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1. INTRODUCTION 

Increasing the availability of transportation options is a primary goal of Transportation 

2040, the Puget Sound region’s long-range transportation blueprint. Transit plays a key 

role in providing for local and regional mobility, but in many areas, transit access is 

limited by a lack of non-motorized infrastructure. There has been an increasing amount 

of research on how non-motorized access can improve walking/biking mode share, but 

research on non-motorized access to transit is still a relatively new field. 

This study works to fill this gap in the research using data and modeling techniques 

developed specifically for the Puget Sound region. The timing for this work is right, with 

continued advancement in non-motorized connectivity research, improved non-

motorized data from local jurisdictions, and better analysis techniques being 

incorporated into common GIS software. The intent of this study is to develop a suite of 

GIS tools to analyze and visualize non-motorized transit access and to develop a model 

to understand how non-motorized connectivity affects transit ridership. Using these 

tools, King County Metro (KC) and Sound Transit (ST) can assess non-motorized access 

projects, prioritize transit service and investments, and partner with local agencies on 

obtaining grant and other funds to support transit access projects. The tools and 

research described in this report are part of an ongoing evaluation of non-motorized 

transit access by both agencies. This report was informed by earlier access studies and 

may be incorporated into future evaluations. 

The non-motorized transit access study involved a major collaboration with local 

jurisdictions to collect GIS pedestrian, bicycle, and roadway data from more than 20 local 

jurisdictions. Using this data, the model team developed a set of GIS analysis tools to 

summarize connectivity data such as route directness, bike stress, intersection/sidewalk 

density, and arterial crossing density at more than 500 transit stops across a three-

county study area. These connectivity variables were then used to develop a model that 

can measure the potential change in transit ridership when non-motorized connectivity 

to transit stops improves. 

Also included in this report are several examples of potential uses of the connectivity 

tools and ridership model. The applications described in the report include: 

 A framework for transit agencies to prioritize non-motorized projects included in 

local jurisdiction active transportation plans 
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 An evaluation of “market areas” where areas with high/low non-motorized 

connectivity, transit supportive land use densities, and transit supportive 

demographics are presented 

 A set of detailed case study applications where the model was used to evaluate 

existing and 2035 conditions at four transit stop areas in the region. Through 

these case studies, the team evaluated specific non-motorized access projects 

and identified some strategies to enhance the non-motorized evaluation with 

additional station area planning. 

The project study area consists of approximately 400 square miles of KC and ST coverage 

area, shown in Figure 1. 
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