private intercity 
service
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Interstate Transit Agreements
• Multi-state agreements for coordinated 

service
• Integration with other intercity transit 

service
• State Transportation Departments in lead
• Example – Amtrak Cascades

• Oregon and Washington DOTs
• Joint agreement with Amtrak
• Thruway Bus integration
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Potential Strategies
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Potential Strategies
Potential General Strategies:

• Continue regular meetings of the North State Super Region Transit Working Group

• Ensure North State jurisdictions become more involved in the Federal Railroad 
Administration’s intercity rail “Corridor ID Program” related to the 
Redding/Chico/Sacramento/Bakersfield corridor, which is being conducted by 
Caltrans (Headquarters) Division of Rail over the next 2-3 years. 
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Potential Strategies
Potential Service Strategies:

• Prioritize the Redding–Sacramento Route by continuing discussions with RABA and San Joaquin 
Joint Power Authority (SJJPA) on approaches to implementing the Salmon Runner service.

• Leverage the North State Express proposal for near-term improvements along the Redding–
Arcata/Eureka and Williams–Clearwater/Ukiah Routes 

• Consider bus service coordination efforts and improvements to/from Siskiyou County.

• Prioritize increased access to Veteran’s Administration facilities as part of any intercity bus 
improvements. 

• Request that Amtrak explore adding capacity and increasing reliability for the Coast Starlight 
service. 

• For the longer-term (after 2031), explore extending North Valley Rail to Redding and new intercity 
service from Redding to Eugene
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Potential Strategies
Potential Governance Strategies:

Near Term – Service Coordination Agreements (Bus) (e.g., North State Express)

• Interagency agreement among transit agencies to coordinate service and pursue 
funding for service expansion

Near and Mid Term – Individual Corridor Strategies (Bus) (e.g., Salmon Runner)

• Interagency agreements for funding, service coordination

• MOUs regarding local agency coordination, use of facilities

• State funding agreements

Mid Term (Bus and Rail) – Expanded State Administration

• Expanded state role through new agency with regional technical advisory support

• New and/or reallocated funding new to establish new service

Longer Term – Expanded State Administration (Rail) 

• Expanded state role through new agency with regional technical advisory support

• New and/or reallocated funding new to establish new service 26



Potential Strategies
Potential Governance Strategies:
• In near-term, consider utilizing service coordination 

agreements or MOUs for elements of the North State Express 
proposal.

• In near- and mid-term, consider developing a governance 
framework between SRTA, RABA and SJJPA regarding the 
Salmon Runner, either with an interagency agreement or MOU. 

• In mid-term and longer-term, work with project partners to 
explore approaches to increased state involvement 
(potentially including increased state administration and 
funding) with Caltrans in the development of other intercity 
and rail projects considered in the North State Bus to Rail 
Plan.

• Explore development of a new agency with regional technical 
advisory support.

• Explore strategies to identify new funding sources or to  
reallocate existing funding new services 27



Next Steps / Questions

28
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