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Methods
A survey was conducted by telephone during October, 2014 with a stratified random sample of
1,604 adults (eighteen or older) who were residents of the six county SACOG region. The
sample includes both landline and mobile phones. Within the total regional sample of 1,604,
each of the six counties was sampled separately. The largest county in the region, Sacramento
County, was divided into sub-samples of Sacramento City and the balance of county. The total
sample therefore consists of seven sub-samples. This approach provided appropriate sample
sizes at the sub-sample level so that results could be analyzed within counties. For examining
the sample as a combined regional sample, the counties and separate units within Sacramento
County were recombined during analysis using appropriate weighting procedures.

Figure 1 Sample Profile
Sample Profile
Unweighted Count

Unweighted %

210
249
202
384
166
197
196
1604

13%
16%
13%
24%
10%
12%
12%
100%

Sample unit
El Dorado
Placer
Sacramento City
Balance of Sacramento County
Sutter
Yolo
Yuba
Totals

Weighted by
population, age
and gender %
8%
16%
20%
40%
4%
9%
3%
100%

In spite of the greatly differing
population sizes of the several
counties in the region, the target
sample size for counties (other than
Sacramento) was 200 respondents
each. In Sacramento County, the
target total was 600, broken into
Sacramento City and balance of
county. The final actual sample
sizes were as shown in Figure 1,
“Sample Profile.”

Combining samples of respondents produced in this manner means that when combined into a
regional sample, the combined county samples would not reflect the proportional differences
in the sizes of the populations of the several counties. Thus the several sub-samples were
statistically weighted to represent their correct proportions of the SACOG regional adult
(eighteen or older) population.
Because of the nature of telephone sampling, especially of mobile phone sampling for which
geographic location cannot be precisely predetermined, the initial sub-sample targets were
exceeded in some cases, and fell slightly short in others. The small differences, however, had
very little impact on the margin of sampling error. At the 95% level of confidence, the margin
of error ranges only from +/-5.2% (Placer Co.) to +/-6.4% (Sutter Co.). For the entire sample of
1,604, the margin of error at the 95% level of confidence is +/-2.4%.

Range of questions
Respondents were asked questions about the quality of life locally, their perception of the state
of transportation in the region, their perceptions of the need for improvement and direction of
change in various aspects of the transportation system (including walking, bicycling, roadways,
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freeways, and transit), their current transportation practices, their interest in expanded
transportation services, and their demographics.
QUALITY OF LIFE
 Overall, the public in the SACOG region is reasonably optimistic about local quality of life,
with 32% saying things are headed in the right direction and 40% saying they are staying
about the same, and only 22% saying they are off on the wrong track. (6% are not sure.)
TRANSPORTATION OVERVIEW
 Regarding the overall “transportation situation” in the region – in effect a view from 20,000
feet -- almost one third, 31%, feel it is becoming worse, but 22% feel it is becoming better,
and 42% that there has been no change.


Since the prior survey in 2007, the percent indicating that the transportation situation was a
“critical” or “serious” problem has diminished from a total of 58% in 2007 to 36% in 2014.
While this was a sign of progress, it is likely that much of the perceived improvement in
congestion and other conditions resulted from reduced driving due to higher gasoline prices
and recession-induced employment reductions. When employment returns to 2007 levels
and assuming that gasoline prices remain low, it will be interesting to observe how these
attitudes may again change.



Traffic congestion was consistently identified as a major transportation challenge. For
example, one third of respondents identified congestion as “the biggest problem” in their
area. However, 18% identified a lack of public transit alternatives as the biggest problem
and another 15% the lack of pedestrian and bicycling options, for a total of 33% identifying
lack of some form of “alternative” modes of transportation as the biggest problem.



When asked what, in their own words, they would suggest as improvements in
transportation in the region, the idea mentioned most frequently (32%) was for bus (11%)
and/or light rail (21%) expansion, while 26% mentioned improvements in non-freeway
roads and streets, 16% bicycle or pedestrian safety. Only 11% suggested freeway
improvements. This suggests that although congestion is considered a major problem, the
solution is thought by the public to lie more in the expansion of public transit and
improvement of local roads than it is in expansion of freeways.

CURRENT TRANSPORTATION PRACTICES


Most local trips are for commuting to work (48%) or school (9%).



Half of local travelers said they make their usual local trips by driving all the way alone
rather than carrying others or using multiple modes. Other local travelers tend to mix
modes, although some (14%) said they always carpool, and a few always bicycle (4%) or
walk all the way (also 4%). Another 6% said they always take the bus (3%) or light rail (3%).
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The tendency to walk or bicycle or to carpool all the way on the usual local trip has
increased since 2007, walking, from 3% to 9%, biking from 2% to 7% and carpooling from
27% to 32%. (Note that some people walk or bike part of the way on their trips. The
percentages in this paragraph refer to making the entire trip by walking or bicycling.)

INTEREST IN EXPANDED TRANSIT SERVICE
 To obtain a simple indication of attitudes toward using public transit, an idealized situation
was posed. “If bus or light rail service were nearby, ran often, went where you go on your
usual trips, and did not take too much longer than driving, how often would you use it if you
used it at all?” While this level of service throughout the SACOG region situation is unlikely
to come to pass on a broad basis, the question provides a general indication of people’s
willingness to even consider transit. If they are negative or ambivalent about this ideal level
of service, they are unlikely to use any public transit service.
o The results: 45% said they would probably not use it, while another 2% were not
sure, 10% said, ambivalently, that they might use it a few times a year, and 5%
maybe once a month, for a total of 62% indicating a negative or an ambivalent
response.
o The balance, 38%, indicated they either use bus or rail for all trips already (3%),
would use the new service every week (26%), or a few times a month (9%).
o
This does not mean that if light rail or bus service were expanded that 38% would
begin using it. It means that 38% are open to the idea.


That such service would have an economic impact is clear from the fact that is it commuters
to work or school who are the most likely to say they would use such a service. It is also
those who drive to work and currently make the longest commuting trips who are more
likely than others to express a positive interest. This suggests that a high level of service
would indeed have an impact on traffic congestion.

A WAY TO THINK ABOUT PUBLIC ATTITUDES TOWARD TRANSPORTATION
 Respondents were asked to rate as “getting better, staying the same, or getting worse” a
list of elements of transportation in the region, ranging from condition of pavements, to
traffic congestion, to public transit, to safe walking and biking routes. The results are
optimistic in that strong majorities of more than 60% said things are either getting better or
staying the same, with only two exceptions, both involving congestion.


Interpreting the responses to the questions by means of the statistical technique that
jargon calls factor analysis, we find three basic attitude orientations toward local
transportation matters. These are in effect, clusters of attitudes. They are neither
inherently positive nor negative in orientation. They are instead simply sets of attitudes
that people hold in common. For example, if a person feels negatively about the condition
of pavement on local roads and streets, that same person is likely to also feel negatively
about the condition of pavement on freeways, and the safety of driving conditions on roads
and streets. These represent the primary orientations of the public that need to be
addressed as distinctive concerns. Addressing any one of them would not satisfy the
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interest of the other two.


The three orientations are:
o Time and congestion an opinion cluster consisting of consisting of interest in
congestion on local roads and streets, congestion on freeways, the time it takes to
commute and the time it takes to travel for other activities. Those most concerned
with this set comprise 36% of the public.
o Smooth, safe driving, an opinion cluster consisting of interest in the condition of
pavement on roads and streets and on freeways, and in having safe driving
conditions on the roads and streets they use. Those most concerned with this set
comprise 33% of the public.
o Green living an opinion cluster consisting of various “green” forms of transportation,
walking, bicycling, transit service that gets you where you want to go fast enough,
and a sense of safety when using local transit services. Those most concerned with
this set comprise 26% of the public.
While these orientations are distinctive, they are not entirely mutually exclusive. They
are general opinion tendencies that are useful for understanding the primary sets of
concerns that tend to characterize the thinking of groups of the SACOG region citizenry.



Respondents were also asked a series of questions about which aspects of transportation
were “fine as they are,” “need a little improvement,” or “need a lot of improvement.”
o For five aspects of transportation, those who say the element is “fine as it is”
outnumber those who say it needs a lot improvement by a ratio of more the two to
one. They are: Having facilities such as stores within walking or bicycling distance,
Amtrak service originating in Auburn and Roseville, Safe walking routes, the time
that must be spent traveling to get various errands done, and the time it takes you
to commute.
o The positive rating of the time it takes to commute is somewhat surprising given the
high level of concern about congestion and the tendency to associate congestion
with traffic delays and thus time spent commuting, but the percent saying it is “fine
as it is” (46%) is more than twice the percent (18%) saying it needs “a lot of
improvement.” It seems likely that for all of the complaining about freeway
congestion, people do not mind their commute. Perhaps they regard the congestion
as only severe but only occasional, or perhaps as inevitable and annoying, worth
complaining about but not a fundamental problem that interferes with their
necessary travel.
o Two elements are distinctly negative in that the percent saying they need a lot of
improvement outnumber those who say they are fine as they are. These include
congestion on freeways and on roads and streets.



Other elements are fairly evenly balanced between those who say things are fine as they
are and those who say they need a lot of improvement. Using mean scores on both the
scale of direction of change (getting worse – getting better) and on the current quality (fine
as it is – needs a lot improvement), we can categorize the transportation characteristics in
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terms of actions needed. The results are shown in Figure 2 (and are discussed at greater
length in the full report at Figure 46, page 68).
o Needing attention in that the element is rated as not only needing some or a lot of
improvement but is also rated as getting worse. This includes freeway congestion,
road and street congestion, road and street pavement condition, and transit service
that gets you where you want to go fast enough.
o Needing to get back on track because it is in need of just a bit of improvement, but is
perceived as getting a bit worse. There is only one component here, the condition
of freeway pavement.
o Build on improvements is a category that includes those elements that score
relatively low in current quality but are also rated as getting better. These include
the time local travel takes in general and commuting time in particular, having safe
driving conditions on roads and streets, and feeling personally safe when using
public transit.
o Maintain momentum, a category that applies to those elements that are seen as
above mid-point scores in both quality and progress (getting better). In that there is
always room for improvement, it makes sense to maintain momentum in these
cases, but they are not a high priority. They include safe walking and bicycling
routes, having stores, a pharmacy, and other facilities within walking or biking
distance, and the Capitol Corridor Amtrak service.

Figure 2 Perceived direction of change in action quadrants (repeated also as Figure 45)
Fine as it
is

3.0
2.9

Getting back on track

2.8

Maintain momentum

2.7
2.6
2.5
2.4

25. Safe walking

2.3

Current quality

2.2

24. Stores, facilities nearby

2.1

28. Safe bike routes

Needs a
2.0
little
1.951
improvement 1.950

29. Capitol Corridor train

22. Freeway pavement condition
19. Transit
27. Feel safe on transit
service fast
enough
26. Safe driving conditions on roads and streets

1.851

20. Road and street pavement condition

17. Time it takes to commute

1.850
1.7

18. Time it takes for other trips

1.6

21. Road & street congestion

1.5

23. Freeway congestion

1.4

Needs attention

1.3
Needs a
lot of
improvement

Build on improvements

1.2
1.1
1.0
1.00 1.10 1.20 1.30 1.40 1.50 1.60 1.70 1.80 1.85 1.90 1.95 2.00 2.05 2.10 2.15 2.20 2.25 2.30 2.35 2.40 2.45 2.50 2.55 2.60 2.70 2.80 2.90

Worse than a few years ago

Legend - Opinion Clusters

Time and congestion
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3.00
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Overview of the survey
This report presents the results of a survey of the adult population (eighteen and older) of the
six county SACOG region conducted for the purpose of aiding in the update of the Metropolitan
Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy (MTP/SCS) for 2035. The survey
encompasses and represents the entire SACOG region, including El Dorado, Placer Sacramento,
Sutter, Yolo, and Yuba counties. The survey combines separate samples of each county, and,
within Sacramento County, a sample of city residents and residents of the balance of the
county. In addition, the survey also combines separate samples of cell phone and landline
users.
Target goals were set to complete approximately 200 interviews per area within each of the six
SACOG counties and separate samples within Sacramento City with a larger sample targeted to
include approximately 400 respondents in the balance of Sacramento County. Thus there were
seven separate samples totaling 1600 when combined.
In brief, the data collection design included the following elements:
• Interviewing was by telephone.
• Interviewing was conducted from September 26 through October 20, 2014.
• The sampling was based on random selection of telephone numbers, including both
landline and cell phone numbers.
• There were quotas for each geographic area for landline telephones and targets for
interviews by cell-phone.
• The final total sample includes 1,604 interviews.

Designing and combining the samples
Let us deal first with the landline sample. Sampling for a telephone survey is based not on
addresses or persons, but on random selection of telephone numbers themselves. The sample
of telephone numbers had to represent each of the seven areas under study. The survey
industry relies on sampling specialty firms that maintain complex databases of landline
telephone numbers whose locations are known to be associated with specific geographic areas.
Such data bases are maintained commercially by companies such as Marketing Systems Group1
(MSG), Survey Sampling International, and a few others. MSG prepared the county samples,
both landline and cell-phone under the direction of CJI Research.
To meet the geographic quotas, the telephone numbers had to be physically located within one
of the study areas. In landline samples, the location of a telephone number can be identified
with a high level of accuracy because it is physically tethered to a fixed location. Therefore
samples can be produced using county and city quotas.
Cell phone sampling is quite different because numbers are assigned not to an address but to a
person. People are mobile. In addition, cell phone numbers are geographically linked to
1

See Marketing Systems Group website at http://www.m-s-g.com/Web/about-us.aspx
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switching stations near the point of purchase, not to home address. Thus, while we could
specify a precise number of completed landline interviews in each of the six counties and in the
City of Sacramento and the balance of Sacramento County, that was simply not feasible in the
case of cell phones. We also could not know in advance how cell phones were distributed in
the population of the six county area. The specific number of cellphones to include in the final
sample in those counties could therefore be set only as a target, not as a quota.
It was decided that the final sample would include 1,600 completed interviews, and that of
those interviews, 70% of the interviews would be completed on landlines, and 30% (or 480
interviews) would be completed from a sample of cell phone numbers.
As already stated, landline samples can be geo-located to county and city with reasonable
accuracy. Cell phone numbers are more limited in terms of geo-location. Location-based
sampling of cell phone users in large and densely populated urban areas (e.g. Sacramento City)
is more feasible and accurate than sampling in less dense areas, suburban and rural, within the
SACOG region. The reason is that there is a greater concentration of computer centers for
handling cell-calls (called “switching centers”) in areas of dense population, and cell contracts
are geographically tied to these switching centers.
These facts affected the cell-phone sampling strategy because while we could sample cell
numbers in Sacramento City and County with some level of geographic accuracy, we could not
do so for the rest of the counties. Consequently, the landline samples were by county and
within Sacramento County were divided between city and balance of county for a total of seven
sub-samples. But for the cell phone sample, the geography of the sample selection was
Sacramento City, the balance of Sacramento County, and, as a single unit, the remaining five
counties.
Thus the interviewing sub-contractor (Opinion Access Corporation2) was provided with the
following:
Landline samples of:
 El Dorado County
 Placer County
 Sacramento County
 Sacramento City
 Sutter County
 Yolo County
 Yuba County
Also the interviewing staff was provided cellphone samples that as accurately as feasible,
represented cell phone users within the boundaries of:
 Sacramento City
2

See Opinion Access website at http://www.opinionaccess.com/mission_statement.php

SACOG MTP/SCS Update Survey

Survey Conducted October, 2014

Page 15



Balance of Sacramento County
All five other SACOG counties combined

Because cell phone numbers (even in urbanized areas) can be geo-located only in a very rough
manner, each respondent had to be screened for county of current residence by asking where
they lived. Screening enabled interviewers to assign them to a sub-sample (a county or
Sacramento City or balance of county). The screening also required dropping from the sample
anyone whose answers to the screening questions showed that they were not living in the
SACOG region at the time of the survey, although they had retained their local cell number3.
Ultimately, the sample came very close to targets indeed. The slight deviations had no effect
on the results and ignorable impact on the level of margin of sample error in each sampled
area.
Figure 3 Sub-samples
Basic Characteristics of the Sample

Area

El Dorado
Placer
Sacramento City
Sacramento County
Sutter
Yolo
Yuba
Total

Number of
unweighted
responses

210
249
202
384
166
197
196
1604

Sample error at
95% if response
distribution is 50:50

+/- 6.80%
+/- 6.20%
+/- 6.90%
+/- 5.00%
+/- 7.60%
+/- 7.00%
+/- 7.00%
+/- 2.40%

This process of sampling and screening
resulted in the distribution of the final
sample shown in the table in Figure 3.
That table also provides a measure of
sample error at the 95% level of
confidence. Put simply, this means that
we can be 95% certain these samples are
as accurate within a known plus/minus
percentage range (shown in the table) as
a study like the US Census in which every
single person is interviewed.

This plus/minus range is called by the
unfortunate name of “sample error,”
which really means the range within
which findings in a sample survey may vary from the realities found in the total population, but
in which we can have a specified level of confidence. The commonly cited sample error ranges
are based on a situation in which we know the population being studied is equally divided on a
3

Conceptually it would be possible to complete a specific number of cell phone interviews in each county by asking
screening questions and continuing to screen out respondents until every target was fulfilled. This is, however, not
feasible because of cost constraints. Several factors cause cell phone interviews to be extremely costly. Cell
phone interviewing requires additional screening questions to eliminate respondents willing to be interviewed, but
unqualified because of out-of-area residence or being in an unsafe location to complete a survey. This process
results in “wasting” a great many calls (thus interviewing labor) as many people are screened out of the survey.
Another cost factor involves federal laws that restrict automation of the manner in which cell-phone calls (unlike
landline calls) can be dialed. In cases in which there is lesser density of cell-phone use, it is especially costly to
complete a cellphone interview. Consequently, the researcher must come as close as possible to achieving
targets, but inevitably will have to settle for a close approximation. The alternatives are to increase the budget
(which is neither necessary for an excellent sample, nor realistic in terms of budget) or exceeding target in some
counties while falling slightly short in others.
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question with two possible responses. The total percentage of “error” in the two responses in
this is no more than plus or minus a certain percentage different from what interviewing
everyone in the study area would reveal if we had the time and money to do so.
Finally, the range of the plus/minus percentages such as +/-3%, or +/-5%, etc., depends on the
size of the sample and the true random nature of the sample. If the sample is truly random,
then the larger the sample, the smaller the “error” range. For example, in the SACOG survey
reported here, on such a question, the result for the total sample on that question would be
95% likely to be within +/-2.4% of that result, or between 47.6% and 52.4%.
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Weighting
The populations of some of the sampled counties are larger than others. Therefore
specification of equal numbers of completed surveys within each area means that the resulting
sample differs from the actual relative proportions each area would contribute to the final
sample if it reflected the actual population distribution. This is intentional because we wished
to be able to conduct
Figure 4 Weighting the sample
some analysis within each
sampled area, but for the
Basic Characteristics of the Sample
total SACOG area, the
Sample weighted
data must be weighted, or
Number of Percent of
Percent of
to reflect
else the areas with
unweighted original
SACOG
population
Area
responses sample Population population
distribution
relatively smaller
El Dorado
210
13%
181,058
6%
6%
populations would be
Placer
249
16%
367,309
13%
13%
overrepresented and
Sacramento City
202
13%
479,671
17%
17%
larger populations
Sacramento County
384
24%
1,418,788
50%
50%
Sutter
166
10%
94,737
3%
3%
underrepresented in the
Yolo
197
12%
200,849
7%
7%
area-wide results. Figure
Yuba
196
12%
72,155
3%
3%
4 displays the original
Total
1604
100%
2,814,567
100%
100%
percentage of the sample,
4
the population, and the weighted distribution . The resulting sample is highly representative of
the total area.

4

Actually the weighting is more complex than a matter of simply reflecting the population distribution. The
weighting is based only in part on numbers of people in each area. It also is based on, and corrects for, age and
gender. The reason for this is that in spite of the screening processes used and the professionalism of interviewing
staff, invariably today’s telephone samples include disproportionately more women than men, and samples
including only landlines include a disproportionately larger number of older persons than younger. Including cellphone interviews helps correct the latter, but does not resolve it completely.
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The Public Mood
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Figure 5 Direction of local quality of life

Direction of local quality of life
The general public in the SACOG region is reasonably optimistic about the quality of life in the
area being headed in the right direction rather than being “off on the wrong track.” While a
total of 72% say it is either headed in the right direction (32%) or staying the same (40%), only
22% say it is off on the wrong track.
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Figure 6 Right direction, wrong track, by SACOG area and county

Right direction, wrong track, by SACOG area and county
The areas within the SACOG region vary rather little in the views of “right direction,” “wrong
track.” However, there are some differences greater than the +/-2.4% sample error level. For
example, Placer, Sutter and Yolo counties are more optimistic by 8% than the regional average
(taking the sum of right direction and staying the same as indicating optimism), while the
people of El Dorado are slightly less optimistic than the regional average.
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The “Transportation Situation”
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Figure 7 Perception of "Transportation Situation"

Perception of "Transportation Situation"
In the most recent previous survey conducted in 2007 for the MTP process5, respondents were
asked to assess the “transportation situation” on a continuum of how serious a problem they
felt it was. Although the term “transportation situation” is obviously vague, for just that reason
it has the advantage of allowing respondents to define the term for themselves. Thus no
matter if the definition relates to street conditions, freeway congestion, or transit service,
respondents were free to express their appraisal of the conditions of transportation in the
region. Additional questions reported later in this study clarify what they had in mind.
A total of 36% considered the transportation situation in the regional to be either a critical
(10%) or a serious (26%) problem. Most others considered it to be “not a serious problem”
(33%), or “a problem but not that serious” (28%).

5

Davis, Hibbitts & Midghall Inc. SACOG Master Transportation Plan for 2035: Public Opinion Survey Research
Report, 2007
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Figure 8 Perception in 2014 of direction of change in the "Transportation Situation"

Perception in 2014 of direction of change in the "Transportation Situation"
In Figure 8 we see that of SACOG region adults, slightly fewer than one third (31%) perceived
the transportation situation as “getting worse,” while 22% felt it was “getting better” and 42%
that it is staying the same.

Figure 9 Relationship between perception of current
situation and direction of change

While the 31% of the SACOG
adult public who perceived the
transportation situation as
growing worse is not a majority,
it is a significant proportion, and
of concern.

We saw previously in Figure 7
that slightly more than one third
(36%) of SACOG region adults
perceive the transportation
situation as critical (10%) or very
serious (26%). How do the two
perceptions displayed in Figure 7
and Figure 8 relate to each other? Figure 9 provides an indication. The most optimistic
respondents are shown in the lower right quadrant of the table. They feel that transportation
is either not a serious problem, or may be a problem but “…not that serious,” and they see
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things improving or staying the same. They comprise 51% of the adult population. On the
other hand, those in the quadrant at the upper left are the most pessimistic. They see
transportation as, as best a serious problem, and at worst a critical problem. But they also see
things as staying in the same problematic situation, or even becoming worse. They total about
one third, 34%, of the adult public, a significant minority.
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Figure 10 Perceptions in 2007 and 2014 of direction of change in “Transportation
Situation”

Perceptions in 2007 and 2014 of direction of change in “Transportation
Situation”
While, taken together, Figure 8 and Figure 9 presented one way to think about people’s
perception of the changing transportation landscape, Figure 10 presents another way to
measure changing perceptions by comparing 2007 with 2014 results.
In the survey conducted for the MTP process in 2007, 16% indicated they saw the
transportation situation as a critical problem, and 42% as a serious problem. By 2014, these
percentages had diminished to 10% and 26% respectively.
Improvements in transit and roads probably had an impact on changing these attitudes.
However, we can assume that other forces were also at work. During this period, the region
and the nation experienced both rising gasoline prices and the Great Recession, both of which
unquestionably had an impact on depressing local travel, and thus traffic congestion and
delays, as Figure 12 and Figure 11 suggest on the following pages.
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Figure 11 Traffic delays in Sacramento area, 1988 to 2011

Traffic delays in Sacramento area, 1988 to 2011
One indication that a difficult aspect of the transportation situation – traffic delays -- was
alleviated in recent years is found in Figure 11. This figure plots traffic delays, and shows a long
period of increased delays from 1997 through 2006 followed by a minor decline in 2007 and a
sharp decline in 2008 as the Great Recession devastated employment and gasoline prices
peaked.
Why did traffic delays decline? Figure 12 offers clues.
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Figure 12 Per capita vehicle miles traveled in SACOG area, 1996 to 2011 as related to
gasoline price and unemployment

Per capita vehicle miles traveled in SACOG area, 1996 to 2011 as related to
gasoline price and unemployment
There was a complex interaction between per capita vehicle miles traveled, unemployment rate
and gasoline prices in the period 1996 through 2011. Statistical analysis of the relationship
indicates that overall through the period, VMT per capita declined as unemployment and
gasoline prices increased. VMT was more responsive to unemployment (beta=-.654) than to
gasoline price (beta=-.249).
However, while this is true over the sixteen-year period shown in this chart, the period of 2003
through 2006 tells a subtly different story. In that period, unemployment in California was in
decline (i.e. employment was increasing), yet VMT per capita was declining. Why? Apparently
because gasoline prices were rising rapidly and seem to have been having a depressing effect
on per capita VMT independent of employment rates.
However, the steepest decline in per capita VMT occurred in the subsequent period, 2006
through 2008 when both unemployment and gasoline prices were rising rapidly. Since that
time, things have become more complicated with a temporary dip in gasoline prices (20082009), followed by a resumed rise, and an improvement in the employment rate. Clearly, the

SACOG MTP/SCS Update Survey

Survey Conducted October, 2014

Page 28
changing levels of local travel would reasonably be expected to have alleviated perceptions of
congestion and travel time, and thus people’s perceptions of the seriousness of the
transportation situation independent of whatever infrastructure or service improvements may
have been made.
Unfortunately, statistics available at the time of this report did not allow us to carry the analysis
forward to the current period of both rising employment and sudden declines in gasoline
prices. If the earlier relationships hold – i.e., VMT and traffic delays increase -- the changing
public view of the transportation situation may not be so optimistic.
There may also be another factor at work, however. It has become widely known that the socalled Millennial Generation is less oriented to automotive travel than older generations. There
are many reasons for this, including financial pressure resulting from a combination of
educational debt, difficulty in procuring well-paid employment, perhaps substitution of
electronic for in-person interactions, increased age of licensing in some states, restrictions by
campus authorities on vehicles on campus and other factors. Whatever the causal factors, data
from the National Household Travel Survey from 2001 to 2009 show that (to take only one
illustration) in 2009, people in the age range from 16 to 34 made 15% fewer trips by driving,
27% more trips by bicycle, 16% more by walking, and 4% more by transit than that same age
group had made in 20016.
The survey data used for this report give some indication that this generational difference also
appears in the SACOG region. When we isolate the respondents who said they use only a single
mode for their usual trips (e.g., always travel all the way by car, or by walking, etc.), we find
that of those between the ages of 18 and 34, 64% said they drive alone. This compares to 73%
of those between 35 and 59. Conversely of the younger group 6% said they use the bus or light
rail and 22% walk or bicycle compared to 3% and 14%, respectively, of the older group. It
would require a study specifically directed to the age differences to obtain a sub-sample large
enough at each age to be definitive about this. However, if the Millennials are in fact different
in these respects, and of they remain so in a period of lower fuel prices, it might tend to provide
a more positive limiting factor on traffic congestion than unemployment and high fuel costs.

6

As cite in Millennials In Motion, US PIRG, Education Fund, prepared by The Frontier Group, October 2014, page
11. See: http://www.uspirg.org/reports/usp/millennials-motion
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Figure 13 How serious a problem is the regional “Transportation Situation” and how
does the perception vary by county and area within the SACOG region?

How serious a problem is the regional “Transportation Situation” and how
does the perception vary by county and area within the SACOG region?
There is considerable variation within the SACOG region in how the public perceives
transportation. Overall through the whole six county area, 58% see it as either not a serious
problem or as a problem, but not one that is especially serious.
The most optimistic are residents of Sutter and Yuba counties where 80% and 72%,
respectively, see transportation issues in that same optimistic light. Placer and Yolo are slightly
more optimistic than the regional average in this respect, with 66% and 62%, respectively, in
that relatively optimistic category.
Other areas are at or very near the regional average, or only slightly below.
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Perceptions of Major Transportation Problems
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Figure 14 Which aspect of transportation is the "biggest problem in your area?"

Which aspect of transportation is the "biggest problem in your area?"
Respondents were asked to choose among four options which was the “biggest problem” in
their area. The choices were traffic congestion, condition of the roads, lack of public transit
alternatives, and lack of pedestrian and bicycling options.





Traffic congestion was identified as the biggest problem by more respondents, 33%, than
any other problem.
Condition of the roads, with 22% was next.
Lack of public transit alternatives was third, with 18%.
Lack of pedestrian and bicycling options was the other item with 15%.

One of the interesting things about this chart is that two of the elements, lack of public transit
alternatives, and lack of pedestrian and bicycling options, deal with alternative modes of
transportation as opposed to roadways. Taking the two of them together, we find that 33%
identified a lack of these kinds of alternative travel-mode options as the most important
problem.
It is also interesting that 22% identified the condition of the roadways as the primary problem.
This was also identified as a concern by several SACOG board members who were interviewed
during the process of constructing the survey questionnaire.
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Figure 15 “Biggest problem,” by sub-sample area
Which of the following would you say is the biggest problem in your area?
Sacra- SacraEl
Placer mento mento Sutter Yolo
Yuba
Dorado
City
County
Traffic congestion
21%
36%
25%
40%
26%
31%
35%
Condition of the roads
25%
17%
19%
22%
32%
23%
29%
Lack of public transit alternatives
25%
16%
23%
16%
18%
19%
10%
Lack of pedestrian and bicycling options
23%
18%
18%
12%
10%
16%
15%
Other
2%
3%
2%
3%
4%
2%
3%
Don't know/Refused
4%
10%
13%
7%
9%
7%
8%

Among the surveyed areas:
 Four suburban or rural areas were highest in citing congestion as the biggest problem. They
were Sacramento County outside of Sacramento City (40%), Placer, 36%, Yuba, 35%, and
Yolo, 31%.
 Condition of the roads was cited more often in Sutter County (32%) than in other areas,
although Yuba, at 29%, was close behind.
 Lack of public transit alternatives was cited most often in El Dorado County (25%) and, in
Sacramento City, in spite of the fact that Sacramento Regional Transit is the largest transit
system in the SACOG region (23%).
 Taking a lack of public transit alternatives plus lack of pedestrian and bicycling options to
indicate those who identify a desire for alternatives to the private motor vehicle as a public
need, we find that the residents of El Dorado County were more likely than others to cite
this need (48%) while those in the City of Sacramento were second in this respect, with 41%
identifying lack of one of these two transportation elements as the major problem.
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Figure 16 Respondent suggestions for transportation improvements

One third (33%) of respondents made no
suggestions for improvements. They are not
included in the chart.

Respondent suggestions for transportation improvements
Respondents were asked to suggest transportation improvements they would make if given the
chance. To ensure that they did not narrowly define the choices, the question wording
mentioned all significant elements of transportation, but then left it to respondents to offer
specific responses of their own. “Are there any specific transportation system improvements
you would like to see made, including roads, freeways, bus, light rail, or pedestrian or bicycle
improvements?” Figure 16 indicates their suggestions. Transit options, including both bus and
light rail, accounted for a plurality of 32% of all suggestions. Next were non-freeway road
improvements, with 26%. Third, bicycle or pedestrian safety was mentioned by 16%. Finally,
only 11% suggested freeway improvements.
It seems clear that although traffic congestion was the one problem mentioned most often as a
significant problem in the area, the public is more likely to cite improvement of public
transportation, non-freeway road conditions, and bicycle and pedestrian safety, as the solution
to a negative “transportation situation” while relatively few tend to focus on freeway
improvements.
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Figure 17 Differences by area and county in suggested transportation improvements

Differences by area and county in suggested transportation improvements
In each area, the top two suggestions were for transit and non-freeway road improvements. In
El Dorado and Placer counties there was an almost even split between additional transit service
and non-freeway road improvements. In Sacramento County outside of the City of Sacramento,
there was a preference for additional transit service but it was not as strong as it was in the city
of Sacramento. In both Sacramento City and Yolo County there was a distinct preference for
additional transit service. On the other hand in Sutter and Yuba counties, there was a distinct
preference for non-freeway road improvements.
There are other substantial differences among the sampled areas in terms of the suggestions
made for transportation improvements. For example, of the Yuba County respondents, almost
half, 46%, indicated that the improvement they would most like to see would involve nonfreeway road improvements, and only 12% indicated an interest in additional transit service. By
contrast, respondents from Sacramento City were essentially a mirror image of that sentiment,
with 42% saying they would like improvement in bus and light rail compared to only 18%
expressing an interest in non-freeway road improvements.
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Figure 18 Suggested transportation improvements and opinion of current
transportation situation

Suggested transportation improvements and opinion of current transportation
situation
Suggestions for improving the transportation situation varied somewhat among people with
the varied views of the current situation, but not by as much as one might expect. The percent
of those who said the transportation situation is not a serious problem and those who said it is
differ by only 3% on non-freeway road improvements and the need for additional light rail
service, and are almost identical on the matter of freeway improvements. Where they differ is
on the need for any improvement versus the need to all options mentioned in the question.
The main message here is not the differences, but the levels of agreement.
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Current Travel Patterns
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Figure 19 Local trip purposes

Local trip purposes
Several questions in the survey asked about the nature of the respondent’s most frequent local
trip. Almost half (48%) of the most frequent local trips are, not surprisingly, for the purpose of
commuting. Other trips are for various personal errands, visiting friends, or other personal
business (19%). Many are for shopping (15%) or for medical appointments (9%), and 9% are to
get to and from school.
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Figure 20 Mode for usual local trip

Mode for usual local trip
It was assumed that for local trips, many people use multiple modes for a single trip or that
they use multiple modes in the course of a week. Therefore rather than asking people what
single mode they use, they were asked independently how often (always, most times,
sometimes, never) they use each mode.
There are two unique categories, “drive all the way there alone,” and “walk all the way.” The
reason to specify “all the way” is that many people drive part of the way, but mix modes, taking
a bus, or walking as well as driving or bicycling. In terms of promoting the use of alternative
modes of transportation other than the single occupancy vehicle (SOV), the population of
greatest interest is those who say they always drive all the way to the destination alone. Fifty
percent (50%) say they always drive all the way to the destination and that they drive alone
In the case of walking, virtually everyone must walk, if only to get to a bus stop or a parking lot
for example. Therefore the population we are interested in is the population that walks all the
way to their destination. This includes 4% of respondents who walk all the way.
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Figure 21 Mode for usual local trips, 2007 and 2014

Mode for usual local trips, 2007 and 2014
In both 2007 and 2014 respondent were asked what modes they use for their local trips. Since
they may use multiple modes on a trip or different modes over several trips depending on
destination or other factors, the percentages in Figure 21 do not sum to 100%. The fact that
the sum of the percentages in 2014 is greater (131%) than in 2007 (107%) suggests that
perhaps more people were using multiple modes by 2014. Because of slightly different wording
of the questions, however, we cannot be certain this is the cause of the difference.
The mode which people use for their local trips has changed only slightly since the previous
study in 2007. Two-thirds (66%) of local adults always or most often drove alone on their usual
trips in 2007 and 68% do so in 2014.
There have been changes, however. In 2014, (32%) said they drive with others or carpool, up
slightly from 2007 when 27% reported that they carpooled. This is not unexpected. Ridesharing often rises as an alternative mode in times of high gasoline prices7. Walking all the way
for the usual trip now stands at 9%, up from only 3% in 2007, and bicycling stands at 7%, up
from only 2% in 2007. Other changes are within the margin of sampling error.

7

Note that at the time of the survey in the fall of 2014, gasoline prices were typically still above $3.00 per gallon.
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Figure 22 Alternative modes

Alternative modes
Fifty percent (50%) of adults in the SACOG area drive alone to their usual local destination,
whether work or other destinations. How does the other half of the population travel, who do
not always drive alone? They use a variety of modes and they clearly use different modes at
different times, and perhaps more than one mode for some (or all) trips.
The most common alternative to driving all the way alone is driving with others. Of those who
said they do not always drive alone, 22% said that most of the time they share a ride, and 46%
said that sometimes they share a ride. Some travel by bicycle or walk all the way: 4% most of
the time, and 29% sometimes for both biking and walking. Others take the bus or light rail, and
few take Amtrak.
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Figure 23 Travel time (by driving)

Travel time (by driving)
How long do the local trips take? For the most part, not very long. Figure 23 shows, in fiveminute increments, how long people say their usual trip would take if they drove. The chart
also shows the cumulative percent of people making trips of various durations. For example,
10% said their trip takes five minutes or less and another 17% said it takes six to ten minutes for
a total of 27% saying that their local trip, when driving, requires ten minutes or less. A total of
60% reported that their local trips required no more than twenty minutes, and more than
three-fourths (78%) no more than thirty minutes.
Conversely, this means that 22% make trips in excess of thirty minutes. Of these, most (15%)
reported trips of thirty-one to forty-five minutes, and only a small number (9%) reported trips
longer than that for their usual trip.
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Figure 24 Trip duration in descending order, by county and area

Trip duration in descending order, by county and area
With many employers and other trip generators centered in Sacramento, it is not surprising
that travel times vary by proximity to Sacramento, with Yolo and Placer populations indicating
shorter trips than El Dorado and Yuba counties. Of course, the latter two are also more rural, a
fact that suggests their local trips would also take longer.
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Figure 25 Estimated drive time for a single trip to destinations of various
types

Estimated drive time for a single trip to destinations of various types
Trip durations for purposes of medical appointments, personal business, and work vary
relatively little, within a range of only two minutes from 27 to 29 minutes. Shopping is the type
of trip that requires the least time, at 16 minutes. Apparently shopping is a very local
phenomenon. Getting to school falls in the middle, at 20 minutes.
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Figure 26 Number of days per week respondent makes "usual trip."

Number of days per week respondent makes "usual trip."
Slightly more than one third of the population, 35%, make their usual trip five days a week. This
is not surprising since the most common local trip is to get to or from work.
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Figure 27 How frequency of usual trip varies with trip purpose

How frequency of usual trip varies with trip purpose
The frequency of local travel, as measured by the days each week that the trip is made, varies
widely depending upon trip purpose. For those whose usual local trip involves getting to or
from work, 56% indicate that they do that on five days a week, but 13%, make the trip four days
a week, and a total of 16% make that trip either six days a week or every day. A few make the
work trip on fewer than four days a week (14%).
Those whose usual local trip involves getting to or from school also tend to make that trip five
days a week (48%) and if not five days, then four days (21%). Those whose usual local trip
involves some type of personal business are extremely varied in terms of the frequency with
which they make that trip. There is really no pattern.
Shopping is conducted on three or fewer days, with the most common pattern being two days a
week. Medical appointments similarly occur on three days or fewer, with the most common
being less than one day a week.
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Figure 28 Approximate local travel time per week spent for various purposes

Approximate local travel time per week spent for various purposes
An approximation of the minutes per week people spend on trips for various purposes can be
reached by multiplying the time the “usual trip” takes in one direction (if made by driving) by
the number of days per week the trip is made. While the resulting numbers depend on
estimates from memory and are not precise, they provide a reasonable estimate, and one that
is useful for comparison. (The numbers could be multiplied by two if we assume that all trips
are round-trips.)
Travel to work, typically the most frequent trip on a weekly basis consumes an average of about
two hours in one direction, while travel for shopping trips consumes only a third of that time.
The variation in weekly travel time is caused more by the varied frequency of the trips than by
the typical duration of a single trip. The average time people estimate for their usual trips does
not vary greatly. Except for shopping trips (16 minutes) the range of travel duration is only
from 20 to 29 minutes.
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Figure 29 Profile of local adult population in terms of trip purpose and frequency
making that trip

Profile of local adult population in terms of trip purpose and frequency making
that trip
Another way to look at these travel characteristics is to consider the distribution of the trip
purpose combined with frequency of the trip as a percentage of the total SACOG area adult
population. This means that in the figure above, the sum of the percentages in the entire table
equals 100%, and the height of the columns provides a visual indication of the extent of the
population involved in each of the trip purpose activities. Also the sum of the percentages in
the vertical column provides an indication of the percent of the total population in the
category.
Again we see that work trips dominate as indicated by the height of the column and the sum of
the percentages (48.1%). One of the key factors that this chart and table tell us is that the most
frequent local trip of approximately one third of the adult population is to get to work on four
or five days a week (33.2%). Another 7.9% make that work trip on six or seven days a week.
Thus, clearly work trips dominate the local trip purpose both in terms of the numbers of people
involved, and the frequency with which they travel for this purpose.
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Figure 30 Employment categories and weekly time for local travel (if driving)

Employment categories and weekly time for local travel (if driving)
Figure 28 on page 46 displayed an estimate of the total number of minutes per week people in
the SACOG region travel in one direction on the usual trip, based on the number of minutes the
trips would take if driving. In Figure 30 above, we examine the relationship between that
estimate and the employment category people fall into.
The chart is based on the total survey sample and sums to 100%. Thus it provides an
approximation of the contribution to total local travel time each employment category makes
to the total time spent traveling locally8. Notice that because their travel is so frequent, those
who are employed outside the home account for the largest share of all trips in excess of thirty
minutes and thus the largest share of all. For short trips (under thirty minutes), however,
retired persons (who make up 24% of the adult public) account for a larger share of total travel
time.

8

The time increments are unequal. The purpose of handling them in this way is to smooth out extreme
fluctuations caused by respondents’ tendency to answer with simple round numbers.
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Interest in Additional Transit Service
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Figure 31 Interest in bus or light rail service of ideal type

Interest in bus or light rail service of ideal type
To begin to understand the potential use of expanded transit service, it is useful to present a
hypothetical ideal condition of service – frequent, nearby, fast, and appropriate to travel
destinations – to determine at least willingness to even consider using public transportation.
Presented with this ideal type of service, region-wide, 45% of the public said they realistically
would probably not use the service, and another 2% said they were not sure – essentially also a
negative response. Thus, close to half the adult population, 47%, said they would probably not
use such a service, ideal though it might be. However, 3% said they already use public transit
for all trips, 26% said they would likely use it weekly, and another 9% said they would likely use
it several times a month. Thus more than one-third of SACOG region adults (38%) constitute
the potential market pool for frequent or occasional use of expanded transit service. Others
who think they might use service less frequently can probably be discounted as not being
potential users.
Would all of these people actually use such service if it were offered? Of course not, however,
they constitute a market pool interested in the concept.
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Figure 32 How interest in using improved transit varies by county

How interest in using improved transit varies by county
Interest in using expanded transit varies somewhat among the counties and sub-areas
surveyed. It is greatest in the City of Sacramento where 32% said use it already or would use it
weekly, Yolo County (31%), and Placer County (29%). Yuba County is at the low end of the
interest level, at 4% current users and 16% interested in weekly use. But even there, a total of
20% in the market pool is substantial, and another 17% indicated an interest in using it a few
times a month.
It is also interesting that in Yuba and El Dorado where interest was arguably lowest, rejection
(“Probably not use it”) was also lowest. Rather than outright rejection, many people gave a
“soft” rejection saying they would use it “a few times a year.” They would be unlikely to use
public transit, but they do not reject it out of hand.
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Figure 33 Interest in using improved transit, by current travel mode

Interest in using improved transit, by current travel mode
To have a realistic view of the market pool for expanded transit, it is useful to simplify the
measure of interest into three categories. Figure 33 summarizes how that measure of interest
varies with the current mode people most often use, and considers those relationships as
percentages of the entire adult population.
Given that SOV is the dominant current mode, most of the more likely users as well as most of
those unlikely to use transit are among those who currently drive alone. We can see from the
table that a very substantial proportion (28.7%) of the population now typically drives alone but
would consider using expanded transit service.
Another group that indicated an interest in using expanded transit includes those who currently
walk or bicycle as their usual mode. Given that such trips, especially walking trips, are normally
quite short, it is likely that many of them would find public transit of limited use. Those who
currently carpool, in spite of the fact that they are fewer in number, are a more likely source of
potential market.
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Figure 34 How interest in using transit varies with current travel time by car

How interest in using transit varies with current travel time by car
The longer the current local trip takes, the more likely the local traveler is to be interested in
using expanded public transit. For example, only 15% of those spending only 22 minutes a
week or less on their most frequent local trip said they would use the hypothetical ideal transit
service every week, compared to 38% of those spending 150 minutes or more. This suggests
that the lengthy trips, especially commute trips do wear thin on people, and that many of them
associate using transit with alleviating the burden of that travel time.
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Figure 35 Interest in using improved transit, by trip purpose

Interest in using improved transit, by trip purpose
Not surprisingly, interest in transit service was greatest among those whose usual local trip was
for purposes of commuting to work. Among that group, 35% said they would use the service
weekly, while another 7% said “a few times a month.” Conversely, as one would expect,
occasional trip purposes including medical appointments and shopping drew the highest
rejection and lowest positive response.
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Figure 36 Employment category and interest in using improved transit service

Employment category and interest in using improved transit service
The group most likely to be interested in using improved transit service is, not surprisingly,
commuters employed outside the home. Of that employment category, 37% indicated they
thought they would use such ideal transit service every week, and another 8% a few times a
month. More than one fourth of students (29%) and those who work from home (26%) are
more likely than retired persons, homemakers and unemployed persons to expect to use the
service.
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Perceptions of Change in Transportation Infrastructure
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Figure 37 Percent responding to rating items

Percent responding to rating items
In the following section of the report rating question are analyzed that deal with the matters of
direction of change (getting better or getting worse) and current condition (fine as it is or
needing a lot of improvement). Not all aspects of transportation are, however, relevant to all
respondents. Figure 37 shows the percent responding when they were asked about each
aspect of local transportation. The balance considered the aspect of transportation irrelevant
to them. This was especially true of the Amtrak service, but also affected response to questions
involving use of public transit and bicycling.
In the case of questions specifically involving commuting, if respondents were not in a
commuting category (work outside the home or full time students) they were skipped for the
commuting questions (Q17 and Q30). All respondents were, however, asked a second question
about “The time you have to spend getting to things you have to do like getting to work,
shopping and other errands,” and 99% responded.
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Figure 38 Perceived change in transportation-related characteristics of SACOG area

Perceived change in transportation-related characteristics of SACOG area
Respondents were asked a series of questions concerning the direction of change in
transportation conditions9. Was each becoming worse, staying the same or getting better? In
Figure 38 the characteristics are arrayed in descending order of the percent who said that
aspect of transportation was improving.
Several things are of note here:
 The results are optimistic in that strong majorities of more than 60% said things are
either getting better or staying the same, with only two exceptions, both involving
congestion, a common concern nationally. Also bear in mind that traffic congestion was
the top concern of 33% of the respondents (Figure 14).
o Congestion on the freeways
o Congestion on roads and streets


However, in spite of the optimistic tendencies of most of the results, the responses for
condition of pavements are somewhat problematic. The percentages for “getting

9

The wording of the items is abbreviated in Figure 38. Question numbers are provided in the event that the
reader wishes to see the fill wording in the questionnaire in Appendix A beginning on page 74.
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better” and “getting worse” are equal (32%) for the condition of freeway pavement.
Also, more people said that the condition of pavement on the streets and roads is
getting worse (38%) than said it is getting better (24%).


The lack of public transit alternatives was a top concern of 18% of respondents. Thus
one would hope that people would see it as improving. However, for the most part
(64%) people said that transit service was staying the same. Only 17% said it was
getting better and an approximately equal number (19%) said it was becoming worse.



For four aspects of transportation, the “getting worse” percentages exceeded the
“getting better” percentages significantly. They are:
o Having safe driving conditions on the roads you need to use (a factor that is also
related to the condition of roadway pavement)
o The time it takes to commute to work or to get to other activities people have to
get to
o Feeling personally safe when using public transit



Several aspects seem to present no major problem. They include:
o Having stores and other facilities within walking or bicycling distance
o The Amtrak service from Roseville and Auburn (However, also see discussion of
the Capitol Corridor service, which is something of a special case, starting on
page 64.)
o Bicycle and walking routes that people can use safely

The big picture of these ratings appears to suggest that both traffic congestion and the
condition of pavements are viewed as major problems. Dealing with the condition of pavement
would appear to have an obvious repair and maintenance solution. The same is not true for
congestion, especially freeway congestion. It is well established, for example, that as a
congestion reduction strategy, increasing freeway capacity is more often than not selfdefeating for several reasons, including that it encourages further development of a type that
overtakes whatever short-term congestion relief may ensue. The fact that the lack of public
transit alternatives was perceived as a top problem and that transit improvements topped the
list of suggested transportation improvements (32%, see Figure 16, page 33) and that nonfreeway road improvements were mentioned second most often (26%), while freeway
improvement were mentioned as a priority by only 11%, all suggest that in the public mind the
solution to the challenge of congestion lies elsewhere than in expansion of freeways.
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Figure 39 Contrast in concerns of those who perceive the "transportation situation" as
a critical or serious problem, and those who consider it not a serious problem

Contrast in concerns of those who perceive the "transportation situation" as a
critical or serious problem, and those who consider it not a serious problem
Earlier, in Figure 18 on page 35, we showed that the differences in suggested improvements
between those who, overall, assessed the current “transportation situation” as critical or
serious (36% of the sample) or a problem but not that serious or not a problem (56% of the
sample) did not differ greatly. However, when we examine the contrast within the series of
questions concerning the several components of the transportation environment, we find
considerable contrast.
It is the solutions that are similar, not the perception of the severity of current problems. It is
also the case that for those who consider the current transportation situation to be a critical or
serious problem, they consider a whole array of transportation components to have
shortcomings. There are not one or two elements whose resolution would relieve their
negative perceptions.
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Figure 40 Opinion Clusters: Characterizing perceived directions of change

Opinion Clusters: Characterizing perceived directions of change (factor analysis)
Analysis of the perceived direction of change (getting better, staying the same, getting worse)
in twelve transportation characteristics was analyzed using a technique called in analysis jargon,
factor analysis10. with the results shown in Figure 4011. The analysis reveals three distinctive
patterns of concern. Based on the nature of the concerns, we have given these sets of attitudes
or Opinion Clusters the following labels to describe the pattern of concerns: “Time &
Congestion,” “Smooth, safe driving,” and “Green living.”

10

Factor analysis is a statistical technique that can be used to examine sets of questions and answers in a survey by
finding relationships among responses. It unearths relationships among the responses, showing how in a group of
several questions (in this case, twelve questions) there can be several distinct response patterns or Opinion
Clusters. Just as many people with strong political views on a given topic can usually be assumed to have
predictable views on other public policy matters, people may also have various coherent sets of views on any
public topic, including transportation. If they find X to be important, we can predict they will also find Y important.
Factor analysis is merely a tool that enables us to identify those sets or “clusters” of attitudes.
11

Thirteen elements were measured, but the matter of Amtrak service was relevant to only a sub-set of the
sample, and is therefore omitted from this analysis.
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Those persons primarily concerned with Time & Congestion rate measures of time spent in local
travel and the congestion of streets and freeways in a consistent manner. Those who are
grouped under the title of Smooth Driving are particularly concerned with conditions of the
pavements and resulting driving conditions. Those grouped under the title Green Living are
more concerned with walkability, bicycling opportunities, and public transit, all “green”
transportation alternatives.
Conceptually, each opinion cluster ought to be mutually exclusive of the others. However,
matters of transportation experiences have too much in common among people for pure
results. For example, some people are particularly concerned about traffic congestion and the
time it takes them to commute. But some of the people particularly concerned with green
living are also concerned with congestion and the time required to commute. It is simply that
the sentiment about congestion and time is not as strong among the latter group as among the
former.
The percentages of the SACOG area population who are most likely to exhibit each of these
three sets of opinions about transportation characteristics are:
 Time & Congestion, 36%
 Smooth, safe driving, 33%
 Green living,
26%
These are tendencies, and not entirely mutually exclusive categories. For this reason, and
because some respondents simply could not be classified in this manner, the percentages
should not be expected to sum to 100%. There is some overlap among the three sets, and
there are some other respondents who took no strong views about any of the transportation
dimensions and who thus appear in none of the three sets.
In spite of the blurred lines, the sets are useful constructs because they provide a means of
characterizing the emphasis people in the SACOG region place on these elements of
transportation and transportation policy.
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Figure 41 Perceived need for improvements

Perceived need for improvements
What improvements do people believe are needed? Respondents were asked whether each of
several characteristics of local transportation were “just fine” as they were, “needed a little
improvement,” or “needed a lot of improvement.” Results are arrayed in Figure 41 in
descending order of the positive response (“just fine as it is”).
Three items receive a majority saying that these aspects are just fine as they are. They are:
 Having stores, pharmacy and other facilities within walking or bicycling distance (62%).
 The Amtrak service from Auburn and Roseville via Sacramento to Davis (also 62%
positive)12.
 Safe walking routes (55%).
All others fall below 50% in the most positive category. However, no aspect of transportation
garnered a majority in the most negative category (“needs a lot of improvement”). The least
positive and also the most negative characteristic was freeway congestion. This is unsurprising
in the light of the finding reported earlier (Figure 14, page 31) showing that 33% identified
traffic congestion in general (not just freeways) as the most important transportation problem.
However, it is interesting that when asked (Figure 16, page 33) what they would suggest be
12

Note that unlike most of the other elements in the chart, this service applies to a very specific geography and for
this reason the question was answered by only 48% of the respondents. Others said it did not apply to them.

SACOG MTP/SCS Update Survey

Survey Conducted October, 2014

Page 64
done to improve transportation, that only 11% said they would improve the freeways, while
32% suggested transit expansion, and 26% mentioned non-freeway road improvements.
Clearly, the identification of freeway congestion as the most in need of improvement is not a
call for expansion of lanes or extension of the freeway system.
The five elements at the bottom of the list reflect three elements people have identified as
problems: congestion, condition of pavements, and need for expanded transit service. It is
interesting that with the exception of congestion on the freeways, the percentage of
respondents who said that the transportation characteristic was becoming worse was similar to
the percent saying it was getting better. That is, taken as a whole, the public has some
ambivalence about these things. The exception is freeway congestion, on which there is a clear
plurality (42% to 24%) saying it is becoming worse as opposed to getting better.
Specifically:
 While a plurality of 38% of respondents said that the condition of freeway pavement
was fine as it is, 27% called for much improvement.
 While 36% said it is just fine as it is, 34% said that transit service needs a lot of
improvement to get you where you want to go fast enough.
 While 33% said that the condition of the pavement on the roads is fine as it is, 30% said
it is in need of much improvement.
 While 29% said that road and street congestion is fine as it is, 32% said it needs a lot of
improvement.
 While only 24% said that congestion on the freeways they use is fine as it is, 42% said it
needed a lot of improvement.

A Special Case: The Capitol Corridor Amtrak Route
It is not surprising that the Amtrak service called Capitol Corridor occupies a low place on the
overall list of items arranged by the percent of the public that considers them in need of
improvement. It is not surprising
Figure 42 Placer County
because, as a heavy rail service, it is
geographically constrained to a
narrow corridor, a constraint that
does not affect the other more
generalized items such as street
repair, road congestion, and transit
service in general.

Source of map: Placer County Transportation Planning Agency
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Figure 43 Capitol Corridor Amtrak
Route

route runs through Placer County and near to the
major cities and towns there.
No specific questions were asked to address
whether Placer County residents might use
improved Amtrak service or use it more often.
However, related questions were asked, and give
the basis for indirectly exploring the possibility that
Placer County residents may be more concerned
about Amtrak improvements than residents of the
region as a whole outside of Placer County.

The logic of this indirect analysis is as follows.
Respondents were asked how likely they would be
to use public transit (in general, not Amtrak
specifically) if service were substantially improved
(see Figure 31). We can assume that the response
to that question is an indication of interest in alternative forms of transportation in general,
including Amtrak. Taking those Placer County residents who say they would probably use
improved transit service, we can examine the degree to which they are more likely than other
people in the SACOG
region to feel the
Figure 44 Placer County residents and perceived need to improve
Capitol Corridor
Amtrak service
Amtrak service
Perception among Placer County residents of need to improve Amtrak service
needs improvement.
Q42 The Amtrak train called 'Capitol Corridor' running
from Auburn and Roseville through Sacramento to Davis
and on to the Bay area…

If they are more
likely than others in
(Row %. Read left to right across the row)
(a) Placer County only
the region to believe
Q16 How likely would you be
Likely to use improved transit
26%
32%
42%
100%
to use ideal transit service
that the Capitol
Unlikely to use improved transit
8%
25%
67%
100%
described in Q16? (Q16 has
(b) All counties except Placer
been adjusted for
Corridor service
Likely to use improved transit
13%
27%
60%
100%
concistency with responses
Unlikely to use improved transit
13%
20%
67%
100%
needs improvement,
to Q12_c Q12_d and Q15)
this may be an
indication that although concern about the level of Amtrak service is not region-wide, there is a
localized concern about it within Placer County among people who say they are in the market
for better public transportation. While this would not provide a definitive measure of demand
for better Amtrak service, or of the perceived urgency of improving the service, it would tell
SACOG whether it might be worthwhile to examine the matter further. Figure 44 provides this
information.
…needs much …needs a little
…is fine as it is
improvement improvement

Comparing Placer County respondents to respondents from all areas of the region except Placer
County, we find that of Placer County residents who said they are likely to use improved transit
service, 26% said also that the Capitol Corridor needed much improvement. An additional 32 %
said it needs a little improvement, for a total of 58% of those who consider themselves
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relatively likely to use improved transit in general who feel specifically that Amtrak service is in
need of some improvement. (Although it is not shown in the table, this represents 30% of the
Placer County adult population.)
Of the rest of the SACOG region, excluding Placer County, 13% of those who consider
themselves likely to use improved public transportation said that the Amtrak service needs
much improvement and another 27% that it needs some improvement, for a total of 40%, or
18% less than the level of concern among Placer County residents.
These results suggest that there is indeed higher localized interest within Placer County in
improved Capitol Corridor service than there is regionally. Because the questions were only
indirectly focused on this matter, the results do not demonstrate definitively that there is a
significant Placer County market for Amtrak service improvement. However, they do suggest
that the regional low score on “need for improvement” of Capitol Corridor was probably
influenced by geography and the irrelevancy of this Amtrak service to many respondents who
reside too far away from the rail service for it to be relevant to them.
In short, the results suggest that there is probably a core group of Placer County residents who
have an interest in these Amtrak service improvements. For these reasons, Amtrak’s Capitol
Corridor should not be ruled out for consideration as a transportation improvement priority
only because of its low rank order position in the regional score reported in Figure 41.
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Figure 45 Perceived direction of change

Perceived direction of change
By combining the questions regarding the direction of change and the need for improvement,
we can obtain a somewhat more detailed continuum than presented in prior charts. For
example, if certain elements are perceived as not only “fine” but also improving, that is a clear
indication of citizen satisfaction. Conversely, if other things not only are perceived as in great
need of improvement, but also perceived as becoming worse, that is a clear indication of
dissatisfaction. In the chart above, this continuum is shown as a transition from dark green as
the most positive to dark orange as the most negative.
In spite of having this greater level of detail, the basic findings do not change from those shown
in previous figures. Congestion is perceived as very problematic as is the condition of
pavement on roads and streets. In this chart too, many people indicate satisfaction with transit
as it is, but a substantial number perceive that not enough is being done to move it in a
direction they would like to see.
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Figure 46 Perceived direction of change in action quadrants
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Perceived direction of change in action quadrants
Another way to think about the direction of change is to place the elements in a matrix based
on their mean scores on the two dimensions (Getting better   Getting worse) and (Fine as it
is   Needs a lot of improvement) to see where they lie visually in terms of those two
criteria. In Figure 46, we have placed the twelve elements of transportation on a matrix13. We
have color coded the elements to identify them with the sets of concerns (from the factor
analysis – see Figure 40) that constitute the opinion clusters. Although the question wording
had to be abbreviated to fit in the matrix, the question numbers are given if the reader wishes
to refer to the questionnaire in the Appendix. We have also labeled the quadrants of the matrix
with the actions that appear reasonable in responding to the findings.
One reason to take this visual matrix approach is that the types of statistical analysis that in
many studies point to a clear direction (e.g., regression analysis and/or CHAID) showed very
little in this case. Trying, for example, to (in statistical terminology) “explain the variance” in
the respondents’ views of the state of the “transportation situation” in the region or variance in
the direction of change, leads to very little helpful information. Visually, we can see from the
chart that the various elements of transportation are pretty much in the center of the chart
without a great deal of space among them. Similarly, the scores of individual respondents were
not dramatically different on each of the elements separately. They tended to cluster in the
center. This means that there tends to be more agreement on these various elements of
transportation than there is disagreement, but it also tends to mean that the usual causal
inference statistics do not do us much good in interpreting the results.
MAINTAIN MOMENTUM
The upper right quadrant is the area we have designated as “Maintain Momentum” because
the scores for current quality are moderately good, though not excellent, and those for the
direction of change tend toward “getting better.” This quadrant contains the aspects of
transportation most satisfactory to residents of the SACOG area.
SACOG’s task with elements in this quadrant is to maintain the positive momentum – these
elements are perceived to be improving, and to be of reasonable quality currently. The
elements in this quadrant are the “softer” elements associated with the Green Living opinion
cluster which is the smallest of the three clusters and less important to commuters who
account for most of the trips.
This quadrant includes three of the five elements of the “Green Living” opinion cluster, safe
walking routes, safe bike routes, stores, pharmacy and other facilities nearby. Two other Green
Living elements fall into other quadrants. They both involve transit service, the speed of transit
trips and feeling personally safe on public transit. Each of those falls a bit below the mid-point

13

The reader might notice that the scale numbers shown in the chart inverted the scales used in the questionnaire.
This is simply a matter or presentation convenience and does not affect the results.
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score on current quality, but only slightly. The speed of transit trips also falls slightly below the
mid-point in terms of direction of change.
GETTING BACK ON TRACK
The idea underlying this designation for the upper left quadrant is that in some situations, the
transportation element can be perceived as being of reasonable quality, but at the same time
as regressing or “getting worse” in the words of the questionnaire. In such cases the
responsible agency’s action would be to take steps to halt the backsliding.
Only one item falls in this area, freeway pavement condition, and it is only slightly in this region
with mid-point scores on both dimensions. This suggests that the public does not consider
freeway pavement condition to be a burning issue, but they are also mildly concerned that it
could backslide.
NEEDS ATTENTION
The idea underlying this designation for the lower left quadrant is that certain aspects of
transportation have both relatively low quality ratings and low ratings for progress. In such
cases, the responsible agencies need to take whatever action they can to correct the problem.
Unfortunately, the necessary actions in this case do not involve a quick fix, but more long-term,
and costly solutions.
Four elements fall into this quadrant. Arranged in descending order they are:
 Transit service that gets you where you want to go fast enough
 Condition of the pavement on roads and streets you use
 Congestion on the roads and streets you use
 Congestion on the freeways you use
In this quadrant, freeway congestion scores lowest on both dimensions of the matrix, and road
and street congestion score next lowest. Freeway congestion is an aspect of local travel that
suburban commuters are accustomed to complaining about because the connotation of the
term freeway is speed, but even if serious delays are relatively unusual, the fact that it is
difficult to avoid them or free oneself from them, and many drivers are unaware of alternate
local routes. Freeways, in this sense, while most people relay on them to some extent, are
almost guaranteed to not only frustrate, but also to disappoint at one time or another. For
these reasons, congestion will probably always score low. But that is not to say the score
cannot be improved.
Given that the two congestion-related elements fall in the lower left quadrant, it seems
paradoxical that two items that would seem to be related (the times it takes to commute and to
the time it takes to make other kinds of trips) both fall into the lower right quadrant (“Build on
improvement”). This suggests that while the public believes these elements need to be
improved, they are perceived to be moving in the right direction. This perceived improvement
in travel time may be a result of various infrastructure improvements in transit and roadways,
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and/or it may be in part a result of other forces such as reduced traffic resulting from residual
unemployment, the tendency of so-called millennials to drive less, or other social forces.
Road and street pavement congestion is at the mid-point in its score for positive direction of
change – not becoming worse, but, then, not improving either, in the perception of the public.
It needs attention in that its score for current quality is low and to the public it seems not to be
improving.
The condition of pavement of roads and streets also lies in the Needs Attention quadrant.
Respondents in pre-survey interviews also mentioned this theme with several SACOG board
members representing a variety of geographic areas who argued freeway that maintenance of
non-freeway roads and streets was a significant priority to them.
BUILD ON IMPROVEMENTS
The transportation elements in this quadrant are perceived to be changing in a positive way,
but they are still not up to public expectation. The task of authorities for these elements is to
acknowledge the perceived positive direction of change, while also seeking to boost perception
of quality. The action theme might be expressed as, “Doing better is not sufficient; it is
necessary to do well.”
The four transportation elements in this quadrant are:
 Having safe driving conditions on roads you need to use regularly
 Feeling personally safe when using public transit
 The time you have to spend getting to things you have to do like getting to work,
shopping and other errands
 The time it takes you to commute
Each of these elements was scored by the public below the mid-point of the scale on quality,
but above the mid-point in terms of “getting better.”
The two elements of the Green Living orientation that fall into this quadrant rather than into
the upper right “Maintain Momentum” quadrant, both involve transit service: the speed of
transit trips and feeling personally safe on public transit. Each of those elements falls a bit
below the mid-point score on current quality, but only slightly so. The speed of transit trips also
falls slightly below the mid-point in terms of direction of change.
Both of the latter two elements of transit service are difficult to change. A sense of personal
safety is as much or more a matter of discomfort some people feel in traveling with the socioeconomic mix of transit ridership and also with often having to wait alone at transit stops, as it
is with objective realities. However, the overall score suggests that people are relatively
optimistic that this has been changing in the right direction.
The time required to make a transit trip is obviously a function of routes and service levels. It is
clear from the results that much of the public would like to see additional improvement of
transit services. Such improvements are, of course, challenging to implement both in terms of
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capital and operating costs, so would not be a “quick fix.” Nevertheless, the score is essentially
at the mid-point on both scales. This is actually rather good for transit service in an area as
geographically diverse the six county SACOG region. Consequently, although this element falls
in the category of needing attention, (and that need is reinforced by earlier findings in charts
such as Figure 16 and Figure 31), we regard it as a potential strength that could be built upon.
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Demographics
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Condition of road
& street pavement

Road & street
congestion

Freeway
congestion

2.05
2.40
2.18
2.18
2.21

Transit service fast
enough

2.18
2.30
2.13
2.33
2.23

Condition of
freeway pavement

2.21
2.42
2.18
2.29
2.27

Feel safe when
using transit

2.33
2.38
2.24
2.33
2.31

Safe bicycle routes

2.26
2.38
2.27
2.45
2.34

2.38
2.49
2.50
2.43
2.46

Commute time
(employed only)
Safe driving
conditions on
roads

The time spent
getting all places

2.46
2.53
2.46
2.49
2.48

Safe walking
routes

Less than $25,000 (18%)
$25 to $49,999 (24%)
$50 to $99,999 (33%)
$100,000 or more (25%)
All Respondents

Stores, pharm, etc.
walk/bike distance

Amtrak 'Capitol
Corridor'

Figure 47 Relationship of household income to mean ratings of transportation quality
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Relationship of household income to mean ratings of transportation quality
Across the board, relationships between demographic characteristics and the ratings of
transportation characteristics are neither strong nor consistent in this study. Income provides
an illustration in Figure 47. Regardless of income level, the general rank order of the mean
scores on the several ratings is almost the same – except for the lowest income respondents.
The rank order of the scores and the scores themselves are fairly constant among the several
transportation characteristics across income groups. The lowest income group, however, does
not follow the rank order of ratings that the other income groups follow. For the final seven
items listed in the chart, those with incomes of $25,000 or more show similar scores and the
same rank order for those items (with one exception). However, for six of those same seven
elements, the lowest income group gives almost equal scores rather than conforming to the
declining scoring characteristic of the higher income respondents. There does not appear to be
any ready explanation for why these six elements would be perceived differently by the lowest
income group.
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Road & street
congestion

2.13
2.00
2.29
2.19
2.14
2.22
2.16

2.13
2.10
2.23
2.29
1.96
2.18
2.11

2.07
2.03
2.21
2.22
1.85
2.01
2.03

2.00
1.96
2.32
2.20
1.96
1.96
2.03

1.94
2.06
2.03
2.05
1.90
2.03
1.96

Freeway congestion

Transit service fast
enough

2.22
2.34
2.33
2.16
2.02
2.31
2.21

Condition of road &
street pavement

2.27
2.15
2.43
2.37
2.13
2.24
2.24

Condition of freeway
pavement

2.26
na
2.30
na
na
na
2.27

Feel safe when using
transit

2.29
2.36
2.34
2.30
2.37
2.30
2.32

Safe bicycle routes

Safe driving conditions
on roads

2.38
2.40
2.26
2.43
2.29
2.35
2.35

Commute time
(employed only)

2.47
2.43
2.72
2.52
2.40
2.43
2.48

The time spent getting
all places

2.48
2.64
2.59
2.61
2.39
2.35
2.48

Safe walking routes

Amtrak 'Capitol
Corridor'

Employed outside the home (44%)
Work from the home (8%)
Full time student (9%)
Homemaker (7%)
Retired (24%)
Unemployed (9%)
All respondents

Stores, pharm, etc.
walk/bike distance

Figure 48 Relationship of employment to mean ratings of transportation quality

1.78
1.81
1.99
1.88
1.76
1.89
1.81

Relationship of employment to mean ratings of transportation quality
Employment outside the home is generally an important determinant of attitudes toward
transportation matters. People who work outside the home constitute the largest single
population group, and, because they commute regularly, they contribute disproportionately to
the total travel in the region14. As with income, the rank order of the ratings of transportation
14

Only those who are employed outside the home or were full time students – i.e. commuters -- were asked the
question about the time spent commuting. All respondents were asked a more general question about travel time
in general.
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characteristics is similar across the board. Variations among mean scores tend fall within a
narrow range, and should not be given too much weight.
The one difference that is interesting, though difficult to interpret, is that retired persons tend
to give slightly lower score on each item (except the time spent getting places) than any other
group.
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Transit service fast
enough

Road & street
congestion

Freeway
congestion

2.46
2.09
2.16
2.09
2.21

Condition of road &
street pavement

2.47
2.18
2.10
2.21
2.24

Condition of
freeway pavement

2.41
2.11
2.23
2.36
2.27

Feel safe when
using transit

Safe driving
conditions on roads

2.48
2.18
2.23
2.38
2.32

2.48
2.23
2.34
2.35
2.35

Safe bicycle routes

Commute time
(employed only)

2.60
2.37
2.47
2.43
2.47

The time spent
getting all places

2.70
2.44
2.29
2.40
2.48

Safe walking routes

Stores, pharm, etc.
walk/bike distance

<= 31 (26%)
32 - 48 (25%)
49 - 60 (25%)
61+ (24%)
All respondents

Amtrak 'Capitol
Corridor'

Figure 49 Relationship of age to mean ratings of transportation quality

2.38
1.89
2.07
2.22
2.16

2.34
2.09
1.98
2.02
2.11

2.29
2.03
1.86
1.96
2.03

2.23
1.94
1.93
1.97
2.03

2.17
1.86
1.85
1.95
1.96

2.02
1.69
1.76
1.77
1.81

Relationship of age to mean ratings of transportation quality
Like the other demographics, age differences show no regular pattern of relationships to the
several quality indicators regarding local transportation. With a few minor exceptions, the rank
order of the ratings is consistent among the age groups. However, there are some interesting
differences.
 It was the youngest respondents who consistently tended to give better scores on each
dimension. However, there is no other consistent pattern in the way in which ratings
relate to age.
 After the age of 31, the sense of feeling safe when using transit increased across age
groups.
There were no other patterns.
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Road & street
congestion

1.88
2.19
2.14
2.32
1.91
2.16

1.98
2.10
2.21
2.22
2.12
2.12

1.93
2.01
2.14
2.14
2.01
2.04

1.95
2.05
2.12
2.12
1.74
2.03

1.91
1.95
1.98
2.02
1.87
1.95

Freeway congestion

Transit service fast
enough

2.25
2.18
2.16
2.41
2.20
2.21

Condition of road &
street pavement

2.04
2.25
2.22
2.25
2.28
2.24

Condition of
freeway pavement

1.95
2.33
2.20
2.31
1.99
2.27

Feel safe when using
transit

2.07
2.33
2.39
2.33
2.25
2.32

Safe bicycle routes

Safe driving
conditions on roads

2.42
2.38
2.17
2.41
2.36
2.36

Commute time
(employed only)

2.46
2.44
2.54
2.47
2.56
2.47

The time spent
getting all places

2.38
2.48
2.36
2.52
2.51
2.47

Safe walking routes

Amtrak 'Capitol
Corridor'

African-American (5%)
Caucasian (67%)
Hispanic (11%)
Asian (9%)
Mix or other (8%)
All respondents

Stores, pharm, etc.
walk/bike distance

Figure 50 Ethnic self-identification and ratings of transportation elements

1.64
1.78
1.92
1.91
1.88
1.81

Ethnic self-identification and ratings of transportation elements
The fact that the Caucasian population comprises two thirds of the adult population of the
region means that they dominate the overall ratings. However, the pattern of their ratings
differs from that of the African-American and Hispanic respondents. For example:
 On ten of the twelve items rated, the mean score among African-Americans was lower
than that of Caucasians. Some differences were very small and unimportant. However,
several scores did differ significantly, including:
o scores for time required for commuting and other travel purposes
o safe driving conditions
o feeling safe when using public transit
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o condition of pavement on streets and roads
o transit service that gets you where you want to go fast enough
o freeway congestion
The only items which African-American respondents rated more positively than Caucasians
were the Capitol Corridor Amtrak service and safe bicycle routes. But neither of these
differences were statistically significant, and in any event it would be difficult to attribute much
sociological meaning to those differences. Clearly, there is a significantly greater negative
appraisal of transportation characteristics among African-American residents than among
others in the SACOG region.



Among those identifying themselves as Hispanic, five items were scored significantly
higher than the same items among those calling themselves Caucasian, but most other
items were scored about the same or slightly lower.
One exception was safe walking routes. The mean score for Hispanics was relatively
quite low, 2.17, while for Caucasians it was 2.38.
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APPENDIX A – Questionnaire
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Part 1: Introduction, breaking the ice
Hello, my name is……with CJI Research a professional market research firm. We are conducting
a survey today concerning community issues in [NAME OF TARGET COUNTY]. The survey is
sponsored by the Sacramento Area Council of Governments and it concerns questions about
living and traveling nearby in this part of California. Your responses to our questions will
remain confidential and the survey will take no more than fifteen minutes of your time. May I
speak with…?
1. Interviewer indicate gender by observation

1. Male

2. Female

2. Note whether RDD or cell sample
1. RDD

2. Cell

3. [FOR LANDLINE SAMPLE] Are you currently a resident of [PIPE IN FROM SAMPLE:
COUNTY NAME PLUS THE WORD “COUNTY,” OR, FOR SACRAMENTO CITY, CITY
NAME] California?
1. Yes Note county/segment
2. No  In what county do you live currently?
a. El Dorado County
b. Placer County [SAY PLASSER]
c. Sacramento County
d. Sacramento City
e. Sutter County
f. Yolo County
g. Yuba County[IF NONE OF THESE, TERMINATE]
C3. [CELLPHONE SAMPLE OF SACRAMENTO COUNTY] Are you currently a resident of
Sacramento County California?
1. Yes  NOTE d BELOW AND CONTINUE
2. No  In what county do you live currently [READ LIST]?
a. El Dorado County
b. Placer County [SAY PLASSER]
c. Sacramento County
d. Sacramento City
e. Sutter County
f. Yolo County
g. Yuba County
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C4. [CELLPHONE SAMPLE OF OTHER 5 COUNTIES] Are you currently a resident of?
[READ LIST]?
a. El Dorado County
b. Placer County [SAY PLASSER]
c. Sacramento County
d. Sacramento City
e. Sutter County
f. Yolo County
g. Yuba County [IF NONE OF THESE, TERMINATE]

4. Do you use a cell phone?
(1)
(2)

Yes (a)
No (Q5)
(a) Am I speaking to you on a cell phone now?
(1) Yes  Are you in a place that is safe to talk, or are you driving
or in an unsafe location? (If not in safe place or if driving –
arrange call back)
(2) No  Thank you. May I call you again later?
1. Yes
2. No
b. How do you handle your personal telephone calls? Do you:
1. ... use a cell phone for all calls
2. ... use a cell phone for more than half my calls
3. ... use a cell phone for about half of my calls
4. ... use a cell phone for less than half my calls
5. REF

5. For how many years have you lived in the greater Sacramento region?
Less than 1 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 or more 99=REF
6. Compared to a few years ago, is your community headed in
the right direction to become an (even) better place to live,
staying about the same, or getting off on the wrong track?
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1
2
3
9

Right direction
Staying same
Off on wrong track
[VOL] Not Sure
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Part 2: Overview of transportation issues
7. How would you describe the situation related to transportation
here in the 6-county Sacramento region including all forms of
local transportation, roads and bridges, public transit, bicycle
and pedestrian facilities? Currently, is transportation a critical
problem, a serious problem, a problem but not all that
serious, or not a problem?

1
2
3
4
9

A critical problem
A serious problem
A problem but not that
serious
Not a serious problem
Not Sure

With respect to all aspects of transportation in the
Sacramento region, do you think things currently are getting
better, staying about the same, or getting worse?

1
2
3
9

Getting better
Staying same
Getting worse
[VOL] Not sure

8. Are there any specific transportation system improvements you would like to see made, including
roads, freeways, bus, light rail, or pedestrian or bicycle improvements? (Unstructured – to be coded
after data collection)
1. First response
2. Second response (IF ANY – DO NOT PROBE)
9. Which of the following would you say is the
biggest problem in your area [READ
RESPONSES]:

1
2
3
4

Traffic congestion
Condition of the roads
Lack of public transit alternatives
Lack of pedestrian and bicycling options
(VOL) Other ___________________

5
10. Are you employed outside the home, work from
home for pay, a full time student, homemaker,
retired, or unemployed?
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1
2
3
4
5
6
9

Employed outside the home (12.2)
Work from the home (11)
Full time student (11)
Homemaker (11)
Retired (11)
Unemployed (11)
Refused (11)
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Part 3: Current Transportation Behaviors
11. Thinking about the trip within the Sacramento
region you make most often, is it for commuting
to work, school, medical appointments,
shopping, or other personal business?

1
2
3
4
5
9

Work (12_b)
School (12_b)
Medical appointments (12_a)
Shopping (12_a)
Other personal business (12_a)
[VOL] REF (12_a)

12. Mode

12gg

Drive all the way there alone (13)
Drive with other people/Car pool (c)
Take a bus (d)
Take light rail (e)
Ride a bicycle (f)
Take Amtrak, the train also called Capital
Corridor (g)
Walk all the way (13)

13. How many days a week do you usually make
that trip?

14. About how many minutes would it take to drive
from home to [PIPE IN RESPONSE TO Q11]

SACOG MTP/SCS Update Survey

2
2
2
2
2
2

3
3
3
3
3
3

4
4
4
4
4
4

8
8
8
8
8
8

1

2

3

4

8

0
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
9
___

DK/
REF

1
1
1
1
1
1

Never

Sometimes

12aa
12bb
12cc
12dd
12ee
12ff

Most
times

Always

12_a When you make that trip for [PIPE IN RESPONSE TO Q11] which of the
following do you do? Do you:
12_b How do you commute to work? Do you:

Less than one day
One day
Two days
Three days
Four days
Five days
Six days
Every day
REF
99=DK/REF
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15. If you wanted to use it, is there light rail or bus
service frequent enough, close enough and
running where you need to go for you to use it
regularly?

1
2
8

Yes/ I think so
No / I don’t think so
Not sure

16. [SKIP IF Q12cc=1 OR Q12dd=1 – i.e.
respondent always uses transit already]
If bus or light rail service were nearby, ran
often, went where you go on your usual trips,
and did not take too much longer than driving,
how often would you use it is you used it at all?
Very realistically, would you probably just not
use it, use it a few times a year, use it maybe
once a month, use it a few times a month, or
use it every week?

1
2
3
4
5
8

probably not use it,
use it a few times a year,
use it maybe once a month,
use it a few times a month,
use it every week
Not sure
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Same

Worse

1

2

3

7

9

1

2

3

7

9

1

2

3

7

9

1
1
1
1
1

2
2
2
2
2

3
3
3
3
3

7
7
7
7
7

9
9
9
9
9

1
1

2
2

3
3

7
7

9
9

1
1

2
2

3
3

7
7

9
9

Better

Observation of what has changed in the past five or ten years
In the past [PIPE IN RESPONSE TO Q5; if “10 or more” INSERT
10 YEARS] years have the following aspects of living in the
Sacramento region become better, stayed the same or
become worse for you? If the item does not apply to you, just
tell me. [BEGIN WITH Q17 THEN RANDOMIZE ORDER OF 18
to 29]
17. [ASK Q17 ONLY IF Q10=1 OR 3] The time it takes you to
commute
18. The time you have to spend getting to things you have
to do like getting to work, shopping and other errands
19. Transit service that gets you where you want to go fast
enough
20. Condition of the pavement on roads and streets you use
21. Congestion on the roads and streets you use
22. Condition of the pavement on freeways you use
23. Congestion on the freeways you use
24. Having things like for example stores, a pharmacy,
restaurants, recreation within walking or biking distance
25. Safe walking routes you can use
26. Having safe driving conditions on roads you need to use
regularly
27. Feeling personally safe when using public transit
28. Bicycle routes you can use safely

NA – Does not
apply
DK/REF

Part 4: Observation and aspiration regarding MTP objectives
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7

9

DK/REF

3

NA – Does not apply

[BEGIN WITH 30, THEN RANDOMIZE ORDER OF 1 - 42]
30. [ASK Q17 ONLY IF Q10=1 OR 3] …the time it takes
you to commute; is that something that is just fine
as it is, something that needs only a little
improvement, or something that really needs a lot of
improvement
31. …the time you have to spend getting to things you
have to do like getting to work, shopping and other
errands. Is that something that is just fine as it is,
something that needs only a little improvement, or
something that really needs a lot of improvement
32. … having public transit service Transit service that
gets you where you want to go fast enough
33. …the pavement condition of the roads and streets
you use
34. …traffic congestion on the roads and streets you use
35. …the pavement condition of the freeways you use
36. …congestion on the freeways you use
37. …having things like stores, a pharmacy, restaurants,
or recreation, within walking or biking distance
38. …having safe walking routes you can use
39. …having safe driving conditions on roads you need
to use regularly
40. …feeling personally safe when using public transit
41. …having bicycle routes you can use safely
42. …the Amtrak train called “Capitol Corridor” running
from Auburn and Roseville through Sacramento to
Davis and on to the Bay area.

2

A lot of improvement

Now for those same things, please tell me whether at
present, it is just fine as it is, or if it is something that
needs only a little improvement, or is something that
really needs a lot of improvement.

1

A little improvement

The Amtrak train called “Capitol Corridor” running from
Auburn and Roseville through Sacramento to Davis and
on to the Bay area.

Just fine as it is

29.

1

2

3

7

9

1

2

3

7

9

1

2

3

7

9

1

2

3

7

9

1
1
1
1

2
2
2
2

3
3
3
3

7
7
7
7

9
9
9
9

1
1

2
2

3
3

7
7

9
9

1
1
1

2
2
2

3
3
3

7
7
7

9
9
9
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Part 5: Demographics
Now I have a few final questions for classification purposes only
43. In what year were you born?

19
999 ref

44. Would you tell me the zip code where you live?

95 __ __ __ 99999=REF

45. Do you have a car, truck, or motorcycle available you can use for
daily trips?

1
2
9

Yes
No
Refused

46. Do you consider yourself to be in one or more of the following cultural or ethnic groups? (ALL
THAT APPLY)
a. African-American
1. Yes 2. No
b. Hispanic
1. Yes 2. No
c. Caucasian or white
1. Yes 2. No
d. Asian
1. Yes 2. No
e. Another ethnic or racial group? 1. Yes 2. No
___________________________

47. Would you say your total household income is more or
less than fifty thousand dollars?

1
2
9

Less than $50,000 (47a)
More than $50,000 (47b)
Refused (Vol.) (END)

a. (If less than $50,000) Into which income
group would you say your household falls?
Would you say it falls into… (Read
responses 1-4)
(Go to End)

1
2
3
4
9

Less than $15,000 (END)
$15,000 to $24,999 (END)
$25,000 - $34,999 (END)
$35,000 to $49,999 (END)
(VOL) Refused (END)

b. (If more than $50,000) Into which income
group would you say your household falls?
Would you say it falls into… (Read
responses 1-5)

1
2
3
4
5
9

$50,000 - $74,999
$75,000 - $99,999
$100,000 to $149,999
$150,000 - $199,999
More than $200,000
(VOL) Refused

(Go to End)
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END:
Thank you very much for your time and thoughtful answers. Your information will help in the
process of planning various transportation improvements in this part of California.
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APPENDIX B – Basic Crosstabulations by Region, County, and
Sub-samples within Sacramento County
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A note regarding the percentages in the following appendix:
Following the preliminary presentation of survey results in November 2014, a set of percentage
tables was provided to the Board. In a number of cases the percentages for questions 17 to 29
and 30 to 42 reported in the following appendix, and in the body of the report, will differ from
the percentages presented in that preliminary set. Most differences are very minor, in the
order of 1% to 4%. However, four are substantial.
It is important to understand that both sets of percentages are correct. They differ because of
the perspective from which they are seen.
The reason for the difference has to do with the treatment of respondents who were unable to
answer the question because they perceived the transportation element it was asking about to
be irrelevant to them. Safe bicycling routes provide an example. The percentage saying that
“Bicycle routes you can use safely” were “Just fine as they are” or need only “A little
improvement,” increased by 15%. Why? Because in the appendix which follows, also provided
with the final report, those who answered that the bicycling question did not apply to them
(presumably because they neither ride a bike nor have occasion to observe those who do) were
dropped from the computation of the percentages for the final report, although they had been
included in the preliminary statistics. This approach provides a more finished and useful
reading of opinion because it considers only those who have some basis on which to form an
opinion.
Similar differences affect the percentages for “Transit service that gets you where you want to
go fast enough,” “Feeling personally safe when using public transit,” and, most notably, the
“Number and frequency of Amtrak trains running from Auburn and Roseville through
Sacramento and Davis and to the Bay area.” In each case, elimination of the respondents who
said that the transportation element was not applicable to them, meant reducing the
denominator in the percentage computation while the numerator remained constant, thus
increasing the percentages in the table.
The preliminary tables provided in November were correct, but simply had a different meaning.
For example, the percent in the preliminary tables saying that the “Transit service that gets you
where you want to go fast enough” was “Fine as it is,” or needs only “A little improvement,”
was 48% of all respondents to the survey including those who said it was not relevant to them –
a perfectly accurate way to describe the total adult population of the SACOG region. However,
within the SACOG region, 28% of the respondents said they could not make a judgment on the
issue. Dropping them from the calculation focuses attention on these people who consider
themselves in in a position to offer a judgment either because they have used transit, or have
observed others doing so – also a perfectly valid way to describe the adult population’s
attitudes toward transit, but simply a different perspective. This focusing cause the percentage
to increase from 48% of the entire adult population to 66% of those able to make a judgment
on the issue.
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The greatest change occurred with the rating of Amtrak service which runs in a geographically
constrained corridor and is thus considered irrelevant by about half the residents of the region.
To the whole adult population of the SACOG region, 45% consider that Amtrak service to be
“Fine as it is,” or in need of just “A little improvement.” But of those who consider the service
relevant to their lives, 86% say it is “Fine as it is,” or in need of just “A little improvement.” Just
a difference of perspective.
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MTP/SCS Questionnaire Results - Phone Poll
March 5, 2015

Region (all)

El Dorado Co

Placer Co

Sac City only

Uninc Sac Co

Sutter Co

Yolo Co

Yuba Co

Other Incorp
Areas Sac Co

Appendix B

6%
12%
82%

5%
13%
82%

4%
10%
86%

9%
13%
78%

1%
13%
86%

8%
12%
80%

2%
9%
89%

12%
8%
80%

5%
13%
81%

33%
40%
22%
6%

23%
42%
29%
6%

41%
39%
16%
4%

33%
35%
22%
10%

28%
41%
26%
5%

35%
38%
22%
6%

34%
45%
18%
2%

38%
42%
16%
5%

20%
50%
27%
2%

10%
26%
28%
34%
3%

10%
30%
24%
30%
5%

8%
25%
31%
34%
2%

12%
25%
30%
30%
3%

10%
28%
26%
32%
3%

15%
23%
20%
37%
4%

4%
14%
40%
40%
2%

5%
30%
30%
32%
2%

6%
19%
28%
44%
3%

22%
42%
31%
5%

21%
43%
30%
7%

25%
39%
28%
7%

30%
39%
28%
2%

22%
35%
38%
5%

13%
49%
35%
3%

30%
43%
21%
7%

17%
51%
26%
6%

22%
52%
21%
5%

9. Which of the following could you say is the biggest problem in
your area?
- Traffic congestion
- Condition of the roads
- Lack of public transit
- Lack of bicycle/pedestrian options
- Other
- Don't know

33%
22%
18%
15%
3%
9%

21%
25%
25%
23%
2%
4%

36%
17%
16%
18%
3%
10%

25%
19%
23%
18%
2%
13%

34%
29%
16%
11%
3%
7%

48%
14%
16%
13%
3%
6%

26%
32%
18%
10%
4%
9%

31%
23%
19%
16%
2%
7%

35%
29%
10%
15%
3%
8%

10. Are you employed outside the home, work from home for pay, a
full-time student, retired or unemployed?
- Employed outside the home
- Work from the home
- Full time student
- Homemaker
- Retired
- Unemployed

44%
8%
9%
7%
24%
9%

37%
9%
2%
11%
29%
11%

44%
9%
7%
6%
27%
8%

42%
6%
10%
6%
21%
14%

39%
8%
9%
4%
28%
11%

51%
9%
11%
9%
20%
1%

41%
4%
11%
10%
25%
10%

57%
6%
10%
4%
17%
5%

32%
6%
14%
13%
18%
14%

Notes: (1) totals may not add up to 100% in all questions due to rounding or other respsonses not
included; (2) Questions 1-4 are interviewee screening questions and not shown.

5. How long have you lived in the Sacramento Region?
- Two years or less (%)
- Three to nine years (%)
- Ten years or more (%)
6. Compared to a few years ago, is your community headed in the
right direction to become an even better place to live, staying
about the same, or getting off on the wrong track?
- % Saying "Right Direction"
- % Saying "Staying the Same"
- % Saying "Off on the Wrong Track"
- % Saying "Not Sure"
7. How would you describe the situation related to transportation
here in the 6-county Sacramento region?
- A critical problem
- A serious problem
- A problem but not that serious
- Not a serious problem
- Not sure
7B. With respect to all aspects of transportation in the Sacramento
region, do you think things currently are getting better, staying
about the same, or getting worse?
- Getting better
- Staying same
- Getting worse
- Not sure

MTP/SCS Questionnaire Results - Phone Poll
March 5, 2015

Region (all)

El Dorado Co

Placer Co

Sac City only

Uninc Sac Co

Sutter Co

Yolo Co

Yuba Co

Other Incorp
Areas Sac Co

Appendix B

11. Thinking about the trip within the Sacramento region you make
most often is it for:
- Work
- School
- Medical appointments
- Shopping
- Other personal business

48%
9%
9%
15%
18%

47%
1%
12%
15%
25%

50%
6%
7%
15%
22%

44%
14%
9%
14%
19%

44%
10%
11%
17%
18%

54%
11%
4%
16%
15%

42%
6%
15%
15%
21%

61%
7%
7%
10%
15%

37%
20%
13%
19%
12%

12. When you make the trip for (response to Q #11), which of the
following do you do ALWAYS or MOST TIMES?
- Drive all the way there alone
- Drive with other people/carpool
- Take a bus
- Take light rail
- Ride a bicycle
- Take Amtrak, the train also called Capitol Corridor
- Walk all the way

68%
16%
4%
3%
4%
1%
4%

64%
20%
2%
1%
3%
1%
4%

75%
14%
2%
0%
1%
1%
2%

61%
15%
3%
8%
3%
1%
10%

67%
15%
7%
3%
3%
1%
5%

76%
17%
2%
3%
2%
0%
1%

66%
24%
2%
0%
3%
0%
1%

64%
15%
4%
0%
14%
0%
5%

61%
19%
6%
0%
0%
0%
2%

13. How many days a week do you usually make that trip?
- Less than one day
- One Day
- Two Days
- Three Days
- Four Days
- Five Days
- Six Days
- Every day

9%
9%
12%
11%
12%
35%
5%
7%

19%
12%
9%
8%
10%
31%
4%
7%

13%
9%
12%
8%
14%
34%
6%
4%

4%
6%
14%
15%
8%
40%
6%
8%

8%
10%
13%
11%
12%
30%
6%
11%

7%
5%
10%
12%
15%
44%
2%
5%

17%
16%
11%
9%
4%
36%
3%
4%

7%
8%
5%
9%
18%
34%
6%
12%

16%
22%
18%
10%
5%
24%
3%
2%

27%
17%
16%
20%
19%

14%
13%
14%
27%
33%

34%
16%
17%
16%
17%

29%
27%
14%
22%
8%

26%
14%
23%
18%
19%

25%
16%
14%
24%
21%

26%
10%
12%
20%
31%

35%
20%
12%
16%
17%

19%
7%
14%
21%
39%

36%
59%
4%

22%
74%
5%

28%
68%
4%

45%
51%
5%

40%
55%
4%

33%
61%
5%

31%
62%
7%

44%
54%
2%

36%
61%
3%

14. About how many minutes would it take to drive from home to
(response to Q#11):
- 10 minutes or less
- 11 to 15 minutes
- 16 to 20 minutes
- 21 to 35 minutes
- more than 35 minutes
15. If you wanted to use it, is there light rail or bus service frequent
enough, close enough and running where you need to go for
use to use it regularly?
- Yes/I think so
- No, I don't think so
- Not sure
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32%
12%
6%
14%
29%
3%
3%

30%
16%
10%
15%
22%
2%
4%

35%
11%
8%
11%
29%
2%
3%

21%
13%
5%
15%
38%
4%
4%

36%
13%
5%
9%
29%
6%
4%

41%
10%
3%
17%
27%
1%
0%

36%
14%
10%
14%
22%
0%
4%

30%
10%
10%
15%
32%
2%
1%

26%
17%
6%
24%
19%
4%
5%

68%
70%
81%
62%
47%
68%
41%

63%
72%
80%
64%
43%
76%
45%

69%
70%
79%
67%
44%
69%
37%

73%
75%
83%
65%
57%
66%
47%

68%
67%
76%
50%
42%
67%
41%

58%
59%
84%
67%
41%
64%
36%

79%
74%
84%
64%
47%
75%
55%

75%
77%
89%
67%
51%
69%
36%

78%
76%
86%
59%
55%
73%
52%

90%
85%
76%
75%
84%

92%
87%
79%
82%
83%

93%
92%
78%
82%
82%

88%
84%
76%
78%
86%

88%
78%
67%
62%
80%

92%
84%
81%
72%
82%

89%
89%
87%
80%
86%

93%
93%
85%
88%
91%

87%
80%
82%
82%
80%

90%

90%

87%

88%

90%

93%

86%

92%

92%

81%
82%
66%
70%
67%
74%
58%

89%
90%
64%
76%
74%
83%
64%

79%
84%
69%
76%
69%
74%
61%

83%
81%
61%
69%
69%
70%
54%

77%
77%
66%
58%
62%
69%
54%

78%
78%
70%
79%
62%
74%
50%

86%
87%
64%
69%
72%
82%
73%

89%
92%
70%
78%
77%
77%
69%

78%
82%
72%
61%
68%
78%
74%

85%
81%
80%
72%
73%

82%
74%
87%
81%
67%

90%
85%
79%
84%
72%

83%
78%
78%
66%
74%

81%
77%
79%
62%
66%

90%
88%
82%
76%
79%

79%
76%
82%
72%
73%

89%
86%
82%
80%
82%

68%
71%
76%
82%
67%

86%

84%

83%

84%

86%

90%

84%

92%

85%

16. If bus or light rail service were nearby, ran often, went where
you go on your usual trips, and did not take too much longer
than driving, how often would you use it, if it you used it at all?
- probably not use it
- use it a few times a year
- use it maybe once a month
- use it a few times a month
- use it every week
- already using bus or light rail for all trips
- don't know

17 - 29. PERCENT WHO SAID " THE SAME" OR "GETTING
BETTER": In the past (response to Q5) years, have the
following aspects of living in the Sacramento region become
better, stayed the same or become worse for you?
17. The time it takes you to commute
18. The time it takes getting to shopping and other errands
19. Transit service that gets you where you want to go fast enough
20. Pavement condition on the roads and streets you use
21. Traffic on the roads and streets you use
22. Pavement condition on the freeways you use
23. Traffic on the freeways you use
24. Having stores, a pharmacy, restaurants, other services, and/or
recreation within walking or biking distance
25. Safe walking routes you can use
26. Having safe driving conditions on roads you use regularly
27. Feeling personally safe when using public transit
28. Bicycle routes you can use safely
29. The number and frequency of Amtrak trains running
from Auburn and Roseville through Sacramento and
Davis and to the Bay Area
30-42. PERCENT WHO SAID "JUST FINE AS IS" OR "A LITTLE
IMPROVEMENT For those same things please tell me
whether at present it just fine as is, or if it is something that
needs only a little improvement, or is something that needs
a lot of improvement
(Note: Those who said the transportation element was not
relevant to them are omitted from the percentages in this table. This
affects primarily Amtrak and bicycle)
30. The time it takes you to commute
31. The time it takes getting to shopping and other errands
32. Transit service that gets you where you want to go fast enough
33. Pavement condition on the roads and streets you use
34. Traffic on the roads and streets you use
35. Pavement condition on the freeways you use
36. Traffic on the freeways you use
37. Having stores, a pharmacy, restaurants, other services, and/or
recreation within walking or biking distance
38. Safe walking routes you can use
39. Having safe driving conditions on roads you use regularly
40. Feeling personally safe when using public transit
41. Bicycle routes you can use safely
42. The number and frequency of Amtrak trains running
from Auburn and Roseville through Sacramento and
Davis and to the Bay area
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43. Respondent Ages
18-34
35-59
60 -74
75+

31%
44%
17%
8%

22%
47%
23%
8%

23%
46%
22%
9%

36%
42%
15%
7%

31%
43%
17%
8%

32%
47%
15%
6%

28%
46%
19%
7%

43%
36%
14%
7%

40%
41%
14%
5%

45. Do you have a car, truck or motorcycle available you can use
for daily trips?
Yes
No

91%
9%

91%
9%

96%
4%

85%
15%

87%
13%

98%
2%

93%
7%

91%
9%

91%
9%

46. Race/Ethnicity:
African American
Caucasian or White
Hispanic
Asian
Other

5%
67%
11%
9%
8%

2%
88%
5%
2%
4%

4%
76%
6%
8%
6%

11%
50%
14%
16%
10%

5%
71%
7%
6%
11%

4%
69%
11%
12%
5%

5%
64%
15%
12%
4%

0%
56%
27%
10%
6%

1%
68%
15%
8%
8%

47. Annual Household Income
Less than $25,000
$25,000 to $49,999
between $50,000 and $99.999
more than $100,000

18%
24%
33%
25%

17%
33%
26%
24%

14%
18%
37%
30%

23%
24%
30%
23%

20%
23%
36%
20%

9%
22%
34%
35%

24%
22%
35%
20%

21%
27%
30%
23%

27%
36%
24%
13%

