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RTP Online Survey Outreach
Appendix B

Total Participants
76% Live in Placer County

11% Live Outside Placer County

13% Declined to State

To ensure consistent engagement with the community as the 
RTP was being drafted, PCTPA set up three online surveys over 
the course of three months, each open for two weeks. Each sur-
vey sought more specific input than the last; the first covered 
general transportation priorities, the second discussed fund-
ing and budgeting, and the third presented specific projects 
for evaluation. Over April, May, and June 2019, more than 2,300 
members of the Placer County community provided feedback 
on the RTP. As shown in the map below, this feedback includes 
residents from across Placer County. 

Building on the success of re-
cent online outreach efforts, 
PCTPA chose to use interac-
tive online surveys to conduct 
outreach for the RTP. With past 
RTP updates, PCTPA has uti-
lized in-person presentations 
and workshops to get feed-
back. These meetings have of-
ten had low turnout and those 
that did attend often didn’t 
engage deeply with the RTP’s 
content. 

By using online surveys, PCT-
PA was able to reach a variety 
of residents across its diverse 
county. The easy-to-use and 
visual nature of these on-
line surveys also encouraged 
more detailed and thoughtful 
feedback, giving PCTPA staff a 
clear picture of the communi-
ties’ preferences. 

Online Survey ScheduleInteractive Surveys

More 
Participants

Fewer
Participants

No Responses or No Zip Code

Format and Schedule
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1. Reduce Local Road Congestion - 36%

Local Transit
32%

Fixing Potholes
48%

Manage Traffic
26%

Multi-Use Trails
43%

Embrace Tech
31%

Commuter Transit
37%

Adding Lanes
43%

Adding Lanes
67%

On-Street Facilities
32%

Learn from Others
53%

2.  Reduce Highway Congestion - 35%

3. Fix Potholes - 16%

Markers Placed by Type

5. Improve Air Quality - 11%

6. Commute Options - 11%

4. Add Sidewalks and Bike Lanes - 14%

7. Reduce Collisions - 10%

Safety Issue - 19%

Traffic Congestion - 47%

Needs Sidewalk - 7%

Needs Bike Lane - 11%

Poor Paving - 11%

Other - 5%

*Percent who ranked as first or second priority

Survey #1: Priorities

The first activity asked com-
munity members to choose 
between options and indicate 
how strongly they preferred 
one or another. The strongest 
preferences were in expand-
ing highways rather than man-
aging demand, and in learning 
from other regions rather than 
embracing new technologies. 
Responders also preferred 
trails to bike lanes, commuter 
transit to local transit, and fix-
ing potholes to widening local 
roads but those preferences 
were less strong. 

The second activity had responders rank their top three 
priorities from the seven goals listed to the right. Over-
whelming, responders put Reducing Highway Conges-
tion and Reducing local road congestion as their high-
est priorities. The results were relatively evenly split for 
the remaining five priorities, with a slightly higher prior-
itization of fixing potholes. 

The final activity asked re-
sponders to place markers 
where they see transportation 
issues. PCTPA received more 
than 2,500 of these markers, 
almost half of which indicated 
locations of traffic congestion. 
These markers not only identi-
fy hot spots for congestion and 
safety issues, but also provid-
ed location specific feedback 
PCTPA could share with its ju-
risdictions.

Tradeoffs

Priorities

Issue Map
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5 coins

9 coins

8 coins

7 coins

3 coins
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3 coins

Participants 
allocated 

almost half of 
their budgets to 

transportation

“Great exercise 
for understanding 

challenges to planning 
for our transportation 

needs.”

“I had no idea 
everything was so 

expensive.”

Transit, Bike, and Ped

Road Widening

Road Maintenance

Schools
Economic Development

Neighborhood Safety

Parks and Recreation
Preserving Small-Town Feel

Survey AverageRTP Funding Assumption

34¢

4¢

=
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Survey #2: Funding

The second survey focused 
on funding. The first activity 
of this survey asked respond-
ers to allocate coins to various 
public functions. On average, 
survey participants allocated 
almost half their budgets to 
transportation; showing that 
transportation remains a top 
concern for Placer County’s 
residents. 

In the second activity re-
sponders set revenue sources. 
These sliders allowed partici-
pants to see how much rev-
enue was generated for each 
increase in a particular fee. 
Participants had to balanced a 
budget to the RTP’s $6 billion 
of estimated revenue. Overall, 
responders set taxes and fees 
similar to actual amounts, with 
the gas tax as an exception. 

Similarly, responders also 
used sliders to allocate the 
$6 billion across five invest-
ment categories. This allowed 
participants to see how costs 
of transportation projects 
compare. Overall, responders 
spent most of their budget on 
maintenance and repair fol-
lowed by highway widening. 
Many comments on this exer-
cise indicated surprise at how 
expensive transportation pro-
jects can be. 

Public Spending Priorities

Funding Sources

Infrastructure Investments
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Survey #3: Project Prioritization

Incorporating Feedback into the RTP

The third survey was the most 
specific, asking participants 
to prioiritize individual pro-
jects. In the western part of the 
county, the top three projects 
were the Interstate 80/ SR 65 
Interchange, the SR 65 Widen-
ing, and Placer Parkway pro-
jects. These are also priority 
regionally-significant projects 
in the RTP.

The final activity asked survey 
participants to prioiritize indi-
vidual projects in the eastern 
part of the county. Here, the 
top three projects were the 
Highway 267 Pavement Re-
habilitation, Highway 49 Side-
walk Gap Closure, and Truc-
kee Valley Trail Projects. Some 
of these projects are partially 
within Tahoe Regional Plan-
ning Agency’s area. 

While these three surveys provided a wealth of feedback for use 
far beyond the RTP, there are two key takeways from the respond-
ers that were incorporated into the RTP. First, highways and con-
gestion are a top priority. Throughout the surveys, Placer County’s 
community made clear that traffic is a concern and the RTP’s sec-
tion on Regionally Significant Roadway Projects highlights how 
those concerns can be alleviated. This desire to alleviate con-
gestion to improve quality of life has been a consistent theme 
through multiple RTP update processes. The second takeaway is 
that transportation funding is confusing. Particularly in the sec-
ond survey, responders indicated that they didn’t understand 
what the various taxes fund, reinforcing PCTPA’s work to educate 
and inform the community on the complexities of transportation 
funding. The RTP’s financial element breaks down these revenue 
sources, providing some clarity for the community.  

Western Projects

Eastern Projects


