
 MEMORANDUM 
 

 

299 Nevada Street ∙ Auburn, CA 95603 ∙ (530) 823-4030 ∙ FAX 823-4036 
www.pctpa.org 

TO: PCTPA Board of Directors DATE:  June 17, 2013 
  
FROM: Celia McAdam, Executive Director  
  
SUBJECT: REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION FUNDING STRATEGY UPDATE: 

TRANSPORTATION SURVEY RESULTS 
 
ACTION REQUESTED 
Direct staff to:  

1. Continue to work with the Regional Transportation Funding Strategy Steering Committee 
to provide diversified outreach on transportation issues, and 

2. Based on this outreach, obtain input on transportation priorities and funding approaches 
for future Board consideration. 

 
BACKGROUND 
For a number of years, PCTPA has recognized the gap between transportation needs and the 
funding available.  The Agency has undertaken a series of Regional Transportation Funding 
Strategies since 1999 which have led to: 

• the establishment the South Placer Regional Transportation Authority (SPRTA) and the 
enactment of the Regional Transportation and Air Quality Mitigation Fee Program which 
is providing $191 million towards regional transportation priorities; 

• Advancing Placer’s Regional Transportation Improvement Program (RTIP) share to 
leverage approximately $220 million in State and Federal funds for the Lincoln Bypass; 

• Leveraging local fees to attract over $100 million in Federal earmarks and State 
Proposition 1B funds to construct the I-80 Bottleneck and I-80/Eureka Road Interchange. 

 
While these efforts have resulted in tangible results for residents, businesses, and visitors, it has 
also exhausted our resources.  PCTPA’s RTIP advance balance owed is currently $40 million, 
which at current rates will be repaid around 2028.  The Federal Highway Trust Fund is in a 
deficit situation, and Congress has clearly stated it will not be doing Federal earmarks for the 
foreseeable future.   Developer impact fees, such as that imposed by SPRTA, accumulated 
during boom times have already been spent and new revenues are at a trickle as development is 
only now starting to resume. 
 
In response to the situation, the Board directed staff in 2012 to undertake a Regional 
Transportation Funding Strategy Update.  A countywide polling effort was included in the 
Funding Strategy Work Program. 
 
DISCUSSION 
Working with the Regional Transportation Funding Strategy Steering Committee, staff and 
consultants developed survey questions, which were fielded to a statistically significant sample 
of Placer County voters in May 2013.   Shakari Byerly of the polling firm Fairbank, Maslin, 
Maullin, Metz, & Associates will provide the Board with a presentation summarizing the results 
of that effort.  



Survey Conducted:
May 16-20, 2013

220-3641



Methodology

Telephone survey of 501 randomly-selected Placer 
County voters likely to cast a ballot in the November y y
2014 statewide election

 Interviews were conducted via landline and cell 
phones.

Survey was conducted May 16-20, 2013
The margin of sampling error is +/-4.4 percent at the 

95 percent confidence level; margins of error for 
population subgroups will be higher.

Some percentages do not sum to 100% due to 
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rounding.



Key Findings
 Voters express satisfaction with the overall direction of the Voters express satisfaction with the overall direction of the 

county and hold favorable views of local government 
institutions.

 In addition, a substantial majority believe the County is in 
need of at least some additional funding, particularly for 
transportation.transportation.

 However, few identify transportation issues in their local area 
as highly serious and only a limited number of specific 
t t ti i t j t id tifi d b PCTPAtransportation improvement projects identified by PCTPA 
emerge as highly important priorities.

 While a majority of voters support a potential tax measure to While a majority of voters support a potential tax measure to 
fund transportation improvement projects in concept, 
mechanisms that might be used to generate additional 
funding fail to attract majority support at this point in time
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funding fail to attract majority support at this point in time.
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A majority of Placer County voters feel 
that things in the County are generally headed

Do you think things in Placer County are generally headed in the right direction 

that things in the County are generally headed 
in the right direction.

y g y g y g
or do you feel things have gotten pretty seriously off on the wrong track?

Right

Wrong 
track
18%

Right 
direction

63% DK/NA
19%

4Q3. 



Impressions of local government institutions, are 
favorable, but many are unfamiliar with PCTPA., y

I am going to read you a list of names of some institutions that are often in the public eye.  
Please tell me if your overall impression of the institution is favorable or unfavorable.

Very Fav. Smwt. Fav. Smwt. Unfav. Very Unfav. NHO CR/DK

57% 15%

y p

18% 39% 10% 8% 21%Your local City Council

55% 15%

11% 45% 12% 10% 20%The Placer County Board of 
Supervisors

55% 15%

9% 22% 8% 27% 29%The Placer County Transportation 
Planning Agency

31% 12%
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Jobs, unemployment, and government
waste and mismanagement rank as the most highly 

I’d like to read you a brief list of issues that could be problems for people living in your local area.  
Please tell me whether you personally consider it to be an extremely serious problem, a very serious 

problem, a somewhat serious problem, or not too serious a problem at all for people living in your area.

serious voter concerns.

20% 33% 33% 11%Jobs and unemployment

Ext. Ser. Very Ser. Smwt. Ser. Not Too Ser. DK/NA

problem, a somewhat serious problem, or not too serious a problem at all for people living in your area. 
Ext./Very 
Ser. Prob.

53%

26%

13%

24%

28%

27%

29%

19%

25% 6%

^Government waste and mismanagement

The impact of state budget cuts on 
funding for local services

50%

41%

17%

16%

22%

18%

24%

24%

30%

38%

8%^The quality of public education

Global warming

39%

34%

15%

10%

18%

22%

33%

38%

31%

28%

^The amount you pay in taxes

The condition of the local economy

34%

32%
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12% 13% 16% 55%

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Climate change

Q7. ^Not Part of Split Sample

25%



Issues directly related to transportation are 
lower-tier concerns.

8% 17% 39% 36%^Traffic  congestion

Ext. Ser. Very Ser. Smwt. Ser. Not Too Ser. DK/NA

lower tier concerns.
Ext./Very 
Ser. Prob.

24%

8%

8%

16%

15%

39%

26%

36%

39% 11%

Deteriorating streets and roads

^A lack of reliable public transit options

24%

23%

8%

8%

15%

14%

35%

36%

29%

42%

12%Reductions in state and federal funding 
for transportation

^Air pollution

23%

22%

6%

8%

13%

11%

35%

33%

45%

47%

Potholes on local streets and roadways

^Too much growth and development

20%

19%8%

6%

6%

11%

13%

13%

33%

44%

36%

47%

36%

40% 5%

Too much growth and development

^Crime

^Injury-causing accidents on local roads 

19%

19%

19%
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6% 13% 36% 40% 5%

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

j y g
and highways

Q7. ^Not Part of Split Sample

19%
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A majority of voters in the County reside in 
households with at least one commuter.

How many people in your household commute to work or school as the 
driver of a vehicle at least 3 days a week?

households with at least one commuter.

25%1 Total 1 or 2 
Times

33%2
Times
58%

10%

4%

3

4 or more 4%

28%

4 or more

None/Refused/DK

9

0% 15% 30% 45% 60%

Q13. 



Those who commute primarily 
drive on local streets and roads or on highways.

If you personally commute to work or school each day, do you most often take transit, 
carpool, walk, bike, drive mostly on highways or drive mostly on local streets and roads?

drive on local streets and roads or on highways.

39%Drive local streets/roads Total Drive
26%

25%

Drive highways

Do not commute

65%

4%

2%

Carpool

Take transit 2%

1%

Take transit

Bike

10

5%
0% 15% 30% 45% 60%

Refused/DK

Q14. 



Of those who commute, most voters are in 
transit for 30 minutes or less.

About how many minutes each way is your daily commute?

transit for 30 minutes or less.

23%

27%

10 minutes or less

11 t 20 i t
Total

10 30 i t27%

16%

11 to 20 minutes

21-30 minutes

10-30 minutes
66%

9%

12%

31-40 minutes

41-60 minutes

6%

6%

More than 1 hour

Refused/DK

11

0% 15% 30% 45%

Q15. 
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A substantial majority of voters sees at least 
some need for additional funding for the

In general, how would you rate the County’s need for additional funding? Is there a great 
need for additional funding, some need, a little need or no real need for additional funding? 

some need for additional funding for the 
County.

20%Great need

g, , g

Great/Some 
Need

41%Some need
Need
61%

11%

20%

Little need

No real need

Little/No 
Real Need

31%

8%Don't know

13

8%
0% 15% 30% 45% 60% 75%

Don t know

Q5. 



Perceptions of the need for transportation 
funding are slightly higher.

More specifically, how would you rate the need for additional funding to maintain 
and improve transportation infrastructure, including local streets, regional 

roadways, and public transit, and reduce traffic congestion and improve road safety

funding are slightly higher.

roadways, and public transit, and reduce traffic congestion and improve road safety 
throughout the County?  Is there a great need for additional funding, some need, a 

little need or no real need for additional funding? 

Great/Some27%

43%

Great need

Some need

Great/Some 
Need
70%

13%

16%

Little need

No real need

Little/No 
Real Need

29%16%

1%

No real need

Don't know

29%

14

1%
0% 15% 30% 45% 60%

Don t know

Q6. 



A solid majority of voters in each District see 
the need for additional funding.the need for additional funding. 

Perceptions of the Need for Additional Transportation Funding 
by Supervisorial District

100%

Great/Some Need Little/No Real Need DK/NA

60%

80%

20%

40%

0%

1 2 3 4 5
(% of 
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6. More specifically, how would you rate the need for additional funding to maintain and improve transportation infrastructure, including local 
streets, regional roadways, and public transit, and reduce traffic congestion and improve road safety throughout the County? Is there a great 
need for additional funding, some need, a little need or no real need for additional funding? 

Sample) (19%)(19%) (19%) (21%) (22%)



Perceptions of the need are strongest among 
Democrats.Democrats.

Perceptions of the Need for Additional Transportation Funding 
by Party

100%

Great/Some Need Little/No Real Need DK/NA

60%

80%

20%

40%

0%

Democrats Independents Republicans
(% of 
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6. More specifically, how would you rate the need for additional funding to maintain and improve transportation infrastructure, including local 
streets, regional roadways, and public transit, and reduce traffic congestion and improve road safety throughout the County? Is there a great 
need for additional funding, some need, a little need or no real need for additional funding? 

(
Sample) (52%)(29%) (19%)



Voters of all ages believe there is at least some 
need for additional transportation funding.need for additional transportation funding.

Perceptions of the Need for Additional Transportation Funding 
by Age

80%

Great/Some Need Little/No Real Need DK/NA

40%

60%

20%

40%

0%

18-49 50+ 65+
(% of 
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6. More specifically, how would you rate the need for additional funding to maintain and improve transportation infrastructure, including local 
streets, regional roadways, and public transit, and reduce traffic congestion and improve road safety throughout the County? Is there a great 
need for additional funding, some need, a little need or no real need for additional funding? 

(
Sample) (34%)(31%) (67%)



More than two-thirds of men and women 
believe a funding need exists.believe a funding need exists.

Perceptions of the Need for Additional Transportation Funding 
by Gender

80%

Great/Some Need Little/No Real Need DK/NA

40%

60%

20%

40%

0%

Men Women
(% of 
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6. More specifically, how would you rate the need for additional funding to maintain and improve transportation infrastructure, including local 
streets, regional roadways, and public transit, and reduce traffic congestion and improve road safety throughout the County? Is there a great 
need for additional funding, some need, a little need or no real need for additional funding? 

(
Sample) (52%)(48%)



Contextual Information Provided to 

Th Pl C t T t ti Pl i

Survey Respondents

The Placer County Transportation Planning
Agency is assessing the condition of the

t ’ t t ti i f t t dcounty’s transportation infrastructure and
evaluating local and regional transportation
i t d Th himprovement needs. The agency has
identified approximately one billion dollars in

d d i t f th i thneeded improvements for the region over the
next few years.
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Providing safe routes to school and tapping into state 
and federal matching funds are among voters’ top 

Total Ext./
Very Impt.

transportation improvement priorities.

Ext. Impt. Very Impt. Smwt. Impt. Not Impt. DK/NA

64%28% 37% 22% 12%Providing safe routes to school for 
children 

^Making Placer County eligible for its 
62%

56%

27%

23%

35%

32%

26%

29%

10%

14%

a g ace Cou y e g b e o s
fair share of state and federal 

transporation funds

Reconfiguring the I-80/S-R 65 
interchange to add capacity and relieve 56%

55%

23%

21%

32%

35%

29%

34%

14%

10%

interchange to add capacity and relieve 
traffic congestion 

^Fixing potholes, resurfacing roads, 
adding shoulders and maintaining and 

improving road surfaces countywide

54%19% 35% 33% 11%

improving road surfaces countywide

Providing safe routes for bicyclists and 
pedestrians
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8. I’m going to read you some a list of the objectives of the transportation improvement projects identified by the Placer County Transportation 
Planning Agency. ^Not Part of Split Sample
9. I would like to read you a short list of some more specific transportation improvement projects that might be funded with local taxpayer 
dollars. 

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%



Second-tier priorities include extending light rail and 
improving transit for seniors and the disabled.

Total Ext./
Very Impt.

49%20% 29% 27% 22%Extending light rail from Watt Avenue at 
I-80 to Roseville

Ext. Impt. Very Impt. Smwt. Impt. Not Impt. DK/NA

49%

48%17% 31% 31% 16% 5%

I-80 to Roseville

^Improving the availability and capacity 
for dial-a-ride transit service for seniors 

and the disabled

46%16% 30% 37% 15%^Improving safety on streets and roads

43%

42%

15%

14%

28%

28%

38%

40%

18%

18%

^Reducing traffic congestion

^Widening roadways and reconfiguring 
highway interchanges to relieve traffic 

ti d i f t 42%

41%16% 24% 34% 22%

congestion and improve safety
^Promoting increased use of Capitol 

Corridor/Amtrack rail service to reduce 
the reliance on cars

21

8. I’m going to read you some a list of the objectives of the transportation improvement projects identified by the Placer County Transportation 
Planning Agency. ^Not Part of Split Sample
9. I would like to read you a short list of some more specific transportation improvement projects that might be funded with local taxpayer 
dollars. 
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A number of area specific projects do not 
generate broad support Countywide.

Total Ext./
Very Impt.

38%18% 20% 26% 33%

Ext. Impt. Very Impt. Smwt. Impt. Not Impt. DK/NA

generate broad support Countywide.

Investing in transportation projects that 
reduce pollution that causes global warming 38%

38%14% 24% 33% 25%

p g g

^Expanding public transit

Reconfiguring the I-80/Rocklin interchange
35%

34%

11%

11%

24%

22%

40%

35%

23%

28%

Reconfiguring the I 80/Rocklin interchange 
and surrounding intersections on Rocklin 

Road to relieve traffic congestion
Adding lanes on S-R 65 between I-80 and 

Twelve Bridges Drive

31%11%

11%

20%

19%

32%

33%

30%

35%

6%

g
Improving safety and circulation on S-R 49 
between I-80 and the Nevada County line, 

including bike lanes and sidewalks and 
adding traffic signals

B ildi bik l 30%

30%

11%

10%

19%

21%

33%

34%

35%

32%

Building new bike lanes

Adding an express bus system to connect 
from Watt Avenue at I-80 through western 

Placer County to downtown Roseville
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8. I’m going to read you some a list of the objectives of the transportation improvement projects identified by the Placer County Transportation 
Planning Agency. ^Not Part of Split Sample 
9. I would like to read you a short list of some more specific transportation improvement projects that might be funded with local taxpayer 
dollars. 

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
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Nearly one-third or more of voters identify a 
number of projects as “not important.”

Total Ext./
Very Impt.

10% 19% 28% 36% 7%

Ext. Impt. Very Impt. Smwt. Impt. Not Impt. DK/NA

number of projects as not important.

Widening and improving Baseline Road from 
29%

27%

10%

12%

19%

15%

28%

32%

36%

32%

7%

9%

g g
Fiddyment Road to the Sutter County line

Constructing a new 4 to 6 lane expressway 
connection from S-R 65  at Whitney Ranch

Road to S-R 99 at Sankey Road in Sutter 27%

24%

%

9%

15%

15%

32%

30%

32%

36%

%

11%

Road to S R 99 at Sankey Road in Sutter 
County on an alignment north of Baseline Road

Widening and upgrading Nelson Lane from 
Lincoln Bypass south to connect to Fiddyment 

Road

21%7% 14% 35% 39%

Road

^Making improvements to reduce the impact of 
trains on local roads and adjoining 

neighborhoods, including constructing 
d i t

21%5% 16% 36% 40%

overpasses and quiet zones

Improving traffic flow and reducing traffic 
congestion by adding traffic signals to local 

streets and roadways
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8. I’m going to read you some a list of the objectives of the transportation improvement projects identified by the Placer County Transportation 
Planning Agency. ^Not Part of Split Sample 
9. I would like to read you a short list of some more specific transportation improvement projects that might be funded with local taxpayer 
dollars. 
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Several-area specific projects are identified by 
2 in 5 voters as “not important.”

Total Ext./
Very Impt.

7% 11% 35% 42% 6%

Ext. Impt. Very Impt. Smwt. Impt. Not Impt. DK/NA

2 in 5 voters as not important.  

Reconfiguring the I-80/Horseshoe Road 
interchange to improve ramps to and from I-80, 

18%

15%

7% 11%

10%

35%

32%

42%

43%

6%

9%

g p p ,
as well as widening the Horseshoe Bar Road 

overcrossing

Widening the undercrossing of the Union Pacific 
railroad on S-R 89 just south of Truckee to 15%

15%11%

32%

32%

43%

43%

%

11%

railroad on S R 89 just south of Truckee to 
improve access to North Lake Tahoe from I-80

Improving access between Tahoe City, Truckee, 
and Kings Beach

14%9% 29% 44% 13%

g

Providing year-round transit service at shorter 
intervals throughout the North Lake Tahoe area

12%5%8% 29% 36% 22%
Reconfiguring the I-80/S-R 174 interchange to 
improve safety and access between S-R 174 

and I-80
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8. I’m going to read you some a list of the objectives of the transportation improvement projects identified by the Placer County Transportation 
Planning Agency. ^Not Part of Split Sample 
9. I would like to read you a short list of some more specific transportation improvement projects that might be funded with local taxpayer 
dollars. 

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
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A narrow majority of voters support a potential 
transportation finance measure.

Many of these projects and improvements I just described to you are beyond 
the scope of the County’s existing budget and may require additional funding 
through a local voter-approved tax measure Based on what you’ve heard

transportation finance measure.

through a local voter approved tax measure.  Based on what you ve heard, 
do you think you would support or oppose a tax measure to fund some group 

of these transportation improvement projects? 

T t l17%

37%

Stronlgy support

Somewhat support

Total 
Support

54%

15%

28%

Somewhat oppose

Strongly oppose

Total 
Oppose 

42%28%

3%

Strongly oppose

Undecided

42%

26

3%
0% 15% 30% 45% 60%

Undecided

Q10. 



A sizable gap exists between those who agree that 
there is a funding need and those who support a 

Perception of Need

g pp
tax measure.

Support for Tax Measure

17%

37%

Strongly
support

Somewhat
support

27%

43%

Great need

Some need

Great/
Some 
Need
70%

Total 
Support

54%

15%Somewhat
oppose13%Little need

70%

Little/
N R l

Total 

28%

pp
Strongly
oppose16%No real need

No Real 
Need
29%

Oppose
42%

3%
0% 15% 30% 45% 60% 75%

Undecided1%
0% 15% 30% 45% 60% 75%

Don't know
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6. More specifically, how would you rate the need for additional funding to maintain and improve transportation infrastructure, including local 
streets, regional roadways, and public transit, and reduce traffic congestion and improve road safety throughout the County? Is there a great 
need for additional funding, some need, a little need or no real need for additional funding?
10. Many of these projects and improvements I just described to you are beyond the scope of the County’s existing budget and may require 
additional funding through a local voter-approved tax measure.  Based on what you’ve heard, do you think you would support or oppose a tax 
measure to fund some group of these transportation improvement projects? 



Voters’ willingness to pay additional taxes for 
transportation improvements declines as thetransportation improvements declines as the 

amount rises.
Very Will. Smwt. Will. Smwt. Unwil. Very Unwil. DK/NA Total 

Willing
Total 

Unwilling
52%

42%

20%

20%

5%

10%

21%

28%

$10 per year

$20 per year

Willing Unwilling
71% 27%

61% 37%

30%

17%

18%

22%

12%

12%

38%

48%

$50 per year

$100 per year

48% 50%

39% 60%
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Great Need Some Need Little Need No Real Need Don't KnowTotal
Need 

Total Little/
No Real 

Need

27% 43% 13% 16%

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Transportation
Funding 70% 29%

28

11.Regardless of how the measure was structured, would your household be willing to pay ______ in additional taxes if it were dedicated to the
types of infrastructure repairs and improvements for Placer County we have been discussing? 
6. More specifically, how would you rate the need for additional funding to maintain and improve transportation infrastructure, including local 
streets, regional roadways, and public transit, and reduce traffic congestion and improve road safety throughout the County? Is there a great 
need for additional funding, some need, a little need or no real need for additional funding?

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%



Increasing the transient occupancy tax or 
issuing bonds attracts the least opposition.

Strng. Supp. Smwt. Supp. Smwt. Opp. Strng. Opp. DK/NA

issuing bonds attracts the least opposition.

18% 30% 17% 31%

g g
Total 

Support
Total 

Oppose

49% 48%Increasing the transient occupancy tax, charged 
to hotel and motel guests, by two percent

16%

13%

31%

24%

14%

14%

37%

48%

47% 51%

37% 62%

Issuing bonds, allowing the County to borrow 
money to complete the projects and pay it back 
over time with money from local property taxes

Establishing a half-percent local sales tax, paid 
b h h i Pl C t

9% 19% 16% 53% 28% 70%

by anyone who shops in Placer County

Establishing a flat tax on every parcel of property 
in Placer County

12% 13% 12% 63%

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

25% 75%Establishing a local quarter percent tax on 
gasoline purchases
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12. I am going to read you a list of several methods that might be used to raise money to fund the types of transportation improvements we 
have been discussing. After you hear each one, please tell me if you would support or oppose using that particular way of raising new revenue 
for these purposes. 
6. More specifically, how would you rate the need for additional funding to maintain and improve transportation infrastructure, including local 
streets, regional roadways, and public transit, and reduce traffic congestion and improve road safety throughout the County? Is there a great 
need for additional funding, some need, a little need or no real need for additional funding?



Conclusions
 There is solid consensus among voters that there is at 

least some need for additional transportation funding.
 Support for increasing taxes to fund transportation 

improvement projects, however, is more narrow—with 
most voters willing to pay no more than $20 per year inmost voters willing to pay no more than $20 per year in 
additional taxes for improvements

Marginal support for generating additional revenue may g pp g g y
be linked to a lack of awareness of the transportation 
challenges facing the County.

 Few voters are familiar with PCTPA, and transportation 
issues are not viewed as highly serious concerns. 
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For more information contact:For more information, contact:

Vice President
Shakari@FM3research.com

1999 Harrison St., Suite 1290
Oakland, CA 94612

Phone (510) 451-9521Phone (510) 451 9521
Fax (510) 451-0384 


