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To: MTC Planning/ABAG Administrative Committees Date: March 2, 2012

Fr: Executive Director, MTC

Re: Update: Plan Bay Area Winter 2012 Public Outreach and Involvement

January 2012 was a busy time for ABAG and MTC. We solicited input on various land use and
transportation investment strategies that will inform how we develop Plan Bay Area over the
next few months. Attacirnient A includes a map and calendar to illustrate the ground we covered
in a very compressed timeframe. In all, we conducted:

• 9 public workshops in every Bay Area county that together drew some 1,100 participants,
along with a companion “virtual workshop” on OneBayArea.org with 1,300 participants;

• 10 focus groups conducted with community-based organizations with whom we
contracted through a competitive procurement to assist with public involvement in low-
income communities and communities of color;

• A telephone survey of 1,600 residents (from a mix of random-digit dial, listed and cell
phone numbers) that commenced in late November 2011 and wrapped up in January
2012;

• A companion set of four focus groups made up of participants recruited from the poli,
with two sessions held in San Francisco and one each in Walnut Creek and Novato.

Staff will present a summary of the Winter 2012 public outreach and involvement activities for
Plan Bay Area, focusing on the statistically representative telephone poil as well as results from
the focus groups held with community-based organizations (see attached presentation slides).
Results from the nine public workshops are posted on the OneBayArea website:
http://www.onebayarea.org/

Steve Hei1rii1er

Attachments
Attachment A: Map: Plan Bay Area Outreach Meetings, Winter 2012
Attachment B: PowerPoint: Update: Public Outreach and Involvement
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Note: During January 2012, a statistically valid 
telephone poll was conducted with 1,610 Bay 
Area residents from all nine counties.

Numerous meetings with officials from local 
jurisdictions have been taking place over this 
time frame.
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Winter 2012 Public Outreach 
and Involvement

MTC Planning Committee & ABAG Administrative Committee 
March 9, 2012
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January 2012 Activities



 
Telephone Poll (1,610 residents, conducted in English, 
Spanish and Cantonese)



 
Four Focus Groups (recruited from poll)



 
Ten Community-Based Focus Groups 
(150 participants)



 
Nine public workshops (one per county, 
approximately 1,100 participants, comments available on 
the OneBayArea.org website)



 
Ongoing meetings with local planning directors, and 
officials from congestion management and transit agencies
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2012 Telephone Poll & Focus Groups
Key Findings
By Corey, Canapary

 

& Galanis
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2012 Plan Bay Area Survey

Telephone survey of Bay Area respondents
•Sample size: 1,610
•Margin of error: +/‐

 
2.44

•Fieldwork conducted November 30, 2011 –

 
January 27, 

 2012
•Survey conducted in English, Spanish, and Chinese
•Respondents from all 9 Bay Area counties

Four (4) Focus Groups
•Held January 24, 2012‐January 26, 2012
•Groups held in Walnut Creek, Novato, and San Francisco
•Mix of urban, suburban, and rural Bay Area residents
•Respondents from throughout Bay Area (8 of 9 counties)

All work conducted by Corey, Canapary

 

& Galanis



6

Importance of Plan Bay Area

6

87%

8%
5%

Important (4‐5) Neutral/Don't Know Not Important (1‐2)

When asked for an initial assessment, 87% of respondents believe

 

a regional 

 plan like Plan Bay Area is important.
In general, how important do you think it is to establish this type of a regional plan? Use a 5‐point scale where ‘5’

 

is Very Important and ‘1’

 

is Not at all Important.
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Plan Bay Area – By County
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20%

19%

21%

25%

17%

8%

4%

7%

7%

8%

8%
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9%

9%

9%

3%

2%

3%

3%

2%

2%

3%

2%

4%

3%

3%

3%

3%

3%

3%

All Respondents

Napa

Contra Costa

Sonoma

San Mateo

Alameda

San Francisco

Marin

Solano

Santa Clara

Level of importance
by individual 

 county remains 

 fairly high as well, 

 ranging from 84% 

 (in Santa Clara) to 

 95% (in Napa). 

A long‐term strategy for the 

 

entire Bay Area is currently 

 

being developed. The idea is to 

 

successfully plan the region’s 

 

housing and transportation 

 

needs for the next 30 years. This 

 

plan is focused on: improving 

 

the local economy, reducing 

 

driving and greenhouse gases, 

 

and providing access to housing 

 

and transportation for everyone 

 

who needs it. In general, how 

 

important do you think it is to 

 

establish this type of a regional 

 

plan?

Very Important Not at all Important
5 4 3/DK 2 1



Most Important Components

Reducing driving and 
greenhouse gas 
emissions, 15%

Providing access to 
housing and 

transportation for 
everyone, 32%

Don't know, 1%

Improving the local 
economy, 53%

88



Local vs. Regional Planning for 
Development

Regional plan, 44%

Regional and local 
should be equal (not 

read), 4%

Don't know/refused (not 
read), 2%

Local cities and counties 
should plan, 51%

99
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Urban

 

–

 

Primarily the urban 

 
areas of San Francisco, 

 
Oakland, and San Jose

Suburban

 

– Areas 

 
immediately outside urban 

 
areas

Urban Boundary/Rural

 

–

 
Areas in outer geographic 

 
band of the Bay Area, 

 
including areas such as 

 
northwest Marin County, 

 
eastern Alameda County, 

 
and southern Santa Clara 

 
County

10



Local vs. Regional Planning for 
Development

Local Regional Mix

By Area Type (Based on ZIP Code)

Urban 48% 46% 4%

Suburban 49% 45% 4%

Rural 61% 35% 3%

11

Local Regional Mix

By County

Napa 72% 25% <1%

Marin 66% 29% 2%

Sonoma 57% 38% 3%

San Mateo 56% 42% 2%

Solano 54% 37% 6%

Contra Costa 52% 46% 2%

Santa Clara 48% 44% 6%

Alameda 47% 47% 2%

San Francisco 44% 48% 3%

11



Local vs. Regional Planning for 
Development

Residents are split on who should guide housing and commercial 

 development in the Bay Area. 

Some key reasons respondents oppose a regional plan:

•

 
Concern that regional planning would be done at a state or 

 national level (lack of familiarity with MTC/ABAG)

•

 
Fearful of losing local character of cities and towns 

 (concerns about  a cookie cutter approach)

1212



Housing Density Tradeoffs

37%

36%

33%

26%

24%

23%

19%

32%

30%

29%

30%

27%

24%

25%

20%

21%

22%

23%

26%

25%

26%

6%

7%

9%

11%

13%

14%

16%

5%

6%

7%

10%

11%

14%

14%

. . . It helped ensure a robust and
prosperous Bay Area economy

. . . It meant more jobs close to my
home

. . . It helped protect open space in
the Bay Area

. . . It meant more public transit in
my area

. . . It increased the availability of
affordable housing in my area

. . . It meant more bicycle and
pedestrian paths in my area

. . . It meant more neighborhood
amenities in my area

Strongly Agree Strongly Disagree
5 4 3/DK 2 1

I would be willing to accept more homes and traffic in my community if…

1313



Reducing Driving & Greenhouse Gases
Reducing driving as a way to decrease greenhouse gas emissions is supported 

 by almost two‐thirds (64%) of respondents overall 

The Bay Area Plan also focuses on reducing driving as a way to decrease greenhouse gas 

 
emissions in the Bay Area. How strongly do you support or oppose

 

this policy? 

64%

21%
14%

68%

20%
13%

64%

21%
14%

57%

24%
19%

Support (Rated a "4" or "5") Neutral (3) Opposed (1 or 2)

Al l  Respondents
Bay Area  Urban
Bay Area  Suburban
Bay Area  Rural

1414



Greenhouse Gas Reduction Strategies

31%

33%

34%

20%

7%

36%

31%

27%

24%

9%

23%

22%

19%

31%

19%

6%

9%

14%

19%

4%

5%

11%

11%

47%

9%

New development in
cities/towns near transit

Build affordable housing near
transit

Employers offer plan for use of
pre‐tax dollars for
transit/vanpool

Require additional development
to be within city limits

Charge drivers a fee based on
miles driven

Support Strongly Oppose Strongly

5 4 3/DK 2 1
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Transportation Funding Priorities

51%

45%

38%

26%

23%

20%

20%

15%

26%

32%

33%

28%

30%

28%

25%

22%

15%

19%

18%

32%

27%

33%

27%

30%

5%

4%

10%

13%

14%

17%

21%

4%

4%

8%

11%

12%

8%

6%

3%

Extend commuter rail lines

Maintain highways and local
roads

Increase public transit for low‐
income residents

Provide more frequent bus
service

Incentives to cities for multi‐unit
housing near public transit

Fund traffic congestion relief
projects

Expand bicycle and pedestrian
routes

Increase freeway lanes for
carpool/bus

High Priority Not a Priority

5 4 3/DK 2 1
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Attitudinal Statements

52%

48%

42%

32%

32%

31%

22%

27%

15%

31%

22%

25%

29%

31%

29%

17%

20%

20%

12%

13%

19%

24%

25%

24%

44%

20%

25%

9%

7%

9%

8%

8%

10%

14%

18%

9%

6%

6%

4%

8%

7%

20%

22%

3%Local and regional agencies should actively attract jobs and promote the
economy

I would take public transit more often if it was faster/more reliable

There should be a focus on making it easier to walk or bike, rather than
having to rely on a car

Transportation investments should be focused on making freeways and
public transit run more efficiently rather than building new/expanding

Our economy will benefit if more housing/commercial development is
built near public transit

Changes will be needed in my community and in my lifestyle to improve
the quality of life in the Bay Area in the future

The Bay Area has too many regional and local government agencies
involved in housing and transportation issues

I would be willing to live in a smaller house to be closer to work, shopping,
and restaurants

We should consider charging a new fee on rental cars in the Bay Area, with
proceeds to support public transit

Strongly Agree Strongly Disagree
5 4 3/DK 2 1
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Rating Current Attributes of 
Bay Area

4%

7%

7%

18%

7%

15%

20%

29%

29%

45%

2%

2%

Availability of affordable housing

Traffic flow on roads and freeways

Upkeep and repair of roads and
freeways

Quality of public transit

Economic growth/prosperity

Preservation of open space and
parks

18

Excellent Poor

5 4

18



Focus Groups 
Community-Based Organizations



 
Engage low-income communities and communities 
of color in key questions facing ABAG and MTC in 
adopting preferred Scenario for Plan Bay Area.



 
Second Round of Meetings (first meetings were 
conducted in Spring 2011).



 
Questions consistent with subject matter covered in 
public workshops and poll.

19



Community-Based Organizations 
(CBOs)

Location Organization(s)
Martinez Monument Community Partnership & Opportunity West
Oakland South Hayward Parish & Just Cause Causa Justa
San Mateo Housing Leadership Council & Peninsula Conflict 

Resolution Center
San Jose San Jose Downtown Association
Santa Rosa KBBF Radio
Dixon Dixon Family Services
San Jose Vietnamese Voluntary Foundation (VIVO)
San Francisco POWER
San Rafael Grassroots Leadership Network of Marin
San Francisco Chinatown Community Development Center

20



Community-Based Organizations 
Transportation Investments

Key Comments

1. More transit service 
for low-income riders

2. More frequent 
bus service

3. Extend commuter 
rail lines (BART 
and Caltrain)

4. Financial incentives to 
cities to build multi-unit 
housing near transit



 
We need discounted 
fares, especially for youth.



 
Reliable, safe bus service 
is key, but we also need 
more rail options.



 
Housing near transit is 
important, but cities need 
to provide housing options 
for residents of all income 
levels.

Priorities

21



Community-Based Organizations
Policies to Curb Driving, Emissions

Key Comments

1. Expand Safe Routes to 
Schools/ Pedestrian 
Network

2. Encourage 
“Smart Driving”

3. Increase Vanpool 
incentives

4. Complete Regional 
Bicycle Network



 
We would use transit 
more if it were more 
reliable, safer, better 
connected, and 
affordable.



 
Parking surcharges, 
fees were not popular.



 
Telecommuting and 
electric vehicles viewed 
as beneficial to middle 
class, but not low- 
income residents.

Priorities
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Community-Based Organizations
Transit Sustainability

Key Comments

1. Fixed-price monthly 
pass good on all 
systems

2. More frequent 
and faster transit

3. Better-timed 
connections

4. Better on-time 
performance



 
We need transit that is 
affordable, with one fare 
card for the entire region.



 
Our transit needs to be 
cleaner and safer, with 
more courteous staff.



 
Make our connections 
work better for local and 
intermodal systems.



 
Signs and real-time info 
are sorely needed.

Priorities
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Community-Based Organizations
Complete Communities

Key Comments

1. Safer neighborhoods, 
(via lighting and other 
infrastructure 
improvements)

2. Better schools



 
Improve the quality of 
communities for current 
residents; avoid 
displacement.



 
Affordable housing is 
needed for moderate, 
low and very low income 
populations.



 
Communities need access 
to open space, medical 
facilities, good schools as 
well as transit and jobs.

Priorities
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Community-Based Organizations
How Should We Grow?

Key Comments

1. More affordable housing 
near transit for transit- 
dependent residents, 
but keep the 
character of existing 
single-family 
neighborhoods.

2. More affordable housing 
in communities with a 
strong job base.



 
Avoid segregating 
neighborhoods with 
“affordable” homes on 
one side of town.



 
Urban residents supported 
more growth and better 
connections between 
housing, jobs, shops.



 
Those in less urban 
communities stressed 
maintaining character of 
their community.

Priorities

25



Continuing Public Involvement

Mar – May 2012 Outreach to local elected officials

Summer 2012 Web-based comment opportunities; meetings 
with local officials

Late 2012 Release Draft Plan Bay Area for Comment 
- Public Workshops 
- Public Hearings 
- Informational Meetings for Elected Officials

Spring 2013 MTC/ABAG adopt Plan Bay Area

26
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