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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 
The California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) is updating the California 
Transportation Plan (CTP) for a 2035 planning horizon.  The CTP 2035 provides a long-
range policy framework for meeting statewide transportation needs, defining goals, policies, 
and strategies to achieve a collective vision for California’s transportation future that 
considers “the 3 Es” of sustainability—a prosperous Economy, quality Environment and 
social Equity.  
 
State and federal guidelines prescribe that this planning process be undertaken with broad, 
inclusive participation of key stakeholder groups as well as members of the general public.  
To validate the direction of the 2035 update, six focus groups were conducted. In addition to 
validating the direction of the planning update, the objectives included: 

 Three stakeholder focus groups in Sacramento to review selected draft strategies 
proposed to be included in the CTP; to address the “three E’s” ; and to determine 
relevant and/or missing issues to address in the update; 

 Three general public focus groups in geographically representative areas of the 
State—Fresno, Los Angeles and Redding— with results to feed into the six 
upcoming workshops around the state. 

 
Sacramento Stakeholder Focus Groups:   
MIG, Inc. recruited stakeholders as participants for each of the three Sacramento focus 
groups that addressed strategies supporting one of the 3 Es of Sustainability. The 
stakeholders were asked to review and discuss the strategies and to identify any other issues, 
missing strategies, or red flags. 
 
The three Sacramento stakeholder focus groups, with themes of Social Equity, 
Prosperous Economy and Quality Environment, addressed similar overarching issues for 
transportation planning.  The focus groups included participants targeted from 
representative federal, state, regional and local agencies; transit, bicycle and pedestrian 
advocates; community and environmental groups; and specific user groups such as the aging, 
disabled, and culturally diverse interests.   
 
Several themes emerged at these meetings (see Individual Focus Group Summaries in 
Appendix B for full details) including: identifying the importance of integrated land use and 
transportation decisions; encouraging the role of transportation as economic stimulus; 
marketing the environmental, economic, and health benefits of active transportation modes; 
and considering incentives to change travel behavior.  

 
Participants identified these missing strategies, including the interests of the elderly and 
disabled; addressing modal solutions for non-drivers; analyzing how each transportation 
mode complements a “complete streets” multimodal system; considering the full life-cycle 
costs of transportation and land use decisions in order to achieve sustainability; addressing 
ethnic and cultural diversity as well as the needs of low-income Californians; creating an 
institutional framework for regional vs. statewide transportation issues; identifying economic 
benefits for active transportation modes; addressing the needs of both recreational and 
utilitarian transportation; increasing opportunities for transit-oriented development (TOD) 



 

including mixed use, infill development and re-urbanization of city centers; and building 
partnerships to address adaptation strategies for climate change and sea-level rise.  
 
There were no red flags identified by these focus groups.  
 
General Public Focus Groups:  
MIG recruited the participants electronically by placing an advertisement on Craigslist, 
www.craigslist.org, in the various communities (Fresno, Los Angeles, and Redding) in which 
the focus groups were held.  The participants were asked to discuss statewide 
transportation challenges for the 2035 planning horizon in relation to regional issues 
and challenges. Statewide challenges discussed included: population increase, aging 
population, goods movement, climate change, aging infrastructure, stable funding, 
preserving natural resources, low-density development, energy supply, and air quality. 
 
Participants statewide ranked the top five transportation challenges as follows:          
1) stable funding, 2) population increase, 3) aging infrastructure, 4) aging population, and 5) 
goods movement. The participants were also asked to identify any issues unique to their city 
or region; and to identify any missing issues or red flags. Participants were also informed that 
information collected from these focus groups would feed into the six statewide workshops 
in September and October 2009.  
 
Participants identified the following missing issues: disincentive to driving single 
occupant vehicles and incentives to riding on transit in Fresno (such as increasing bus 
service to other cities, and tripling parking fees as a disincentive to driving single occupant 
vehicles and an incentive to riding on transit); perception that public transportation is 
unappealing and unsafe in Los Angeles; and smaller buses with more targeted routes in 
Redding.  
 
Unique regional issues: A number of the transportation-related issues discussed by the 
focus groups emerged as unique to each region. Fresno issues included unhealthy air with 
the worst asthma death rate in the country and lack of convenient east-west routes; Los 
Angeles issues included a car culture where people love and are dependent on cars and a 
public transit system that is difficult to understand, unappealing, unsafe, and inconvenient; 
while Redding issues included barriers to east-west travel, a lack of safe bicycle and 
pedestrian crossings of these barriers, and remote areas with no viable alternatives to driving. 
 
Finally, once again no red flags were identified by these focus groups.  
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I. Introduction 
 
The California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) is responsible for developing the 
California Transportation Plan (CTP) for a 2035 planning horizon.  The current focus is to 
update the CTP by incorporating elements of the previous plans (CTP 2025 and CTP 2030 
Addendum) and integrating new recommendations. 
 
The CTP 2035 provides a long-range policy framework for meeting statewide transportation 
needs, defining goals, policies, and strategies to achieve a collective vision for California’s 
transportation future.  The plan envisions a sustainable system that improves mobility and 
enhances a quality of life.  Key to this vision is considering “the 3 E’s” of sustainability—a 
prosperous Economy, quality Environment and social Equity—in all transportation 
decisions. 
 
State and federal guidelines prescribe that these planning processes be undertaken with 
broad, inclusive participation of key stakeholder groups as well as members of the general 
public.  The outreach activities for the CTP 2035 include six focus groups and six public 
workshops throughout the state.  This report summarizes the results of the six focus groups 
completed in April and May, 2009. 
 
This CTP Focus Group effort has been tied in 
with other outreach including the CTP 2035 
interactive web portal, 
www.californiatransportationplan2035.  The 
recommendations for the process and format 
of these outreach efforts were completed as a 
result of the Public Participation Plan (PPP) 
for the CTP and Federal Statewide 
Transportation Improvement Program 
(FSTIP), completed by Caltrans in June 2008. 
 

II. Objectives and Format of the Focus Groups 
 
To validate the direction of the CTP 2035 update, six focus groups were conducted: 

 Three stakeholder focus groups in Sacramento to review pre-selected draft strategies 
proposed to be included in the CTP under each of  the “three Es” ; to determine 
relevant and/or missing issues to address in the CTP 2035 update; and to identify 
potential red flags. 

 Three general public focus groups in geographically representative areas of the 
State—Fresno, Los Angeles and Redding— with results to feed into the six 
upcoming workshops around the state. 

 
 

Sacramento Focus Group
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III. Focus Group Methodology 
 
Each of the CTP focus groups was held at a local downtown community facility accessible 
by public transportation or private vehicle, and was conducted by two MIG staff—a  
facilitator and a graphic recorder who took notes on wallgraphic paper.  Caltrans staff also 
attended the focus groups, but they did not participate in the conversation. 
 
Participants were invited to sit at a U-shaped table facing the facilitator and graphic recorder 
at the front of the room.  Observers were positioned at a back table.  The facilitator opened 
the sessions by briefly explaining the purpose and structure of the meeting and describing 
the ground rules for participation.  Attendees were then invited to introduce themselves and 
say a little about what community they live in, how long they’ve lived there, and what 
transportation issues they’re particularly interested in. 
 
Participants gave feedback both by completing written comment forms and participating in 
discussion.  Caltrans observers also took notes.  The Individual Focus Group Summaries 
(see Appendix B) provide the data obtained from written comments, Caltrans notes and a 
copy of the wallgraphics from the meeting.  The written comments and notes from 
discussion (both wallgraphic and Caltrans notes) are not necessarily consistent with each 
other, since the written comments are the individual opinions of participants, not all shared 
with the group.  Inclusion of all of these comments gathered (in the Individual Summaries) 
provides the full range of opinions held.  The Overall Focus Group Summary (see V, below) 
is an overview/synthesis of all comments, presented as summaries of the two different 
formats. 
 
Sacramento Stakeholder Focus Groups:  These meetings were held in April 2009 at the 
YMCA meeting room from 2-4 pm or 9-11 am.  Refreshments were served.  For each focus 
group topic—social equity,  prosperous economy, and quality environment—9 to 21 

Fresno Focus Group 
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proposed strategies from the draft CTP 2035 were pre-selected by Caltrans staff for 
discussion.  Remaining strategies were available to participants to review or take with them at 
the end of the meeting.  At the beginning of the meeting, participants were introduced to 
background information including transportation challenges, approaches to meeting those 
challenges and a draft copy of the CTP brochure, the Scope Document, the Timeline, the 
Fact Sheet and the CTP 2030 graphic (see Appendix A).  The stakeholders were asked to 
review and discuss the strategies and to identify any other ideas or missing strategies, and 
identify any potential red flags. 
 
General Public Focus Groups:  These groups were held in May 2009 in three cities—Fresno, 
Los Angeles, and Redding—in downtown meeting facilities from 6 to 8 pm. Ten 
transportation challenges for the 2035 planning horizon were discussed in relation to the 
regional issues for each location:  

 Population increase 
 Aging population 
 Goods movement 
 Climate change 
 Aging infrastructure 
 Stable funding 
 Preserving natural resources 
 Low-density development 
 Energy supply 
 Air quality 

 
Additional discussion at the end of the session addressed meeting the transportation 
challenges, according to the five categories identified in the CTP 2035 brochure: addressing 
climate change, growing greener, building partnerships, investing strategically, and providing 
mobility choices. 
 
The stakeholders were asked to review and discuss the transportation challenges and the 
identified approaches to meeting the challenges; to comment on these statewide issues; to 
identify any issues unique to their city or region; and to identify any missing issues or red 
flags.  They were also informed that their inputs at the focus groups would feed into the six 
workshops around the state in September and October 2009.  
 

IV. Overall Focus Group Summary 
 
The three Sacramento stakeholder focus groups, with themes of Social Equity, Prosperous 
Economy and Quality Environment, addressed similar overarching issues for transportation 
planning.  Each of these three focus groups included stakeholders from representative 
federal, state, regional and local agencies; transit, bicycle and pedestrian advocates; 
community and environmental groups; and specific user groups such as the aging, disabled, 
and culturally diverse interests.  The following themes emerged at these meetings: 
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 The overall success of the CTP 2035 toward sustainability is dependent on wise and 
integrated land use and transportation decisions. Responding effectively to climate 
change will require more smart growth planning, addressing density and other land-
use issues. We need to consider the full life-cycle analysis of impacts of our 
transportation and land use decisions in order to achieve sustainability. 

 Current transportation planning is regionally based.  What is the new paradigm or 
institutional framework to support statewide policies and decisions? 

 How do we use transportation planning decisions and policies to help support the 
state’s globally competitive economy?  Considerations include using the current 
economic situation as an opportunity for change and making good transportation 
planning a factor in economic stimulus. 

 Collaboration and partnerships among agencies and public/private parties should 
continue to be stressed. 

 Public perception, education about transportation issues and training are key 
components to a successful transportation system.  The Internet and other 
communication technology can be used as both a transportation tool and a green 
infrastructure education tool. Public understanding about ‘sharing the road’ among 
multiple modes is a significant need.  Responsiveness to certain groups such as the 
aging community, teens/new drivers and/or socio-economic groups, to name a few, 
should be incorporated into educational outreach. 

 Safety and accident reduction are significant goals.  Safety needs to be defined, 
whether it’s physical safety or the perception of safety, and for all modes and user 
groups. 

 Connectivity is key for all travel modes and user groups.  Integrating new modes into 
existing infrastructure is a complex issue, but must be addressed. Connectivity is 
especially vital to make transit effective for the disabled. 

 Maximize the benefits and potential of each travel mode.  All transportation modes 
have their value, and it is important to keep this in mind and work toward reducing 
tension between modes. Physical design is an important component of addressing 
transportation needs: a range of travel modes and various user groups must be 
accommodated, sometimes competing for limited space/budget. 

 Caltrans needs more staffing for alternative/active modes.  Addressing needs of 
bicyclists and creating a statewide pedestrian master plan were two issues raised. 

 New performance measures need to be studied.  Level of Service (LOS), the industry 
standard to vehicles, is not shared with other modes.  Trip generation modeling, not 
throughput, should be the new standard.  Design speed factors compete with safety.  
Additionally, reducing design speed to 35 MPH or lower on urban streets allows for 
bicycles and neighborhood electric vehicles (NEV) to share the road and helps 
mitigate climate change and air quality issues. 

 Consider both incentives (HOV, HOT lanes, tax benefits for fuel-efficient, low 
emission vehicles, etc.) and disincentives (parking fees, increase in gas tax, congestion 
pricing, etc.)  in changing user behavior and attitudes.  Model good transportation 
choices in business/private sector and public agencies, in order to encourage the 
general public to make good choices. 

 Development of alternative energy solutions (such as hydrogen vehicles, compressed 
natural gas fuels), new technologies and approaches for California (such as High 
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Speed Rail, cap and trade) and emerging technologies (such as automated highways, 
vehicle control systems) should be considered.  

 There is never enough funding. Funding must be found for new transportation 
projects and priorities, for maintenance and rehabilitation of existing infrastructure 
and programs, and to balance the needs of varying modes.  New approaches to 
financing, expanding the ‘pool’ of funding sources, must be studied.  Gas tax funds 
are primarily used for roads, but do not equitably address transit, bicycles or other 
active transportation modes. 

 Educate the business community on the importance of sound practices that integrate 
land use and transportation.   

 Address the trend of the elderly moving back to the urban areas in order to have 
more mobility options.  

 Encourage transit by integrating bus shelters into buildings rather than squeezing 
shelters into narrow, cramped sidewalks.  

 
Participants identified these missing strategies: 

 Ensure the interests of the elderly and disabled are well represented in planning 
efforts. 

 Ensure plan addresses modal solutions for non-drivers, particularly the fear and 
intimidation that are barriers for the elderly. 

 Prioritize various transportation modes and analyze how each transportation mode 
complements a “complete streets” multimodal system. 

 Consider the full life-cycle costs when analyzing the impacts of transportation and 
land use decisions in order to achieve sustainability. 

 Address ethnic and cultural diversity. 
 Create an appropriate institutional framework for regional vs. statewide 

transportation issues. 
 Create economic benefits for non-vehicular active (non-vehicular) transportation 

modes.  
 Address the needs of both recreational and utilitarian transportation. 
 Address the needs of low-income Californians.  
 Increase opportunities for TOD including mixed use, infill development and re-

urbanization of city centers. 
 Build partnerships to address adaptation strategies for climate change and sea-level 

rise. 
 
Detailed summaries of each Sacramento focus group are included in Appendix B. 
 
The three geographically representative focus groups were held in Fresno, Los Angeles and 
Redding to address issues of Central, Southern and Northern California, as well as 
urban/rural issues.  A total of 36 participants from the general public represented the three 
areas.  Asked to review a list of transportation challenges and rate them as High, Medium or 
Low significance, participants overall ranked these top five challenges as High: 
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 Stable Funding: Rated High: 26. By far rated the highest priority, this topic was 
described in the comment form text and discussion to be about the state of the 
economy and its relation to transportation funding; and the decline of fuel tax 
revenue due to more fuel-efficient vehicles and/or reduced driving. 

 Population Increase: Rated High: 20. This topic was described in the comment 
form text and discussion to be a significant increase in population by 2035 from 
2009—52 million people projected, or 14 million additional people in California in 
the next 25 years. 

 Aging Infrastructure: Rated High: 19. This topic was described in the comment 
form text and discussion to be about maintenance of roadways and other facilities 
from repairing potholes to major replacements/upgrades. 

 Goods Movement: Rated High: 18. This topic was described in the comment form 
text and discussion to be about goods movement in a global economy related to 
trucking on roadways and other forms of materials transport including shipping and 
rail. 

 Aging Population: Rated High: 18. This topic was described in the comment form 
text and discussion to be about the growing number of seniors in the population, 
and their increasing need for mobility choices including public transit and pedestrian 
amenities.  

 
In addition to the many transportation-related issues held in common, a number of the 
transportation-related issues discussed by the focus groups emerged as unique to each region 
and are summarized below. 
 
Fresno Issues 
 

 Unhealthy air – the San Joaquin Valley has the worst asthma death rate in the 
country. 

 Lack of convenient east-west routes through Fresno. 
 Road accidents and closures caused by dust storms in summer, fog in winter.  
 Fresno is an unfriendly environment for bicycles, pedestrians, and transit. 
 The San Joaquin Valley doesn’t receive an equitable share of state resources and 

attention. 
 Low-density sprawl continues, in opposition to general plans. 
 Ag-related transportation has gotten worse. 
 Where Highway 99 is only two lanes, truck traffic is dangerous. 

 
Los Angeles Issues 
 

 LA is a car culture – people love and are dependent on cars. 
 Wide streets are often unsafe for bicycles and pedestrians.  
 I-710 can be dangerous due to heavy truck traffic. 
 The needs of the non-English speaking immigrant population should be considered. 
 Public transit system is difficult to understand, unappealing, unsafe, and 

inconvenient (especially with lack of late night service). 
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 Inland Empire is fastest growing area, with transportation and traffic impacts. 
 There is a desire to take care of transportation improvements before climate change. 

 
 
 
 
Redding Issues 
 

 I-5 and the Sacramento River bisect Redding and create barriers to east-west travel; 
there are bottlenecks on bridges and a lack of safe bicycle and pedestrian crossings of 
these barriers. 

 Truck traffic on I-5 and on mountain roads has a significant impact on safe travel in 
the region. 

 Many people live in remote, isolated areas where there are no viable options to 
driving and roads are narrow and unsafe.  These areas often contain seniors and low-
income people. 

 Natural resources and views are of key importance to local residents and could be 
threatened by transportation infrastructure expansion. 

 There is interest in being part of the solution to problems like climate change as long 
as rural identity can be maintained. 

 Extreme weather creates unusual travel conditions—summer heat over 110 degrees; 
high winds; fires, cold, rain and icy conditions. 

 Sensitivity is needed to the preservation of cultural resources such as Indian trails, 
historic roads, towns, and monuments. 

 If there wasn’t a lack of cell phone coverage and high speed Internet, people might 
not have to drive so much 

 
 

Detailed summaries of each General Public Focus Group are included in Appendix B. 
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Redding Focus Group 
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Appendix A:   
 
A. Focus Groups: information available at each focus group 
 
 1.  Posters showing background information at six focus groups 
  Poster 1: Projected Trends for 2035 Planning Horizon 
  Poster 2: Meeting the Challenges 
  Poster 3: The Three Es of Sustainability 
 
 2.  Handouts given to participants and/or available at each focus group 
  CTP 2035 Scope Document 
  CTP 2035 Timeline. 
  CTP 2035 Fact Sheet 
  CTP 2030 Graphic 
 
 
 
 









 

 
 
 
 

California Transportation Plan 2035 
Scope Document 

 
The California Transportation Plan (CTP) provides a long-range policy framework for 
meeting statewide transportation needs.  The CTP defines goals, policies, and strategies 
to achieve our collective vision for California’s transportation future.  The plan envisions 
a sustainable system that improves mobility and enhances our quality of life.  Key to this 
vision is considering “the 3 E’s”—a prosperous Economy, quality Environment and 
social Equity—in all transportation decisions.  

The current focus is to review and update the 
CTP for a 2035 planning horizon by 
incorporating elements of the previous plans 
(CTP 2025 and 2030 Addendum) and 
integrating new recommendations.  Ongoing 
community outreach through an interactive 
website as well as workshops and focus groups 
throughout the State will be important elements 
of the plan’s development.  By collaborating 
with us, the public can influence the content of 
the final plan and, ultimately, decisions about 
investing transportation dollars.   
 

Working with transportation partners and stakeholders, Caltrans will take the following 
actions in developing the California Transportation Plan 2035: 
 

• Validate and build on CTP 2025 vision, goals, policies and strategies. 
 

• Review current trends, challenges and emerging issues such as global warming, 
climate change and transportation financing. 

 

• Evaluate all proposed policies in the broader context of sustainability considering 
how they impact California’s economy, environment and social equity. 

 

• Expand the direction set in the 2030 Addendum to include consideration of 
environmental issues early in the transportation planning process. 

 

• Enhance existing planning by integrating the five “opportunity areas” identified in 
the 2030 Addendum, such as coordination of State infrastructure planning. 

 

• Implement a “complete streets” approach that integrates bicycling, walking and 
transit to provide mobility and access for all. 

 

The CTP 2035 is scheduled for approval in Fall 2010.  To offer your input on this Scope 
Document and the California Transportation Plan 2035, go to 
http://www.californiatransportationplan2035.org/ and leave a comment.   
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Fact Sheet 
 

What?  The California Transportation Plan (CTP) is a statewide, long-range transportation plan for 
meeting our future mobility needs.  The CTP defines goals, policies, and strategies to achieve our 
collective vision for California’s future transportation system.  This plan, with a minimum 20-year 
planning horizon, is prepared in response to federal and State requirements and is updated every five 
years.  The current California Transportation Plan, the CTP 2030, is now being updated for a 2035 
planning horizon.   
 
Why?  The purpose of the CTP is to provide a common policy framework that will guide 
transportation investments and decisions by all levels of government and the private sector.  This policy 
plan (which by statute does not include projects) provides strategic direction to the regional 
transportation plans prepared by California’s 44 regional transportation planning agencies (RTPAs), 
who have responsibility for the planning, prioritizing and funding of transportation projects within their 
regions.  The CTP is supported by the California Transportation Investment System Tool that maps 
short and long-range projects planned by the State and the regional transportation planning agencies. 
  
When?  The California Transportation Plan 2025 was approved in 2006 and updated by an 
Addendum in October of 2007 to comply with new federal planning requirements governing 
development of the plan.  The 2035 update was initiated with a Futures Symposium in early 
September 2008 to explore emerging trends and challenges, and will conclude with plan approval by 
the Secretary of the California Business, Transportation and Housing Agency in September of 2010. 
 
How?  The California Transportation Plan 2035 will be developed in collaboration with transportation 
partners and stakeholders across the State and through ongoing public engagement as outlined in the 
State’s CTP Public Participation Plan.  The vision of the CTP 2030 is one of a fully integrated, 
multimodal, sustainable transportation system that supports the three outcomes (3Es) that define 
quality of life – prosperous economy, quality environment, and social equity.   
 
Beginning with the vision and policy framework of the 2030 plan (see reverse), this update will focus on 
updating that framework to meet new trends and challenges, such as climate change.  In addition, the 
CTP 2035 will build on the foundation laid in the 2007 Addendum for SAFETEA-LU* compliance to 
better integrate transportation planning with environmental and natural resource planning. 
 
Contact:  Pam Korte, Project Manager, at (916) 653-2593 or Pam.Korte@dot.ca.gov.  For more 
information see our web portal at http://www.californiatransportationplan2035.org/. 

 
(continued on reverse)  

 
 
* Safe, Accountable, Flexible, Efficient Transportation Equity Act – A Legacy for Users is the federal legislation authorizing 
transportation funding through 2009.
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Appendix B:  Individual Focus Group Summaries 

B1. Sacramento Stakeholder Focus Group Summary: Social 
Equity discussed through the topic of ‘Complete Streets’ 
The first stakeholder Focus Group in Sacramento was held at the YMCA meeting room at 
1926 V Street, Sacramento on April 16th, 2009, from 9-11 am.  MIG staff facilitated the 
meeting and graphically recorded the discussion on wallgraphic paper—see attached.  Nine 
participants attended the meeting and participated in discussion.  All participants were asked 
to complete and return comment forms during the focus group (seven participants turned in 
comment forms), followed by an opportunity to respond to a follow up email. Caltrans 
attended as observers.  A full account of the results of the meeting includes the wallgraphic 
reduction supplemented by the participants’ written responses to the strategies and observer 
notes below. 
 
Selected Strategies to Discuss:  These thirteen strategies were preselected by 
Caltrans staff as a basis of discussion at the focus group.  Strategies were discussed 
in order of preference by the stakeholders. 
 
A. Integrate the needs of those traveling by active modes into transportation projects using a “complete streets” 
approach. 

 
B. Create more opportunities for bicycling and walking to both improve public health and reduce our carbon 
footprint. 
 
C. Provide safe, convenient, and continuous routes for pedestrians and bicyclists of all types that interface with 
and complement a multimodal transportation system.  

 
D. Consider people mobility rather than vehicle throughput in transportation planning and decision-making. 

 
E. Enhance mobility within and between metropolitan areas by managing demand (including shifting trips to 
transit, bicycle and pedestrian modes) before expanding physical capacity of roadways.  

 
F. Identify sustainability indicators (such as access to public transit, safe active transportation, recreation, 
economic opportunities, and medical services) to enhance current transportation system performance measures.  

 
G. Promote sustainable transportation funding criteria that incentivizes use of the healthiest, lowest carbon 
emitting, and most sustainable transportation choices.  

 
H. Educate the public about the health-related impacts of mobility and land-use decisions, including near-
roadway health, quality of life, and physical activity impacts.  

 
I. Develop partnerships with schools to support increased use of public and mass transit options, walking, 
bicycling among students and teachers.  
 
J. Reduce/prevent climate change-related impacts/injuries to human health, including designing facilities and 
surfaces to minimize heat absorption and off-gassing to help make cities safer during heat waves). 
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K. Improve safety for travelers of all ages and abilities. 

 
L. Reduce likelihood and severity of transportation-related injuries, to bicyclists and pedestrians by reducing 
vehicle speeds in certain settings (similar to what is done in school zones).  

 
M. Seek legislative, regulatory, and policy support for travel and congestion pricing strategies. 
 
Discussion Notes: see attached wallgraphic reduction, Focus Group April 16, 2009.  
Additional notes from participant written comments and Caltrans staff notes are 
below. 
 
Strategy (K) - Improve safety for travelers of all ages and abilities. 
 
Participant Written Comments: 

 Making the total transportation network more efficient by funding water and rail 
systems that eliminate truck trips will have a large beneficial impact on reducing 
accidents and improving safety. 

 Integrate safety measures for multiple modes 
 Incorporate SHSP implementation 

 
Additional Caltrans Staff Notes: 
Safety needs to be defined, whether it’s physical safety or the perception of safety especially 
when dealing with seniors and children: 1) on the trip to transit either biking or walking, and 
2) then during the ride on transit (on the bus). There is a need for good transit stops. Also 
need for education and training (see H below). Countdown timers for pedestrians at 
crosswalks are a good thing.  Many undocumented workers use bikes for transportation, but 
there is no training in their language. 
 
Strategy (E) - Enhance mobility within and between metropolitan areas by managing 
demand (including shifting trips to transit, bicycle and pedestrian modes) before 
expanding physical capacity of roadways. 
 
Participant Written Comments:  

 Assist or consolidate public transit agencies so as to improve regional 
coordination of transit routes from suburbs to downtown areas 

 
Additional Caltrans Staff Notes: 
Moving spillover funds to the general fund continues to hurt transit. The SGP bonds went 
to road capacity and expansion; the bonds do not address complete streets and multimodal 
transportation.  
 
Need to emphasize housing and jobs balance, as well as TOD. HSR is also an important 
mode. In the Bay Area ROW is playing out as a big issue, so they are considering elevating 
HSR tracks in some locations. Another big issue in the Bay area is how to integrate new 
modes into existing system—very complex. 
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One of the issues addressed in the implementation of the SHSP is rural roads; mobility 
between rural roads; bicyclists' needs for paved, striped shoulders.  
 
Strategy (H) - Educate the public about the health-related impacts of mobility and 
land-use decisions, including near-roadway health, quality of life, and physical activity 
impacts.  
  
Participant Written Comments:  

 Education: expansion of bike lane travel training, mobility training programs to 
increase ability to use alternatives 

 Modify Strategy H to include the objectives of Strategy M. 
 
Additional Caltrans Staff Notes: 
Safety goes beyond the configuration and design of the complete street—we need to educate 
and train travelers on how to bike on the facilities, especially on streets not configured with 
bicycle lanes. The educational model should include training on sharing the road. Use the 
bicycle training facilities in Europe as the model. Consider partnership with DGS as they 
have urban bicycling classes.  Also need training for teens as well as the aging population. 
There is also a socio-economic issue with a class of cyclists riding on roads not configured 
for bicyclists, like restaurant workers going to work at 2 AM.   
 
Other issues include street crossings with transit and the huge road crossing to get to transit.  
 
There is a trend toward more bicycle lanes and sidewalks, but the issue is always about 
money and funding, as the gas tax revenues are shrinking with the rising price of gas.    
 
There is also the issue of competition for roadway space as cars and alternative fuel vehicles 
like hybrids and neighborhood electric vehicles (NEVs) and bicycles compete for a limited 
space.  
 

Factoid: A vessel at the Port of Sacramento reduces 1,300 truck trips on the state's roads and 
highways, adding to safety and emissions reduction. 

 
Deepening the channel at ports allows more ships access. 
The CTP should model itself on the Implementation of the California Strategic Highway 
Safety Plan (SHSP) in order to move bike and pedestrian safety forward in an integrated 
fashion. The CTP should also include a focus on the travel needs of the children, elderly and 
those with disabilities (as much as 30% of the population not able to drive).   
 
Strategy (D) - Consider people mobility rather than vehicle throughput in 
transportation planning and decision-making. 
 
Participant Written Comments:  

 Fund alternative modes for goods movement other than highway expansion which 
can never absorb the increase in goods movement with highway expansion alone 

 Blueprint planning link with CTP 2035 



CTP Team Meeting   
April 16, 2009  
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 Transit/alt. Modeling vs. LOS, counter assumption adding bike/ped. facilities 
must increase congestion 

 
Additional Caltrans Staff Notes: 
The CTP should address bicycle level of service; education and continued funding for 
Caltrans to invest in education and training for bicyclists; and pedestrian counts.  
 
There are tensions between infill development and affordable housing along with air quality 
and environmental justice concerns. How real are the concerns and how do we address 
them? Where does the affordable housing development go? 
 
The Bay area is looking at trip generation modeling and trip generation is the basis for 
modeling in SF.  Level of service (LOS) is the industry standard for vehicles, and therefore 
not shared with the other modes. SF is dropping vehicle LOS and going to a trip generation 
model—SF also uses trips generated as a measure to determine development impact fees.   
Measuring LOS comes at an expense to other modes and leads to wider streets. 
 
We need a good substitute for measuring mobility other than vehicle throughput. As long as 
it’s vehicle throughput, people on bikes and pedestrians are not counted. There are efforts to 
standardize methods for bicycle and pedestrian counts, so we need to figure out how to 
consider people throughput as a performance measure. 
 
SACOG indicated that bicycling is considered only for the commute and not for recreation.  
 
Connectivity is critical for all travel modes.   Transit needs to be convenient for it to be a 
viable travel mode. 
 
Strategy (M) - Seek legislative, regulatory, and policy support for travel and congestion 
pricing strategies. 
  
Participant Written Comments:  

 Keep it simple and have strategy: ‘Seek legislative, regulatory and policy 
support.)  The phrase ‘for travel and congestion pricing strategies are a few of the 
examples and limit the strategy if they are the only ones mentioned.  

 
Strategy (F) - Identify sustainability indicators (such as access to public transit, safe 
active transportation, recreation, economic opportunities, and medical services) to 
enhance current transportation system performance measures.  
 
Participant Written Comments:  

 Emphasize good access between places to live and places to work as a true 
sustainability factor. This should go beyond downtown housing to office to 
include other non-neo traditional locations for jobs including industrial areas 

 Maintenance & rehab should be strong measure of equity justice 
 Is “access to” related to each item on list? Not clear on what these indicators are? 
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Additional Caltrans Staff Notes: 
There is a tension between road and transit interests, and the issue of transit with limited 
funding availability. Transit needs more funding, but all sides are entrenched now. County 
self-help taxes are not helping projects unless they have a good mix of travel modes.  One 
option to consider is creating trail systems that are separated from the roadway. 
 
MPOs are concerned that the State might withhold their gas tax funds, but transit needs 
funding as well. There are never enough funds and SHOPP is really underfunded. 
 
Maintenance on roadways is a good method to restripe a shoulder for complete streets.  
[Complete streets up to 20% federal requirement???].  California law now directs that general 
plan process must evaluate the circulation element to determine if bicycle, pedestrian, and 
transit needs are addressed for all travelers.  Disabled travelers are not clearly acknowledged.  
 
Maintenance tends to get lost in funding competition.  We need to take care of what we 
have.  Strategy F should include maintenance and rehab. 
 
Strategy (G) - Promote sustainable transportation funding criteria that incentivizes use 
of the healthiest, lowest carbon emitting, and most sustainable transportation choices.  
 
Participant Written Comments:  

 Examine on a cost benefit basis, alternative modes for goods movement versus 
traditional highway construction / road construction 

 Funding from commute trips only – expand kinds of trips considered 
 Expand funding available for ped, bike improvements, maintenance, transit 

operations, plus incentivize infill, mixed-use, transit-oriented development that 
encourages use of alternative modes 

 
Additional Caltrans Staff Notes: 
It’s not just the funding criteria; it’s the need to expand the pool of funding and the amount 
of funding available. Need to change funding criteria to include operational funding as well 
as capital funding. Current funding includes capital funding, but not operations for transit, 
which means fewer buses operating on each route and fewer routes. Need to consider a life-
cycle benefit-cost analysis that involves both capital and operations, so we can fund all 
modes of travel. Need to consider VMT for funding. Also need disincentive for driving and 
an incentive for transit.  
 
Strategy (I) - Develop partnerships with schools to support increased use of public and 
mass transit options, walking, bicycling among students and teachers.  
 
Participant Written Comments:  

 Provide greater support to rural schools with greater challenges (lack of 
sidewalks, hills, narrow roads, distance), train school districts on safe routes 
planning for new schools; tie in to ‘Safe Routes to School’ and grant funding 
available;  require city/county to assess as part of project consideration/approvals 
to insure safe routes for new schools 
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 Providing vehicle transportation for kids to get to school has impacts on air 
quality and climate change issues. 

 Tie in to educational efforts, getting kids to understand the impacts of their 
transportation choices on the environment. 

 
Strategy (C) - Provide safe, convenient, and continuous routes for pedestrians and 
bicyclists of all types that interface with and complement a multimodal transportation 
system.  
 
Participant Written Comments:  

 This ties in with connectivity, social equity and environmental justice issues.  
Economic issues as well. 

 
Caltrans Staff Notes: 
Pedestrian, bicycling and transit modes do not fit in as well in low-income communities as 
they do in more affluent communities.   Need education for public to better understand that 
bike lanes and sidewalks have beneficial impacts—such as health benefits in the second 
strategy. There is a pent-up demand for alternative transportation and complete streets 
facilities. We are headed in that direction, but we can’t overstate the need for education.   
Schools need better locations for pedestrian and bicyclist access. 
 
Strategy (L) - Reduce likelihood and severity of transportation-related injuries, to 
bicyclists and pedestrians by reducing vehicle speeds in certain settings (similar to what 
is done in school zones).  
 
Participant Written Comments:  

 Seems limited – what about improving safety of crossings? Other strategies? 
 
Additional Caltrans Staff Notes: 
We need to pursue a complete revision of the Highway Design Manual (HDM) for rural 
highways, overcrossings, local street intersections at freeways, and design speed. Design 
speed competes with safety, especially for pedestrians.  
 
Strategy (J) - Reduce/prevent climate change-related impacts/injuries to human health; 
design facilities and surfaces to minimize heat absorption 
 
Participant Written Comments:  

 Improve congestion of goods movement systems especially in rail corridors to 
prevent or reduce impacts on localized areas and regions due to rail congestion. 
Dedicated rail and freight systems can also reduce rail congestion impacts  

 Further development of air quality mitigation for transportation facilities, infill 
development 

 Support SB 375 implementation 
 Need capacity at COG and community levels to address this. 
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Additional Caltrans Staff Notes: 
Support the SB 375 legislation, but there aren’t enough resources to meet the Sustainable 
Communities Strategy (SCS) targets, unless land use and transportation are linked. The 
highway policy to reduce trees in medians and ROWs is not good policy from an air quality 
or a climate change perspective. New paving materials. 
 
Strategy (A) - Integrate the needs of those traveling by active modes into transportation 
projects using a “complete streets” approach. 
 
Participant Comments:  

 OPR needed  
 Include safe routes to school & transit 

 
Strategy (B) - Create more opportunities for bicycling and walking to both improve 
public health and reduce our carbon footprint. 
 
Participant Comments:  

 Consider policies that allow cyclists to go through stop signs without stopping 
when no motorists are present – similar to Idaho (I think that’s where state law 
permits this) 

 
Please provide any additional comments related to the strategies that have been 
presented and/or missing strategies: 

 Add strategy specifically on increasing TOD / mixed-use, mixed-income, infill 
development to support/increase ability to use modal alternatives 

 More acknowledgement of low-income Californians 
 
Additional Caltrans Staff Notes: 
Need to prioritize the different modes of transportation, and analyze everything ranked high 
and how it helps complete streets.  
 
Need to ensure mixed-income housing is available at TOD or infill development.  Consider 
adding a strategy to encourage TOD infill. 
 
Need to ensure that either a separate statewide pedestrian plan is produced or a pedestrian 
plan is integrated into the California Transportation Plan.  
 
Need an overarching social and environmental justice statement. Disabled interests not 
represented well in planning.  
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B2. Sacramento Stakeholder Focus Group Summary: 
Prosperous Economy 
The second stakeholder focus group in Sacramento was held at the YMCA meeting room at 
1926 V Street, Sacramento on April 23rd, 2009, from 2-4 pm.  MIG staff facilitated the 
meeting and graphically recorded the discussion on wallgraphic paper—see attached.  Six 
participants attended the meeting and participated in discussion.  All participants were asked 
to complete and return forms during the focus group, followed by an opportunity to 
comment in response to a follow up email.  No participants turned in comment forms. 
Caltrans staff attended as observers.  A full account of the results of the meeting includes the 
wallgraphic reduction supplemented by observer notes below. 
 
Selected Strategies to Discuss:  These twenty-two strategies were pre-selected by 
Caltrans staff as a basis of discussion at the focus group.  Strategies were discussed 
in order of preference by the stakeholders. 
 
A.  Educate public and stakeholders on economic benefits of sustainable infrastructure  
     planning that includes consideration of our “green” infrastructure. 
 
B.  Integrate planning principles that provide real-cost valuation of environmental  
      resources (in terms of ecosystem services) in order to determine the actual benefit-      
      cost of these resources for transportation decision-making. 
 
C. Seek legislative, regulatory, and policy support for travel and congestion pricing strategies. 
 
D. Identify mobility improvements that support a vibrant economy. Give priority to low income, 

disadvantaged communities and support sustainable businesses. 
 
E. Identify sustainability indicators (such as access to public transit, safe active transportation, recreation, 

economic opportunities, and medical services) to enhance current transportation system performance 
measures.  

 
F. Promote sustainable transportation funding criteria that incentivizes use of the healthiest, lowest carbon 

emitting, and most sustainable transportation choices. 
 
G. Ensure that California continues to lead the energy efficiency and conservation industry, sustainable 

development, green building and green purchasing practices, the reduction of greenhouse gas emissions, and 
the creation of healthier environments in which to work, live and learn. 

 
H. Ensure that efficient land use is linked to housing, transportation, and jobs in order to provide: more 

housing production, choice, and affordability; better mobility; conservation of natural resources and 
valuable habitat; and protected productive farmland. 

 
I. Educate the public on green technology innovations that can lead to the creation of healthier environments 

to work, live, and learn. 
 
J. Educate the public on the value of goods movement in a global economy. 
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K. Support and implement local and regional economic development efforts such as California Urban 

Communities Collaborative and the California Partnership for the San Joaquin Valley.   
 
L. Identify measures to accelerate the Proposition 1B transportation bond programs in order to stimulate the 

economy. 
 
M. Assess economic benefits of implementing elements of Goods Movement Action Plan that support future 

State and federal funding for goods movement. 
 
Additional Discussion on Innovative Financing (as time allows) 
 
N. Identify multimodal funding that invests in multiple strategies (see Mobility Pyramid) to yield the highest 

results and cost-effective strategies, such as intelligent transportation systems, that employ proven methods 
and technology to improve performance. 

 
O. Identify and educate the public on the benefits of innovative financing measures to ensure stable funding 

source for transportation investments. 
 
P. Determine public support for public-private partnerships (P3) initiatives that support a stable funding 

source for transportation investments. 
 
Q. Determine public support for local and regional tax measure initiatives that support a stable funding 

source for transportation investments. 
 
R. Determine public support for congestion pricing and other user fee initiatives that support a stable funding 

source for transportation investments. 
 
S. Consider a test program with a mileage-based user fee that supports a stable funding stable funding 

source for transportation investments. 
 
T. Determine public support for innovative financing strategies tied to greening such as a green user fee on 

the price of gas at the pump. 
 
U. Develop a climate adaptation decision matrix to identify options for protecting transportation 

infrastructure investments that also support a greening technology. 
 
V. Educate the public on transportation’s role relative to economic stimulus that supports a prosperous 

economy. 
 
Discussion Notes by Caltrans staff: 
Institutional framework is a real euphemism.  
California in 20 years may see a revival of the mining industry, which will have an impact on 
rural roads and goods movement.  



CTP 2035 Focus Group: A Prosperous Economy   

April 23, 2009  
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Need strategies that target older adults. The aging population enjoys recreational travel to 
scenic locations and casinos, and access to these facilities will be important.  
 
Caltrans needs to be prepared for dispute resolution for access to facilities like casinos and 
not block the facilities. The gaming community is very diverse, both culturally and in low 
English proficiency.  
 
How do you have alternative transportation modes available for the aging? There is a large 
fear barrier of alternative modes for the aging population. Fear of other passengers is a real 
fear for the elderly, who feel like targets. One trend is that the elderly shop where they can 
get packages delivered to these older customers the next day.  We should study trip choices, 
and determine if it’s a real distinction they really want or it’s just convenient. The elderly also 
prefer the older communities, not just the big boxes. 
 
Businesses don’t consider land use as much as they consider cheap land.  Missing in the list 
of strategies is the reason these businesses move to that community in the first place. We 
need to educate the business community on why it’s important for them to consider sound 
land use and transportation strategies.  
 
Land use is almost impossible to deal within a way that’s best for everyone. We continue to 
build houses in flood plains; the issue is difficult and needs more responsible leadership and 
less political solutions in land use.  Land use has to be the key to solutions. Create a 
transportation system first and encourage businesses to move to good infrastructure.  
 
There is a trend to re-urbanization (for older people to move back to the urban centers) as 
they have less mobility in the suburbs. The CTP 2035 should address this trend.  
 
Traffic calming is very popular, but it slows down the buses. Road design also ignores the 
needs of older drivers. We need larger signage, etc. The elderly are driving past when they 
should drive, because there are no alternatives that are safe or convenient to get them to 
their destinations.   
 
What is meant by “real-cost” valuation of environmental resources?  Concept is difficult to 
understand.  Environment should be a factor, but not the “driving” factor. 
 
Integrate bus shelters into existing building designs rather than wedged on narrow sidewalks.  
 
As we collect less from gas tax revenues as we shift to alternative fuels, how are we going to 
ensure revenues to repair roads? The gas tax is a fair tax because it taxes the user, which is a 
logical connection. Punitive incentives don’t work as well as gas taxes hurt the low-income 
and students.  
 
The taxpayer also expects the government to live within its means and choose better 
projects. That’s California—a lot of people emigrated here from the east coast to get away 
from toll roads.   
 
Some support for incentives like HOV, but punitive incentives (disincentives) like parking 
fees and toll roads (where the private interests make a profit) really ticks me off.  
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Some concerned that low-income drivers cannot use the toll roads. However, as the wealthy 
use HOT lanes, that frees up more space for low-income drivers.    
 
Congestion pricing that is varied based on demand gives people options (New York City 
example cited).  We should understand that we can’t get transportation on the cheap--we will 
always need to find a way to fund it!  
 
Consider making zoning codes a little smarter.  
 
In 2035 there should be more green-conscious people in the US. Need to evaluate green 
technology, electric cars, ITS vehicle separation, think outside the box that we’re in today, 
and look toward new technology (e.g., automated highways, vehicle control systems). We 
have to start by manufacturing rail in this country rather than overseas.   
 
Internet is a “transportation” medium or substitute for transportation – “ether-
transportation” 
 
High speed rail is a “green” renewable energy option that will get people off the highways. 
 
We need to understand the need for a good transportation system in order to be competitive 
in the world.  
 
Define “green” – why and what is green! 
 
Green is not necessarily economic for transportation—moving people out of cars can lead 
to less revenue for transportation.  There are more subsidies for buses that there are for the 
automobile.   
 
“Incentivize” the right choices – buying more fuel efficient, low emission vehicles 
 
Inspire people give them an example to follow – play up the economic, environmental and 
health benefits of shifting modes.  Educate people about the full cost of driving; perception 
is that transit is more heavily subsidized than cars. 
 
Include consideration of full impacts and lifecycle costs (cradle to cradle) to improve 
decision-making. 
 
What’s missing?  

 Need strategies to deal with ethnic and cultural diversity;  
 Institutional framework; 
 HSR missing as economic driver;  
 Land use; 
 Transportation to scenic spots/recreation; 
 Conflict resolution over gaming; 
 Solutions for non-drivers; 
 Need to address intimidation and fear that are barriers for the elderly 
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B3. Sacramento Stakeholder Focus Group Summary: Quality 
Environment 
The third stakeholder focus group in Sacramento was held at the YMCA meeting room at 
1926 V Street, Sacramento on April 28th, 2009, from 2-4 pm.  MIG staff facilitated the 
meeting and graphically recorded the discussion on wallgraphic paper—see attached.  Eight 
participants attended the meeting and participated in discussion.  All participants were asked 
to complete and return forms during the focus group, followed by an opportunity to provide 
comments by email. Four participants turned in comment forms.  Caltrans attended as 
observers.  A full account of the results of the meeting includes the wallgraphic reduction 
supplemented by the participants’ written responses to the strategies and observer notes 
below. 
 
Selected Strategies to Discuss:  These twelve strategies were selected by Caltrans 
staff as a basis of discussion at the focus group.  Strategies were discussed in order of 
preference by the stakeholders. 
 
A. Provide the freedom for people to choose how they get around by designing streets that are safe and inviting 
for pedestrians, cyclists, and transit users. 
 
 B. Implement travel demand management: pricing measures, parking policies, travel demand management 
programs, mileage based insurance, traffic calming, complete streets policies, and telework. 
 
C. Implement programs to reduce vehicle trips while preserving personal mobility, such as employee transit 
incentives, telework programs, car sharing, parking policies, public education programs and other strategies 
that enhance and complement land use and transit strategies. 
 
D. Support the development of a California cap-and-trade program 
 
E. Support implementation of high speed rail system. 
 
F. Provide incentives to local governments for well-designed land-use    planning and infrastructure projects 
could lead to short commutes and encourage walking, bicycling, and the use of public transit. 
 
G. Inventory transportation infrastructure that is vulnerable to sea-level rise and develop mitigation strategies 
 
H. Enable cities and counties to plan for Neighborhood Electric Vehicles (NEVs) as an alternative 
transportation mode on local arterials 
 
I. Collaborate with government and private sector parties in the development of an integrated hydrogen 
solution that links facilities and vehicle assets into support for the State’s Hydrogen Highway and Climate 
Change efforts. 
 
J. Promote the development and improvement of alternative and renewable low-carbon fuels 
 
K. Identify sustainability indicators (such as access to public transit, safe active transportation, recreation, 
economic opportunities, and medical services) to enhance current transportation system performance measures.  
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L. Promote sustainable transportation funding criteria that incentivizes use of the healthiest, lowest carbon 
emitting, and most sustainable transportation choices. 
 
Discussion Notes:  
 
Strategy A: Complete Streets 
Members were generally supportive of the CTP 2035 update effort. There was strong 
endorsement of what Caltrans is doing with Complete Streets. However, it’s more than 
Complete Streets; it’s about a complete transportation systems when you take into account 
travel over long distances—so strategies should address a complete transportation system 
that includes roads, railroads, etc., both in multimodality and completeness. They both help 
us to get around the State, and trails like the string of pearls along the California coast also 
help us get around. 
 
It’s important for the disabled community to have connectivity. There are different needs for 
different mobilities.  The disabled have fewer options and need choices. They are tied to 
schedules for the train with transfers to buses to get to their destination. Because their 
special needs are often not met, the disabled often stay at hotels because the schedules broke 
down and they were stranded.  The blind and deaf experience high fatality rates, so we need 
a better way to fund improved and safer travel.   
 
The bicycle community thinks that Caltrans needs more staff resources for bicyclists--there 
are just two full-time staff dedicated to support of bicycle facilities. There is also a lack of 
funding for bicycling (Oregon dedicates one percent of its budget toward bicycle facilities).  
 
The CTP should also address the need for more coordination between State, regional and 
county agencies. It must also address the freedom to choose, whether it’s a bike commute or 
recreational bicycling, and to understand that bicycle commuters driving a lengthy 30 miles 
to work are not interested in a bicycle commutes. Both recreational and commuter bicycle 
facilities are important. We need infrastructure for both uses.  We also need sound 
investments on short service trips. We concentrate on congestion, but outside of congestion 
we need to make short distance trips appealing for biking and walking.    
 
Economist Walter F. Kieser claims that nearly all congestion problems could be solved with 
a 15% mode shift.  
 
Transportation is about design, development, and how we choose to live in our communities 
outside of our working environment. A linchpin issue is that climate change will require 
more smart growth planning. Caltrans efforts are heading there, so we should be seeing 
multiple benefits.  
 
Consider employee incentives to encourage people to bike, like incentives to participate 
during “May Bike Month.”  
 



CTP 2035 Focus Group: A Quality Environment   

April 28, 2009  
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There should be more disincentives, like an increase in the gas tax (none since 1992) and 
realistic charging downtown parking (parking remains almost free in most places).  
Incentives are only half the issue; disincentives are more powerful.  If parking were not 
subsidized by government agencies, there would be higher use of alternatives modes. Free 
parking leads to more congestion.   
 
We need more connectivity with modes, for example, the plan should address flexibility in 
the design of public transportation like carrying wheelchairs (each transit car only carries two 
wheelchairs, so we need more folding seats on transit).   
 
The plan needs to focus on connection between transportation infrastructure and land use 
planning.  Regulations are needed as there are no disincentives for sprawl or for 
communities not following their general plans. The California Coastal Commission uses 
oversight to protect the State coastline, agrees as long as the local general plans comply with 
the statewide CCC policy to create a buffer between transportation and the ocean. We need 
more oversight, using the CCC and the BCDC as models.  
 
Local communities are not addressing parking for people with special needs. Parking meters 
are free to placard holders who abuse the system and park free all day. That’s bad in terms of 
lost revenue and lost business. We need strategies that discourage free parking in order to 
stop these abuses, perhaps by making it harder to get disabled placards and monitoring use 
of placards so only the appropriate people have access. 
 
Unintended consequences: It all comes down to money. If we stop people from driving we 
better make the streets safer for non-motorized travelers to ride their bicycles. The key issues 
are funding, enforcement and safety. In terms of funding it all comes down to the economy. 
 
Deputy Directive 64 (Complete Streets) is headed in a positive direction, as is the Complete 
Streets legislation, and all want that trend to continue.  Options need to be available.  This 
multi-modal planning is very important because the next generation may make different 
choices so options need to be there for them. 
 
We need to ensure we don’t overlook safety and take the chance that there is even a 
perception of lack of safety. When design employs barrier separated bicycle and pedestrian 
facilities, the usage goes up—increasing the perception of safety.  However, the bicycling 
community disagrees and discourages barrier separated facilities—barriers cause safety issues 
as well, particularly at intersections.  
 
Strategy H: neighborhood electric vehicles (NEVs) 
Another issue is the conflict between bikes and NEVs using shared lanes that can cause 
conflicts in uses. All agree that reduced speeds (i.e., speeds below 35 MPH in all urban areas) 
would be a solution supported by all non-motorized travelers. NEVs could use the roads if 
we had overall 35 MPH speed limit.  Reduced speeds would also mitigate for climate change 
and air quality.  
 
The lack of sound in NEVs is an issue for the visually impaired; they need some kind of 
built-in noise to hear the vehicles.  
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Strategy I—‘Hydrogen Highway’  
We need to focus on more than one solution or one choice, but rather focus on a broader 
diversity of choices. Putting all of our eggs in one basket puts us at greater risk to 
unintended consequences.  Consider replacing this strategy with the following:  

Collaborate with government and private sector parties in the 
development of alternative energy solutions (such as the hydrogen solution, 
and more realistic solutions like compressed natural gas, and others).  

 
Strategy D—Strategies should not focus solely on “cap and trade.”  
 
We should not risk everything on one solution--we need several approaches. There’s no one 
silver bullet, nor one design that fits all situations. Zip cars are an innovation, but even they 
are not accessible to everyone—the disabled can’t use them, which can lead to a segregated 
transportation system.  However even though the goal may be to have access to all systems 
by all users, realistically everything can’t be open to everyone.  If you try to make everything 
universal, you won’t accomplish anything.  ADA wasn’t put in to preclude common sense, 
but you should avoid unnecessary barriers. 
 
What this strategy is getting at is carbon sequestration.  To address the GHG issue, we need 
a strategy that’s reframed to include a list of strategies to support climate change (i.e., 
Caltrans is shifting to fly-ash in their concrete to help sequester carbon; landscaping and 
promotion of greenways helps for air quality as well as it sequesters carbon).  
 
Many of these programs are embroiled in special interests, and often result in “political 
choices.” Cap and trade, high speed rail, and hydrogen vehicles (strategies D, E, and I) are all 
programs supported by the current political administration. The issue is how to frame the 
long-term vision of the CTP 2035 to deal with these political choices. Rather than “support” 
each choice, consolidate these choices into one strategy and use the term “consider” instead.  
Look at replacing several of these strategies with the following: 
 

Consider efforts to reduce GHGs such as cap and trade, high speed rail, and 
hydrogen vehicles.  

 
High Speed Rail (HSR) is also a part of connectivity, but HSR could have unintended 
consequences—HSR could cut through valuable habitat, creating conflict between 
connectivity and creating negative impacts to the natural environment.  We should also 
address many of the programs in terms of the environmental review paradigm—avoid, 
minimize, or mitigate impacts. Cost benefit analysis does not get you to a quality 
environment; in cost benefit analysis, natural resources are often the first to be sacrificed.  
Also, HSR success depends on connecting systems that are in place where you go. 
  
Cap and trade, high speed rail, and hydrogen vehicles are not strategies as much as they are 
actions. Strategies I, D and E are incongruent with the rest of the list of strategies. 
 
Public education is needed along with a marketing campaign like those in Europe. Programs 
like Feet First in Seattle offer mobility training classes and teach various modalities to look 
out for each other and operate compatibly.   
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There may be a generational shift happening.  Fewer teenagers are getting their drivers’ 
licenses. 
 
Strategy G. Sea-level rise (SLR) and develop mitigation strategies 
SLR is most severe in San Francisco and the Delta.  We should rephrase this strategy to the 
following as it’s not just about SLR:  
 

Build partnerships to address the impacts of global warming including sea-
level rise and accelerated shoreline erosion.  
 

Consider other strategies such as lifting, armoring, and realignment choices:  
 Consider planning for raised facilities to avoid flooding, such as the raised facilities 

like the Yolo Causeway, as lots of highways will need lifting to get separation from the 
rising sea).  

 Consider protecting existing transportation system by armoring (such as rip-rap 
along water’s edge) to protect existing structures at sea-level.  

 Ensure coordination of land use and transportation includes room for realignment of 
transportation facility if we are forced to retreat to higher ground.  

 Finally, ensure multimodal survivability through redundancy built into all new projects to 
counter the impacts of SLR (beyond a motorized facility, include rail and transit that are 
survivable).  

 
Avoid development within the flood plains that is unsustainable. Consider land use planning 
within the strategies.  
 
California Trails should be within the sight, sound and smell of the ocean. This requires 
transportation funding for additional ROW for the trails.   
 
The overall success of the CTP 2035 toward sustainability is dependent on wise and 
integrated land use and transportation decisions. We need to consider the full life-cycle 
analysis of impacts of our transportation and land use decisions in order to achieve 
sustainability.  
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B4. Fresno Focus Group Summary 
The focus group meeting in Fresno was held at the Fresno County Library conference room 
on May 12th, 2009, 6-8 pm.  MIG staff facilitated the meeting and graphically recorded the 
discussion on wallgraphic paper. The purpose was to comment on the statewide issues 
addressed in the CTP 2035 Brochure, to identify any missing issues and red flags, and to 
identify any regional issues unique to Fresno or Central California. 
 
Ten participants attended the meeting and turned in feedback forms, and two Caltrans staff 
members attended as observers to take notes.  Demographics for the attendees were 
collected before (as part of Craigslist recruitment) and during the meeting.  The following 
presents the participants’ oral and written responses to the questions they were asked in the 
meeting. 

Trends and Transportation Issues for the 2035 Planning Horizon 
Asked to review a list of 10 trends and transportation issues and rate them as being of High, 
Medium or Low significance in the Central California region, participants ranked them in the 
following order of priority: 
1. Stable funding (related to the state of the economy, changes to current funding sources, and the need 

to provide reliable resources for transportation projects, maintenance and upgrades) 
2.    Air Quality 
3. (Tie) Aging infrastructure (requiring maintenance, major replacements and/or upgrades of 

roadways and other transportation modes including rail, transit, bicycle and pedestrian routes) 
3. (Tie) Low-density development (resulting in more driving and more roads required to serve 

spread out development and isolated or rural communities) 
4. Climate change (related to greenhouse gas emissions (GHG) and global warming) 
5. (Tie) Aging population (more seniors, as well as a larger youth population, both with higher need 

for public transit, bicycle facilities and pedestrian amenities) 
5.  (Tie) Goods movement in a global economy (materials transport including trucking, 

shipping and rail) 
6. Increased population (52 million people projected in California by 2035, a 25% increase over 

2009 population) 
7. (Tie) Preserving natural resources 

7. (Tie) Energy supply (related to fuel sources and mode of transportation) 
 
Other (write-in suggestions; all rated High) 

 Bike lanes 
 More lanes 
 Not enough through roads to go from/to different areas of Fresno 
 Providing more/better incentives for cleaner/greener vehicles 
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The following chart shows the distribution of votes among the 10 focus group participants: 

 No. of Votes: 
High 

No. of Votes: 
Medium 

No. of Votes: 
Low 

Stable funding 9 1 0 

Air quality 7 3 0 

Aging infrastructure 7 2 1 

Low-density development 7 2 1 

Climate change 5 3 2 

Aging population 4 4 2 

Goods movement 4 4 2 

Increased population 3 6 1 

Preserving natural resources 3 5 2 

Energy supply 3 5 2 

 
Discussion Notes: 
 52 million people by 2035 
There will be many people on the roads so congestion and safety will be huge issues. The 
cost of additional infrastructure will drain local communities. Toll roads like those in the Bay 
Area may be needed if communities lack funding for key infrastructure.  
 
The Central Valley has issues not found in the rest of the State. First are two major highways 
that are two major north/south corridors (Hwy 99 & I-5) in the region, but few good 
east/west corridors to get around the region. There is no way to travel east-west.  In 
addition, other big issues are dust storms (summer from agriculture) and fog (winter 
weather) that lead to big accident pileups on our roads. There is nothing on the horizon to 
resolve these issues.  
 
Also, infrastructure is not expanding with the population increase. Infrastructure conditions 
are not the same in different in areas of the city depending on the income levels or voting 
power of the neighborhoods. There also seems to be a lack of cooperation between city, 
county, region, and Caltrans.  
 
Lack of connectivity for bikes is a huge issue in Fresno. Many are afraid to ride their bikes 
on certain streets because of parked cars (forcing bicyclists onto the sidewalks) and some 
streets have debris in the shoulders and are dangerous for bicyclist.  
 
Fresno and smaller cities in the central valley will probably see a decrease in population as 
more people are leaving the area. The area is shriveling up as water and jobs are drying up in 
the valley. Bay Area residents sold high, bought cheaper houses in Fresno, but all went back 
to the Bay Area when the bottom fell out from the housing market and because of lack of 
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jobs here. There may be slim hope in the future as some people may be able to work 
remotely from their homes.  
 
 Aging population 
Lots of children unable to walk to school because of lack of safety and connectivity of 
sidewalks, and that’s the same issue for the elderly. It’s a big issue getting the elderly to 
health appointments; as doctors and hospitals are spread all over the city. Handy Ride is 
available to the elderly and disabled (Handy Ride is a reservation-based, demand responsive 
service, providing curb-to-curb transportation for qualified senior and disabled persons 
within the Fresno Area Express (FAX) service area). However, Handy Ride is inconvenient 
as elderly wait up to 2-3 hours after their appointments for return trips. There is also an issue 
with buses as they only hold two wheelchairs. And travel to appointments requires that the 
travelers leave two hours early or miss their appointments.  Add 105-degree temperatures to 
these and you see how inconvenient and what little incentive there is for public 
transportation. The elderly don’t feel safe or secure with public transportation with all these 
issues, but many don’t have any alternatives.  
 
 Goods movement in a global economy 
Grade separating railroad crossings are some of the good things Fresno has done over that 
past five years, so we don’t wait as long at railroad crossings, making it easier for east-west 
traffic flow as the trains are mostly north-south. Some of Highway 99 is only two-lane and 
there are lots of trucks, leaving only one lane for autos-only (none for autos-only when 
trucks are passing other trucks) 
 
 Climate change 
There are only a few “green” buses on CNG that help with the carbon footprint. While the 
decision-makers promote living green with energy-efficient cars, they don’t practice that with 
purchases of a city-wide green fleet. We need to do a better job of educating the public on 
the consequences of not changing their habits.   
 
 Aging infrastructure 
Aging infrastructure does not compete well with public health and prisons, and other issues. 
The technology exists for better east-west traffic flow, simply by synchronizing traffic 
signals, but it’s considered too expensive.   We do a good maintenance by filling potholes, 
but not well in replacing our aging infrastructure. Same with aging buildings in downtown 
Fresno—the place is blighted and there are slumlords. Infrastructure improvements are 
connected to areas with income that are adequate to support shopping and the economy. 
Downtown Fresno is a transit center, but the land use and transportation mix downtown is 
not letting it work well and sprawl is another issue. We need more transportation 
connections, but decision-makers do not consider transportation in their land use decisions; 
rather they find more reasons to exempt the general plan than reasons to follow the plan; 
these politicians rarely consider the impact of land use on transportation.   
 
 Stable funding 
Reduced funding relates to low gas tax rate and the impacts of fuel efficient vehicles on 
decreasing revenues. We need to educate the public that everyone needs to help each other 
in this area. A few could not support tax increase in the State with the highest taxes (VLF is 
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increasing soon). We should consider taxing the gross polluters like the trucks that use our 
roads, and be more creative on spending money wisely (less wasteful). We would feel better 
if taxes spent on transportation improvements. Interest on bonds is taking money that could 
be spent on roads and other transportation improvements. Just return the tax dollars to 
Fresno if collected in Fresno, using money collected locally—locally. And spend it as fast as 
we can spend it, and not wait five years to start these projects. There are very few bike lanes, 
and that’s why I sold my bicycle.  
 
 Preserving natural resources 
Fresno needs more bike lanes, showers, etc. as it is not a bicycle-friendly town. Even after a 
$5M improvement in the AMTRAK station, there are fewer riders today. We should have 
spent the $5M on bicycle improvements or CNG buses.  We would like to see the state buy 
cleaner vehicles first. We need more information out there to inform the public. 
 
 Low-density development 
Sprawl is an issue with low-density development encroaching on agriculture, an issue based 
on developers and speculation on cheap land. Low-density development makes us all travel 
further for services and jobs. The general plan stops sprawl at the edges but it is spilling it 
the edges because developers get what they want from the decision-makers. The only way to 
stop this is to file lawsuits under CEQA, and Caltrans has to file lawsuits on traffic impacts 
of these developments. We need more Community Development Block Grants (CDBGs) to 
offset costs to developers in downtown Fresno, and we also need to ensure the Economic 
Development Corporations spend these CDBGs wisely. The issue is following the general 
plan in place and better use of funds.  
 
 Energy supply 
This is about fuel efficiency, alternative fuels, and active transportation modes. Accessibility 
to alternative fuel stations is an issue here and around the state, and the distribution of 
hydrogen and hybrid plug-ins are a huge issue. We need more State incentives for fuel 
efficient vehicles, like carpool lanes for hybrids.  
 
 Air quality 
Air quality remains a big issue in Fresno and at the front of all concerns.  Air quality in the 
valley gets really bad in summer, combined with 105-degree temperatures, and makes life 
dangerous for children with asthma. Fresno is in the top-five worst for air quality in the 
nation, with mold in the winter, and ozone and dust in the winter. As the population 
increases, traffic goes up and along with agriculture leads to worse air quality. 
 
 
Meeting the Transportation Challenges, 2035 Planning Horizon 
Written Comments and Notes on Discussion by Caltrans staff 
 
1. Addressing Climate Change 
 

 Need to increase bike lanes. 
 More incentives for purchasing green vehicles. 
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 Make sure climate issues are of utmost concern when making any transportation 
changes. 

 Make public more aware of other means of transportation and make it easy to get to. 
 Greenhouse gas emissions are very important. 
 Make cleaner burning fuel available; a choice. 
 We lose 2” of land each year, so sinking houses are more an issue here than sea-level 

rise. People here are not worried about 2035.  
 
2. Growing Greener 
 

 Reduce urban sprawl 
 Increase incentives that bring “green” to the region. 
 More incentives for purchasing green vehicles 
 Stop urban sprawl – stick to the general plan. 
 Bike lanes 
 If clean air is such an issue, then make sure any new modes of transportation are 

“green.” 
 More incentives for recycling for a friendly environmental impact. 
 Suggestion: mass transit system for public now riding buses, etc.  Like Los Angeles 

has the Metro system and works quite well. 
 The government needs to become our example.  If they use more eco-friendly 

products/services, then we will start to see the effect trickle down. 
 Sensitive solutions I feel would be to provide bus service between Fresno and the 

outlying cities. 
 Plan our housing around transportation instead of the opposite, transportation 

should come first before building new developments. 
 The number one issue is stopping sprawl. Real change like bike lanes, stations, and 

showers, and better lighting would get more people to ride bicycles.  We don’t need 
to widen the roads for bikes; we just need to think about painting a white stripe for 
bikes. The huge issues here are ensuring that buses carry more than two bicycles, or 
two wheelchairs. There is no connectivity between modes.  

  AQ is at the front of all concerns in Fresno because it’s so bad in this natural 
“bowl” of a valley. We are number one in the nation in asthma-related deaths.   

 Let’s at least try not to make it worse.   
 
3. Building Partnerships 
 

 Reach out more to the public for input. 
 Better representation; more community involvement and partnership. 
 Better cooperation with local planning commissions and city councils. 
 Involve community members in planning. 
 Connecting seniors who ran our country before with the youth who will be. 
 Distribute funds more efficiently. 
 Build a partnership between the cities for transportation and efficient land use. 
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 New and old need a partnership, new development with old development, don’t 
forget the old buildings, stop always allowing new development when older is 
available. 

 Different responses to potholes depending on income-levels (we can determine the 
income levels of neighborhoods by the state of the transportation surface). We can 
get more done if we partner regionally and locally. We need fair allocation of funding 
that is available, need State and Caltrans to help us locally.  

 Clovis succeeds because it is a more tight-knit community, Fresno is more 
fragmented.  

 
4. Investing Strategically 
 

 Build or dedicate one lane of Highway 99 to trucks. 
 Get creative.  Draw on more community involvement.  More town hall meetings.  

Dialogue. 
 Need those put in place (who are local) to make decisions for the best of their 

community (city) and able to coordinate (state wide) for the good. 
 Major public transportation should be improved on, such as travel to other cities via 

public transportation. 
 I feel they should invest in all fuel-efficient buses. 
 Making it easy for lower income families to invest in these companies. 
 Invest in the future and progressive methods when existing methods need 

replacement, i.e., greener buses. 
 Fresno feels that they are not getting fair-share of attention from the State, even 

though it is California’s fifth-largest city it does not get fifth-largest funding.  San 
Joaquin is largely underrepresented at the State level. Since Fresno is not getting its 
fair share of the funding over the years, our infrastructure is behind everyone and 
our needs are even greater.  

 We want to see the High Speed Rail (HSR) come through this area, but we also want 
something as simple as express buses from Clovis to Fresno that have more efficient 
schedules.  

 The only way to get from outside Fresno to downtown is by car.    
 
5. Providing Mobility Choices 
 

 Bike lanes!  Sidewalks!  Better planning. 
 Make it easier to travel by bike.  Give incentives for public transport.  Tax those who 

use the freeways most. 
 Provide better and more available public transportation. 
 Thinking through and having others (outside the plan) running the scenarios 

thoroughly. 
 Need to have more transportation options for the disabled, blind, elderly, etc. 
 We need streets, sidewalks and bike lanes improved to get more people to use other 

modes of transportation than by driving. 
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 Better equipped buses for elderly and bike riders (more seats for elderly/disabled; 
more bike racks available on busses). 

 We need bike lanes, a reliable bus system, synchronized lights and revised speed 
limits according to volume.   

 We need some sort of main route east to west in Fresno. 
 Plan for the unexpected, prepare for population increase even if it doesn’t happen. 
 Fear of safety and security are huge impediments to alternative transportation in 

Fresno.  
 Need more east-west connectors (Shaw and Herndon Avenues east-west, and 

Blackstone and Cedar Avenues and Hwy 99 north-south). There are so many 
impediments to mode choice, how can we possibly fund all the solutions.   

 Consider incentives, like higher parking fees downtown, as there would be more 
people riding transit. If we get more people to change, it will spread.   

 
6.  Missing Issues:  

 Increase bus service to other cities; better planning with more proactive, forward 
thinking; improving safety and allocation of resources; and encouraging different 
modes of transportation.  

 Consider creative solutions like tripling the parking fees as an incentive to take transit 
and reduce single-occupant vehicles.  

 Incentives and disincentives could include taxes on some businesses that add to the 
transportation issues.  



CTP Focus Group Meeting, Fresno, CA  

May 12, 2009  
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 B5. Los Angeles Focus Group Summary 
The focus group in Los Angeles was held at the Los Angeles County Metropolitan 
Transportation Agency (LACMTA) conference room on May 18th, 2009, 6-8 pm.  MIG 
staff facilitated the meeting and graphically recorded the discussion on wallgraphic paper.  
The purpose was to comment on the statewide issues addressed in the CTP 2035 Brochure, 
to identify any missing issues and red flags, and to identify any regional issues unique to Los 
Angeles or Southern California. 
 
A total of fourteen of fifteen previously committed participants attended the meeting and 
turned in feedback forms, and two Caltrans staff members attended to observe and take 
notes. Demographics for the attendees were collected before (as part of Craigslist 
recruitment) and during the meeting.   The following summary is a synthesis of the 
participants’ oral and written responses to the questions they were asked in the meeting. 

Trends and Transportation Issues for the 2035 Planning Horizon 
Asked to review a list of 10 trends and transportation issues and rate them as being of High, 
Medium or Low significance in Los Angeles and the Southern California region, participants 
ranked them in the following order of priority: 
1. Increased population (52 million people projected in California by 2035, a 25% increase over 

2009 population) 
2. Stable funding (related to the state of the economy, changes to current funding sources, and the need 

to provide reliable resources for transportation projects, maintenance and upgrades) 
3. Goods movement in a global economy (materials transport including trucking, shipping and 

rail) 
4. Aging infrastructure (requiring maintenance, major replacements and/or upgrades of roadways 

and other transportation modes including rail, transit, bicycle and pedestrian routes) 
5. (Tie) Low-density development (resulting in more driving and more roads required to serve 

spread out development and isolated or rural communities) 
5.  (Tie) Aging population (more seniors, as well as a larger youth population, both with higher need 

for public transit, bicycle facilities and pedestrian amenities) 
6. Air Quality  
7. Energy supply (related to fuel sources and mode of transportation) 
8. Climate change (related to greenhouse gas emissions (GHG) and global warming) 
9. Preserving natural resources 

Other (write-in suggestions): 

 (3) Safety (noted on three forms, ranked (1)High, (1)Medium and (1)no ranking) 
 More efficient public transportation – more Metro rail and bus lines and the Metro 

rail running later.  These lines should not stop at the same time the bars and clubs 
close! (ranked High) 

 Number of bus lines, penetration (ranked High) 
 Need for more transit facilities (ranked High) 
 Higher residential density near transit routes and stations (ranked High) 
 Bus image and cleanliness  
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Comments related to missing trends or issues uniquely relevant to this region: 

 Safety – first priority.  Public awareness campaign.  Develop new system to call out 
public transit site and overlay that location coding system with prominent 
building/business locations.  Include that number in advertisements. 

 How to get people to use transit.  Cannot accommodate much more vehicles. 
 MTA should endeavor to invest in forward thinking, visionary as opposed to “same-

old” technologies…such as green and renewable power. 
 Cost to the consumer.  Also, how it will affect taxes. 
 The bus should be at minimum competitive with the car in travel time.  If the bus is 

stuck in the same traffic as cars, what’s the incentive? 
 Make longer hours and increased frequency 
 Provide ‘Safety Value Enforcer’—an additional staff person on each bus to help 

elderly and enforce cleanliness and rules 
 Cleaner buses…but more so 
 Provide incentives to ride public transportation such as free stuff—this motivates. 
 I would like to see more trucking done at night to dawn. 

The following chart shows the distribution of votes among the 14 focus group participants 
who ranked the trends and issues: 

 No. of Votes: 
High 

No. of Votes: 
Medium 

No. of Votes: 
Low 

Increased population 12 2 0 

Stable funding 8 6 0 

Goods movement 6 8 0 

Aging infrastructure 6 6 2 

Low-density development 5 5 4 

Aging population 5 5 4 

Air quality 4 6 4 

Energy supply 3 10 1 

Climate change 3 7 4 

Preserving natural resources 3 6 5 

 
Discussion Notes:  
 
Discussion centered around ways to improve and make the public more aware of the 
benefits of riding transit.  Solutions offered by attendees emphasized the need for educating 
the public about the benefits, costs, etc. of using transit, especially the environmental 
impacts. 
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Climate change is an issue that all attendees are familiar with, but they aren’t aware that the 
State has established specific targets for the reduction of GHGs.  Also, defining terms is 
important.  Audience not supportive of toll roads, as the perception was that these would be 
separate infrastructure that would need to be built (rather than current strategies being 
considered such as HOT lanes). 
 
52 million people by 2035 
 Increase public awareness about availability of transit. 
 Expand subway system.  It doesn’t isn’t add to congestion on freeways (like buses do) 

and provides a relaxing less stressful experience. 
 Connectivity to other areas, such as Santa Monica important. 
 Image of public transit is an issue; needs to be clean and safe.  Also needs to be 

convenient, frequent and accessible. 

Stable funding 

 We should invest now for the future. 
 Use public-private partnerships, giving business an ownership stake. 
 Public frustrated that tax dollars for transportation get used elsewhere; need integrity in 

the system; don’t have confidence that $’s will be spent as described. 
 Raise awareness about increasing population and traffic; will motivate people to take 

action and approve funding. 
 Use marketing campaign to change public perception – using transit is intelligent (not 

stigmatized) 
 Raise social value of transit and desire to use public transportation to get increased 

funding. 
 Tell the public how much it really cost to drive a car (est. at  $.50 per mile?) 

Low-density development 

 LA so spread out difficult to serve with transit. 

Climate change 

 Market environmental benefits of transit over cars (note some in attendance did not 
believe that riding transit would improve air quality; feeling that buses pollute more than 
cars.) 

 Work with large employers/businesses to get them to invest and incentivize their 
employees to ride transit. 

 Use entertainment industry to raise awareness about transit (e.g., Brad Pitt riding a bus!) 
 Need to offer incentives that reduce the cost of cleaner vehicles; too expensive for many. 
 Transition is slow, but public seems more willingly now to purchase vehicles with 

increased fuel efficiency/electric vehicles.  Willing to pay more because they feel they’ll 
be doing something good for the environment.  Concern for the environment is a 
motivator. 
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Aging population 

 Have someone on each bus that helps passenger, especially the elderly and disabled to 
get on and off and with bags, etc. This would also increase the perception of safety on 
buses. 

 Expand dial-a-ride services to serve growing needs of seniors. 
 More older and younger people driving; need more education on rules of the road for 

drivers, pedestrians and bicyclists.  Who’s responsible DMV, law enforcement, etc.? 

Goods movement in a global economy 

 Concern about impact of goods movement on air quality and on system wear and tear.  
(Perception that trucks are responsible for a greater percentage of emissions than cars). 

 Recognition that trucks provide goods, but need to find ways to move goods with less 
impact.  Reduce trucks on 710 freeway. 

 Build rail facility (similar to Alameda Corridor) to accommodate need to transport goods 
from Port of Long Beach to the Inland Empire. 

Energy supply 

Use alternative fueled vehicles; look to using solar power and other forms of energy for 
ancillary transit facilities. 

Air quality 

Clarify difference between air quality and climate change related issues. 
 
Meeting the Transportation Challenges, 2035 Planning Horizon 
Written Comments and Notes on Discussion by Caltrans staff 
 
1. Addressing Climate Change 
 

 This can help to build the public image of buses. 
 Cleaner buses are great! 
 Not an issue I have.  I have faith in others that better ideas will come out of the need 

for this. 
 Most LA residents don’t know what sea-level rise is – support can be built if public 

knows they can make a difference. 
 Finding different types of energy that are not bad for the climate and air. 
 It seems to be important to me of high value with climate. 
 Get someone responsible to examine all choices of most efficient energy. 
 Create no drive areas and encourage park-n-ride concept. 

 
2. Growing Greener 
 

 Nah.  We can wait on this – there’s more immediate issues. 
 Provide more maintenance and higher fee of penalty if smog checks aren’t passable. 
 I think this has been a topic for more than a decade. 
 Know your demographic! 
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 Efficient land use is more important than anything else. 
 Cleaner burning vehicles for a more affordable price.   
 Make streets more safe for cyclists and provide more bike racks around the city. 
 Green is the only way or will be in the coming years. 
 Make sure MTA is safe buses.  Address serious issues. 
 Understanding that population is difficult to serve with transit because LA region is 

so spread out; need to tie future development and transit together. 
 Provide housing that allows for bicycling and walking to destinations. 
 How about rideshare Fridays? 

 
3. Building Partnerships 
 

 Money is always good. 
 Should be considered. 
 Partner with green power industries for the right to power MTA and become their 

preferred green partner. 
 Public and private partnerships. 
 Media partnerships.  I think the media needs to partner up with Department of 

Transportation to create a public interest in alternative transportation.  Like they do 
in the California ad campaigns. 

 I don’t necessarily see point in building partnerships. 
 Utilize land not used for Metro. 
 Encourage private sector to build transit stations. 
 Fund transit by making it a business and offering equity shares. 

 
4. Investing Strategically 
 

 Good idea. 
 Partnerships with the private sector. 
 Provide more double-decker buses like Europe, especially with population increasing 

more. 
 Wind power!  Wind farms! 
 Investing is now future. 
 I want to see where the money goes, I want to see the evidence that improvements 

are being made. 
 I’m not certain. 
 Maximize and utilize all modes of transportation and education. 
 Educate the public about the need to maximize all modes in order to serve all needs 

most efficiently and sustainably! 
 
5. Providing Mobility Choices 
 

 Bus lines should increase their ability to carry more bikes.  I’ve had to alter my travel 
plans several times because there was no room for my bike. 
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 Safety, have a moderator, make buses cleaner, longer hours. 
 Incentives are great!  Follow like the fast food freebies to get people motivated – I 

would use transportation more with incentives. 
 Would be a positive approach to get more riders on public transportation. 
 Offer better incentives to carpoolers and bicyclists. 
 More choices – better transportation! 
 This is probably highest on my priority list, I hate that everybody is so spread out.  I 

want things to be more convenient to where I live or at least make it easier for me to 
get to.  UNDERGROUND transportation is the key to solving many of the 
problems. 

 ‘Bus Street’ for buses only is a great idea. 
 Choosing the most efficient routes and streets to use for different modes of 

transportation. 
 Create bus only lanes for faster, efficient service that can compete with cars. 
 Offer more after-hours transit; allows night owls to get around and those employed 

in off hours. 
 Advertise riding transit as part of an event, an experience; make it a cool thing to do! 
 Offer free public transit one day a week to get more people to try it. 
 Reduce the cost of riding transit rather than investing in new facilities or expanding 

highways.  If the transit was only 25 or 50 cents, we might get the numbers needed 
to increase service. 

 All buses need bike racks. 



CTP  Focus Group Meeting, Los Angeles, CA 

May 18, 2009  
                   

 



 



 

California Transportation Plan 2035 Focus Groups Summary Appendix B, Page 30 
June 2009 MIG, Inc. 

 

 

B6. Redding Focus Group Summary 
The focus group in Redding was held at the Shasta County Public Library on May 21st, 
2009.  MIG staff facilitated the meeting and graphically recorded the discussion on 
wallgraphic paper. The purpose was to comment on the statewide issues addressed in the 
CTP 2035 Brochure, to identify any missing issues and red flags, and to identify any regional 
issues unique to Redding or Northern California. 
 
All eleven previously committed participants attended the meeting and turned in feedback 
forms, and three Caltrans staff members attended but did not participate.  Demographics for 
the attendees were collected before (as part of Craigslist recruitment) and during the 
meeting.  The following summary is a synthesis of the participants’ oral and written 
responses to the questions they were asked in the meeting. 
 

Trends and Transportation Issues for the 2035 Planning Horizon 
Asked to review a list of 10 trends and transportation issues and rate them as being of High, 
Medium or Low significance in the Central California region, participants ranked them in the 
following order of priority: 
 
1. Stable funding (related to the state of the economy, changes to current funding sources, and the need 

to provide reliable resources for transportation projects, maintenance and upgrades) 
2. Aging population (more seniors, as well as a larger youth population, both with higher need for 

public transit, bicycle facilities and pedestrian amenities) 
3. Goods movement in a global economy (materials transport including trucking, shipping and 

rail) 
4. Preserving natural resources 

5. (Tie) Aging infrastructure (requiring maintenance, major replacements and/or upgrades of 
roadways and other transportation modes including rail, transit, bicycle and pedestrian routes) 

5. (Tie) Low-density development (resulting in more driving and more roads required to serve 
spread out development and isolated or rural communities) 

6. Increased population (52 million people projected in California by 2035, a 25% increase over 
2009 population) 

7. (Tie) Air Quality  
7. (Tie) Climate change (related to greenhouse gas emissions (GHG) and global warming) 
8. Energy supply (related to fuel sources and mode of transportation) 
 
Other (write-in suggestions; all rated High) 

 Economy and sustainability of rural communities 

 Land of the free so why so expensive to live? 

 Urban sprawl 

 Crowding 
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 Need for more rail use for goods and people moving 

 Making public transit and active transportation modes “more appealing” 

 Community involvement is essential! 
Comments related to missing trends or issues uniquely relevant to this region: 

 Wider roads and sides of the road—nowhere to pull over and you need somewhere 
to go. 

 The rural viewpoint.  Don’t saddle us with an urban footprint for rural areas and 
expect to make it work. 

 Drill for oil statewide.  Tax it!  Oil prices down.  Revenue up.  Many problems 
solved. 

 Impact of large number of low income households in rural Northern California. 

 All of the electric lines throughout the city—why not underground? 

 Lack of sidewalks in many communities. 
 

The following chart shows the distribution of votes among the 11 focus group participants: 

 No. of Votes: 
High 

No. of Votes: 
Medium 

No. of Votes: 
Low 

Stable funding 9 1 1 

Aging population 9 0 2 

Goods movement 8 3 0 

Preserving natural resources 7 3 1 

Aging Infrastructure 6 4 1 

Low Density Development 5 6 0 

Increased Population 5 5 1 

Air Quality 5 4 2 

Climate change 4 7 0 

Energy supply 4 4 3 

 
Discussion Notes:  
 
Similar to the Los Angeles focus group, the discussion heavily  focused on public transit.  
The participants felt that their current bus system was not effective for a rural area.  They 
recommended getting more community input to improve the transit situation.  They thought 
that in a less populated rural area, smaller buses or vans with more targeted routes would be 
more effective.  Ride share programs also might be a good alternative in rural areas. 
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Attendees tended to believe that by 2035 there will be a solution to climate change.  Their 
biggest fear with Climate change was with increased frequency and severity of forest fires.  
The attendees would like to find solutions to problems like climate change and low-density 
development, however, they believe people should be able to live in rural areas if they 
choose that way of life.  Attendees also didn’t seem to understand transportation funding.   
 
52 million people by 2035 
 More congestion on I-5 
 More congestion will lead to more accidents 
 There aren’t many bridges in Redding.  It will be even harder to get across the river.  The 

bridges are a big bottleneck. 
 Transit not available to pockets of isolated people in rural places.  Isolated pockets are 

often populated by low-income people. 
 Limited bikeway system 
 Lack of transit impacts the senior population 
 There’s a lack of resources for improvements 
 Lots more cars on the roads causes health issues. 
 Ride Share programs would help areas like Redding.  Need incentives from the State for 

programs like Ride Share or employer incentives.  Match people up for Ride Share and 
have procedures when someone has an emergency and needs a ride home. 

 
Aging population 
 Very dark at night in rural areas.  Seniors can’t see signs and fog lines.  Need more safety 

features to help Seniors. 
 Retirement areas aren’t planned in appropriate areas.  Need better planning for these 

kinds of developments. 
 Extreme weather conditions in Redding cause more safety issues. 
 There will also be more young people, so need more buses. 

Goods movement in a global economy 

 Trucks on I-5 really impact Redding.  Trucks tear up the road and cause safety issues. 
 Need more lanes to deal with the truck traffic and more turnouts. 
 Need to use the railroad more to carry goods 
 Need more safety inspections on trucks. 

Climate change 

 Climate change leads to more forest fires in already fire prone area. 
 Need reporting system for cigarette litterers (major cause of fires) 
 Need more fueling stations for alternative fuel vehicles 
 People still want the independence of cars so need more infrastructure for alternative 

fuel vehicles. 
 Make I-5 electric 
 Needs to be easier for alternative modes.  Alternative modes need to be convenient and 

safe. 
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 Consider a bullet train like in Japan 
 Need affordable ways to move goods to rural areas 
 Consider programs like if you drive a certain number of miles, you need to plant a tree 
 Reuse methane from farms 
 Rural people have to travel longer distances so they shouldn’t be penalized.  People in 

rural areas also having lower incomes. 
 Some cars you can’t use biodiesel or it will void the warranty 
 Need more education on how people can help the earth.  Need more incentives for 

things like moving closer to work. 
  
Aging infrastructure 
 Older roads aren’t as safe, no shoulders and not multi-modal 
 Lack of sidewalks and bike lanes 
 Need better placement of sidewalks to encourage walking for short distance travel 
 Need bike and ped bridges 
 Need more bike rack and bike lockers around the city to encourage to people to use their 

bikes more. 
 Need more bus shelters 
 Need better coordination when improving infrastructure, projects aren’t all happening at 

the same time 
 Need more warnings on bad roads 
 Use different materials to make roads last longer – like in Arizona 
 Use new technology – don’t keep rebuilding the same way 

Stable funding 

 Consider toll ways, but with accountability about where the money is going 
 Money shouldn’t be stolen from infrastructure for other uses 
 Tax people with too many cars 

Preserving natural resources 

 Need programs where you can rent an SUV or big truck for when you need one, but you 
don’t have to drive it all the time.   

 Not much air service in Redding 
 Also important to protect cultural resources – roads often follow Indian trails 
 Waterways are very important in Redding 

Low-density development 

 More public transportation would help, but people don’t ride the bus in Redding.  They 
cut routes and stops 

 May need smaller buses and community vans. 
 Get more input from the community on what kind of transit service would work best. 
 Fit the transit needs to particular communities 
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 Need essential services (ex. Grocery stores) near where people live so they don’t have to 
drive to big box stores like Wal-Mart 

 Need to plan for other modes of transportation like Segways 

Energy supply 

 Use byproducts of agriculture for fuel sources. 

Air quality 

 Plant more trees 
 Build with non-polluting materials 
 Fires cause very bad air quality.  Sacramento’s bad air comes to Redding and causes 

health issues. 
 People won’t want to ride bikes and walk if air quality is bad 
 Transportation should help people to live in rural areas where they want to live. 
 Need services in rural areas like high speed internet and cell phone services, so people 

don’t have to drive everywhere. 
 Provide services to smaller communities – not just the I-5 corridor 
 Create jobs locally 
 
Meeting the Transportation Challenges, 2035 Planning Horizon 
Written Comments 
 
1. Addressing Climate Change 

 Continue to conserve important areas & not expanding things just because it’s the 
“American” thing to do.  Must go smaller – create communities closer together. 

 Increase of summer temperatures related to wild fires. 
 Expand alternative fuel stations.  Using more or other ways for transportation (i.e., 

light rail, bullet train, etc.) 
 Increased forest fires impact northern California transportation issues. 
 I’m an optimist – we have enough land for the automobiles, not the best outline for 

roadways though. 
 Global problem.  China’s pollution and fires impact this area. 
 Just keep dry grass away from the roads. 
 Get everyone involved.  Education on best ways to help the environment. 
 Electric highways. 
 This area already has an extreme climate, especially extreme summer heat – climate 

will only exacerbate our problems. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

California Transportation Plan 2035 Focus Groups Summary Appendix B, Page 35 
June 2009 MIG, Inc. 

 

2. Growing Greener 
 Buses can “go green.”  Taxi service affordable, practical? 
 Use of new science to change to better efficiency. 
 Focus on other alternative fuels besides in cars (i.e., airplane, boats/ships, buses, 

etc.).  Investment in scientific studies. 
 Need more scientific funding, new technologies. 
 In future smaller community oriented solutions will be better. 
 Solutions that result in people not having to drive to Bay Area. 
 Reuse materials in road construction (like recycling of old tires). 
 User friendly for everyone, not more taxes for us.  Use what we know. 
 The natural beauty is the main attraction in this area – for tourism and residents – so 

maintaining that is essential. 
 
3. Building Partnerships 
 

 Inform community of increases in traffic and reasons.  Create more jobs through 
transportation and at same time being conscious of environment and community. 

 Community involvement in deciding its own needs. 
 Help bring in new businesses. 
 Keep having these types of meetings on all levels. 
 Community involvement in land use planning. 
 Compensate those who have houses next to new roads or have had a new road built 

on their land. 
 Utilize business partnerships to build rideshare pools, incentives, etc. 
 Car pool lanes and truckers’ own lane and stay in it as separate road for them. 
 Working with local groups can help provide direction to solutions that would be 

most beneficial in that location. 
 
4. Investing Strategically 
 

 Make sure the people know where the money is going.  Implement transportation 
that assists the most people (look at trends/costs/people’s income) – what can they 
spend? 

 Safety 
 Government use of money, taxes, fundraising. 
 Wider freeways and highways.  Prepare for the future influx of motorists. 
 No new public taxes. 
 Involve community members in the planning to utilize the money the best way 

possible. 
 Roads going over or under railroad crossings or freeways instead of intersections and 

stopping. 
 Even though it might cost more, a project should be designed for the long term and 

all uses. 
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5. Providing Mobility Choices 
 

 More sidewalks!  More bike racks!  See more bikes! 
 Provide variety of modes depending on distance. 
 Providing more options for mobility as well as more access for existing options (i.e., 

sidewalks, bike lanes, etc.)  Consider safety for all modes of transportation. 
 Clearer street plans and schematics. 
 Safety first so people have “true” mobility choices. 
 Make these choices easier and more appealing.  Make bikes more easily available and 

comfortable for those that aren’t in excellent shape. 
 The more options offered, the greater the chance that less cars will be on the road. 
 Local (smaller) buses to connect to city buses. 
 Yes, this is essential to the health and well-being of people and the environment – 

very important. 
 
 
 



 

 



CTP Focus Group Meeting, Redding, CA   

May 21, 2009  
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Appendix C:  Demographic Profile of General Public Focus 
Group Participants 
Following is an overall profile of participants (36 total) in all three regional general public 
focus groups (Fresno, Redding, and Los Angeles), broken down by the demographic and 
transportation use categories that were specified in the recruitment questionnaire to comply 
with Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, Nondiscrimination in Federally Assisted 
Programs. 
 

Age: 
Under 40: 21 
Over 40: 15 
   (including  
   60+: 2; 70+: 1 

Gender: 
Female: 20 
Male: 16 

Residential Area Size: 
Large Urban (>250,000): 20 
Moderate Urban (50,000 - 250,000): 13 
Small City or Town (<50,000): 3 
Rural: 1 

 

Race: 
African American/Black: 4 
African American/Hispanic: 1 
Asian/ Pacific Islander: 4 
Hispanic: 6 
 

American Indian/Alaskan Native: 0 
White (non-Hispanic): 20 
Other (unidentified): 1 

 

Education: 
High School Graduate: 3 
Currently in College: 5 
Some College: 10 
Associate Level Degree or Technical 

Certification: 5 

Bachelor’s Degree: 9 
Post-Graduate Degree: 4 
 

 

Primary Mode of Transportation/Frequency of Use 
(Note: Most participants utilized more than one form of transportation, on average about 
three.  The information below shows primary mode of transportation.  Secondary and other 
modes included walking, transit/bus, bicycle, motorcycle, rideshare, Cessna airplane.  Only 
three participants named a single form of transportation used - driving their own automobile 
on a daily basis; all of these were Fresno residents.) 
 

Auto: 30 
 
Public Transit: 1 
 
Other: 2  
(Skateboard: 1; Commercial trucking: 1) 
 

Walking: 3 
 
Bicycle: 0 
 

Disability: 0 
Income: (only 21 respondents out of 36) 
Less than $21,200: 12 
More than $21,200: 9
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Following are individual demographic profiles of each of the three focus groups. 

Fresno Focus Group Demographics 
 

Age: 
Under 40: 7 
Over 40: 3 
    

Gender: 
Female: 7 
Male: 3 

Residential Area Size: 
Large Urban (>250,000): 9 
Moderate Urban (50,000 - 250,000): 1 
Small City or Town (<50,000): 0 
Rural: 0 

 
 

Race: 
African American/Black: 1 
African American/Hispanic: 0 
Asian/ Pacific Islander: 0 
Hispanic: 3 
 

American Indian/Alaskan Native: 0 
White (non-Hispanic): 6 
Other (unidentified): 0 

 
 

Education: 
High School Graduate: 1 
Currently in College: 0 
Some College: 7 
Associate Level Degree or Technical 

Certification: 0 

Bachelor’s Degree: 0 
Post-Graduate Degree: 2 
 

 
 

Primary Mode of Transportation  
Auto: 8 
 
Public Transit: 1 
 

Walking: 1 
 
Bicycle: 0 
 

Disability: 0 

 
Income:  
Less than $21,200: 6 
More than $21,200: 4
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 Los Angeles Focus Group Demographics  
 

Age: 
Under 40: 8 
Over 40: 7 
   (including  
   60+: 2; 70+: 1 

Gender: 
Female: 7 
Male: 8 

Residential Area Size: 
Large Urban (>250,000): 11 
Moderate Urban (50,000 - 250,000): 4 
Small City or Town (<50,000): 1 
Rural: 0 

 
 

Race: 
African American/Black: 3 
African American/Hispanic: 1 
Asian/ Pacific Islander: 3 
Hispanic: 2 
 

American Indian/Alaskan Native: 0 
White (non-Hispanic): 6 
Other (unidentified): 0 

 
 

Education: 
High School Graduate: 1 
Currently in College: 2 
Some College: 3 
Associate Level Degree or Technical 

Certification: 2 

Bachelor’s Degree: 5 
Post-Graduate Degree: 2 
 

 
 

Primary Mode of Transportation  
Auto: 13 
 
Public Transit: 0 
 
Other (Skateboard): 1 
 

Walking: 1 
 
Bicycle: 0 
 

 

Disability: 0 

 
Income: No respondents 
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Redding Focus Group Demographics 
 

Age: 
Under 40: 6 
Over 40: 5 
 

Gender: 
Female: 6 
Male: 5 

Residential Area Size: 
Large Urban (>250,000): 0 
Moderate Urban (50,000 - 250,000): 8 
Small City or Town (<50,000): 2 
Rural: 1 

 
 

Race: 
African American/Black: 0 
African American/Hispanic: 0 
Asian/ Pacific Islander: 1 
Hispanic: 1 
 

American Indian/Alaskan Native: 0 
White (non-Hispanic):8 
Other (unidentified): 1 

 
 

Education: 
High School Graduate: 1 
Currently in College: 3 
Some College: 0 
Associate Level Degree or Technical 

Certification: 3 

Bachelor’s Degree: 4 
Post-Graduate Degree: 0 
 

 
 

Primary Mode of Transportation  
Auto: 9 
 
Public Transit: 0 
 
 

Walking: 1 
 
Bicycle: 0 
 
Other (commercial truck): 1 

Disability: 0 

 
Income:  
Less than $21,200: 6 
More than $21,200: 5 
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Appendix D:  Written Comment Forms 
 

California Transportation Plan 2035 
Focus Group: April 16, 2009, 9-11 am 

 
Name:_______________________________ 

 
Organization:_______________________________ 

 
Contact Information:_______________________________ 

 
Thank you for participating in this Focus Group to address the development of 
the CTP 2035 and to provide feedback on the policy framework, addressing 
current and projected trends and challenges through the 2035 planning horizon.   
 
The CTP 2035 is a 20-year plan for all Californians that will address 
transportation as a focal point for sustainability and quality of life.  The plan will 
provide a long-range policy framework (on the back of the CTP 2035 Fact Sheet 
handout) for statewide transportation needs: defining the six goals in the current 
approved CTP 2025 (April 2006), the thirteen policies, and numerous strategies 
to achieve our collective vision for California’s future. The plan update will 
continue its strong link to the Three Es of Sustainability: a prosperous Economy, 
a quality Environment, and social Equity. 
 
Today we will be beginning the dialogue on social Equity and the related key 
strategies proposed by the Policy Advisory Committee.  The goal is to integrate 
bicycling, walking, and transit into a multimodal plan using a framework that 
considers the needs of all travelers and a "complete streets" approach. 
 
The objectives of the discussion are to: 

 1) get your feedback on suggested or proposed strategies that support 
social equity, including a ‘Complete Streets’ approach to transportation 
and a discussion of any strategies that might be missing, and   
 2) get your input on any substantive or "red flag" issues that might be 
associated with these suggested strategies. 

 
We will be discussing each of the following selected strategies as a group.  
Additionally, if you would like to make any notes for us to include in the summary 
of this focus group, you can use this comment form to record your leave with us 
at the end of today’s meeting. 
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Selected strategies related to social Equity: 
 

We will try to address each of the following strategies in our Focus Group today; 
to determine the approach to the dialogue, please consider the strategies in 
order of your priority for discussion. 

 
A. Integrate the needs of those traveling by active modes into 

transportation projects using a “complete streets” approach. 
B. Create more opportunities for bicycling and walking to both improve 

public health and reduce our carbon footprint. 
C. Provide safe, convenient, and continuous routes for pedestrians 

and bicyclists of all types that interface with and complement a 
multimodal transportation system.  

D. Consider people mobility rather than vehicle throughput in 
transportation planning and decision-making. 

E. Enhance mobility within and between metropolitan areas by 
managing demand (including shifting trips to transit, bicycle and 
pedestrian modes) before expanding physical capacity of 
roadways. 

F. Identify sustainability indicators (such as access to public transit, 
safe active transportation, recreation, economic opportunities, and 
medical services) to enhance current transportation system 
performance measures.  

G. Promote sustainable transportation funding criteria that incentivizes 
use of the healthiest, lowest carbon emitting, and most sustainable 
transportation choices.  

H. Educate the public about the health-related impacts of mobility and 
land-use decisions, including near-roadway health, quality of life, 
and physical activity impacts.  

I. Develop partnerships with schools to support increased use of 
public and mass transit options, walking, bicycling among students 
and teachers.  

J. Reduce/prevent climate change-related impacts/injuries to human 
health; design facilities and surfaces to minimize heat absorption 
and off-gassing to help make cities safer during heat waves. 

K. Improve safety for travelers of all ages and abilities.  
L. Reduce likelihood and severity of transportation-related injuries, to 

bicyclists and pedestrians by reducing vehicle speeds in certain 
settings (similar to what is done in school zones).  

M. Seek legislative, regulatory, and policy support for travel and 
congestion pricing strategies.  
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California Transportation Plan 2035 
Focus Group: April 23, 2009, 2 - 4pm 

 
Name:_______________________________ 

Organization:_______________________________ 

Contact Information:_______________________________ 

_______________________________ 

 
Thank you for participating in this Focus Group to address the development of the CTP 
2035 and to provide feedback on the policy framework, addressing current and projected 
trends and challenges through the 2035 planning horizon.   
 
The CTP 2035 is a 20-year plan for all Californians that will address transportation as a 
focal point for sustainability and quality of life.  The plan will provide a long-range policy 
framework for statewide transportation needs: defining the six goals in the current 
approved CTP 2025 (April 2006), the thirteen policies, and numerous strategies to 
achieve our collective vision for California’s future. The plan update will continue its 
strong link to the Three Es of Sustainability: a prosperous Economy, a quality 
Environment, and social Equity. 
 
Today we will be beginning the dialogue on a prosperous Economy and the related key 
strategies proposed by the Policy Advisory Committee for the CTP 2035 update.  A 
selection was made from all potential strategies for our discussion today, based on 
prioritizing new strategies being considered.  A complete list of all strategies is available 
to you if desired. The focus of the selection encompasses:  
 
       1) strategies that support transportation’s major role as an economic 
  stimulus for a prosperous economy, and 

 2) strategies that propose innovative financing to ensure a stable funding 
   source for future transportation projects, and 
   3) strategies that foster economic development at the local level versus the 
   potential of a statewide strategy requiring an Economic Development 
    Element as a mandatory part of General Plan updates. 

 
The objectives of this discussion are to get your feedback on these suggested or 
proposed economic strategies; to identify key strategies that might be missing, and to 
get input on any substantive or "red flag" issues that might be associated with these 
suggested strategies. 
 
We will be discussing the strategies as a group; additionally, if you would like to make 
notes for us to include in the summary of this focus group, you can use this comment 
form to record your ideas and leave with us at the end of today’s meeting.  
 
Because we may not be able to address all of these strategies within our two hour time 
frame, please consider which of the strategies you would like to prioritize for our 
discussion today. 
 



 

California Transportation Plan 2035 Focus Groups Summary Appendix D, Page 4 
June 2009 MIG, Inc. 

 

Selected strategies related to a prosperous Economy: 
 
A. Educate the public on transportation’s major role as an economic stimulus that 

supports a prosperous economy. 
B. Identify mobility improvements that support a vibrant economy, and give priority 

to low income, disadvantaged communities and support sustainable businesses. 
C. Ensure that economic development efforts include investments in low-income 

communities to share equally in the benefits of economic growth and prosperity 
as the more affluent communities. 

D. Identify sustainability indicators (such as access to public transit, safe and active 
transportation, recreation, economic opportunities, and medical services) to 
enhance current transportation system performance measures. 

E. Promote sustainable transportation funding criteria that incentivize use of the 
healthiest, lowest carbon emitting, and most sustainable transportation choices. 

F. Integrate planning principles that provide real-cost valuation of environmental 
resources (in terms of ecosystem services) in order to determine the actual 
benefit-cost of these resources for transportation decision-making. 

G. Develop a climate adaptation decision matrix to identify options for protecting 
transportation infrastructure investments that also support a greening technology. 

H. Educate the public on green technology innovations that can lead to the creation 
of healthier environments to work, live, and learn. 

I. Educate public and stakeholders on economic benefits of sustainable 
infrastructure planning that includes consideration of “green” infrastructure. 

J. Identify measures to accelerate transportation bond programs in order to 
stimulate the economy. 

K. Assess economic benefits of implementing elements of Goods Movement Action 
Plan that support future State and federal funding for goods movement in a 
global economy. 

L. Provide for increased program capacity to support the safe and efficient 
movement of goods in corridors that are crucial to national security and economic 
vitality. 

M. Identify multimodal funding that invests in multiple strategies to yield the highest 
results and cost-effective strategies, such as intelligent transportation systems, 
that employ proven methods and technology to improve performance. 

 
Innovative Financing 
N. Ensure the financial integrity of the Highway and Transit Trust Funds while 

pursuing innovative financing to ensure continued transportation investments. 
O. Evaluate the impact on transportation revenues of shifting to alternative fuels. 
P. Identify and educate the public on the benefits of pursuing innovative financing 

measures to ensure stable funding sources for transportation investments. 
Q. Seek legislative, regulatory, and policy support for congestion pricing strategies. 
R. Determine public support for public-private partnerships (P3) initiatives that 

support a stable funding source for transportation investments. 
S. Determine public support for congestion pricing and other user fee initiatives that 

support a stable funding source for transportation investments, such as mileage-
based user fees. 

T. Determine public support for innovative financing strategies tied to greening 
including a green user fee on the price of gas at the pump. 

U. Conduct studies on states’ and countries’ efforts to move toward a user-based 
fee structure. 
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California Transportation Plan 2035 
Focus Group: April 28, 2009, 2 - 4pm 

 
Name:_______________________________ 

Organization:_______________________________ 

Contact Information:_______________________________ 

_______________________________ 

 
 

 

Thank you for participating in this Focus Group to address the development of the CTP 
2035 and to provide feedback on the policy framework, addressing current and projected 
trends and challenges through the 2035 planning horizon.   
 
The CTP 2035 is a 20-year plan for all Californians that will address transportation as a 
focal point for sustainability and quality of life.  The plan will provide a long-range policy 
framework for statewide transportation needs: defining the six goals in the current 
approved CTP 2025 (April 2006), the thirteen policies, and numerous strategies to 
achieve our collective vision for California’s future. The plan update will continue its 
strong link to the Three Es of Sustainability: a prosperous Economy, a quality 
Environment, and social Equity. 
 
Today we will be beginning the dialogue on a quality Environment and the related key 
strategies proposed by the Policy Advisory Committee for the CTP 2035 update.  A 
selection was made from all potential strategies for our discussion today, based on 
prioritizing new strategies being considered.  A complete list of all strategies is available 
to you if desired.  The focus of the selection encompasses a focus on addressing climate 
change and strategies that: 
  
   1)  support reducing greenhouse gas emissions contributed by transportation, and 
   2)  recognize the connections between transportation and land use, and 
   3)  encourage partnerships to develop adaptation strategies that address sea-level rise 
 
The objectives of this discussion are to get your feedback on these suggested or 
proposed strategies; to identify key strategies that might be missing, and to get input on 
any substantive or "red flag" issues that might be associated with these suggested 
strategies. 
 
We will be discussing the strategies as a group; additionally, if you would like to make 
notes for us to include in the summary of this focus group, you can use this comment 
form to record your ideas and leave with us at the end of today’s meeting.  
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Selected strategies related to a quality Environment: 
 

            
 
A.  Provide the freedom for people to choose how they get around by 
   designing streets that are safe and inviting for pedestrians, cyclists, 
   and transit users. 
 
B. Implement travel demand management: pricing measures, parking 
   policies, travel demand management programs, mileage based insurance, 
   traffic calming, complete streets policies, and telework programs. 
 
C. Implement programs to reduce vehicle trips while preserving personal 
   mobility, such as employee transit incentives, telework programs, car 
   sharing, parking policies, public education programs and other 
   strategies that enhance and complement land use and transit strategies. 
 
 D. Support the development of a California cap-and-trade program. 
 
 E. Support implementation of high speed rail system. 
 
 F.  Provide incentives to local governments for well-designed land-use 
   planning and infrastructure projects that could lead to short commutes and 
   encourage walking, bicycling, and the use of public transit. 
 
 G. Inventory transportation infrastructure that is vulnerable to sea 
   level rise and develop mitigation strategies. 
 
 H. Enable cities and counties to plan for Neighborhood Electric Vehicles 
   (NEVs) as an alternative transportation mode on local arterials 
 
 I. Collaborate with government and private sector parties in the 
   development of an integrated hydrogen solution that links facilities and 
   vehicle assets into support for the State’s Hydrogen Highway and Climate 
   Change efforts. 
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Regional Focus Groups  
Fresno, CA, 6-8 pm May 12, 2009 

Los Angeles, CA 6-8 pm, May 18, 2009 
Redding, CA, 6-8 pm, May 21, 2009 

 
Trends and Transportation Issues for the 2035 Planning Horizon 
 
Following our group discussion, please review the following trends and 
transportation issues to determine whether you believe them to have High, 
Medium or Low significance in the Central California region. (H, M, L) 
 
_____52 million people projected by 2035 (14 million additional people in California 
  or a 25% increase over 2009 population) 
 
_____Aging population (more seniors, as well as a larger youth population, both with 
  higher need for public transit, bicycle facilities and pedestrian amenities) 
 
_____Goods movement in a global economy (related to trucking on roadways 
  and other forms of materials transport including shipping and rail) 
 
_____Climate change (related to greenhouse gas emissions (GHG) and global  
  warming) 
 
_____Aging infrastructure (requiring maintenance of roadways and other facilities 
  such as repairing potholes or major replacements or upgrades) 
 
_____Stable funding (state of the economy and its relation to transportation funding; 
 decline of fuel tax revenue due to more fuel-efficient vehicles or reduced driving) 
 
_____Preserving natural resources 
 
_____Low-density development (resulting in more driving ‘Vehicle Miles Travelled’   
  and more roads required to serve spread out development) 
 
_____Energy supply (related to fuel sources and mode of transportation) 
 
_____Air Quality (related to transportation uses) 
 
_____Other: _________________________________________ 
 
_____Other: _________________________________________ 
 
Comments (please turn page over for additional comments): 
 
 
 
 



 

California Transportation Plan 2035 Focus Groups Summary Appendix D, Page 8 
June 2009 MIG, Inc. 

 

 
Meeting the Transportation Challenges, 2035 Planning Horizon 
 
Following our group discussion, please review the following approaches to 
meeting the transportation challenges over the next 25 years and make any 
additional comments you may have as to the significance in the Central 
California region. 
 
1. Addressing Climate Change (such as adaptation to sea-level rise, 
recognizing connections between land use and transportation and reducing 
greenhouse gas emissions) 
 
 
 
 
 
2. Growing Greener (including sustainable and efficient land use, housing 
development near transit, balancing community values and transportation 
needs and context sensitive solutions) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
3.  Building Partnerships (providing consensus on efficient land use and 
transportation planning) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
4.  Investing Strategically (investing in comprehensive, multimodal 
transportation planning, integrating all travel modes through corridor system 
management planning to increase transportation options and improve travel 
times) 
 
 
 
 
5.  Providing Mobility Choices (integrating the needs of those traveling 
by active modes into active transportation projects using a "complete 
streets" approach) 
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Appendix E:  Recruitment Methodology 
Recruitment methodologies similar to those used for the Public Participation Plan for the CTP 
and the FSTIP were used to recruit participants for the six focus groups. Two different 
formats of focus groups were used for the CTP 2035 Outreach, each with different target 
participants.  The three Sacramento focus groups included knowledgeable stakeholders 
identified by Caltrans to address strategies related to social equity, prosperous economy and 
quality environment.  The three geographically representative focus groups included 
members of the general public recruited from an Internet ad to address regional 
transportation issues and challenges. 
 
Sacramento Stakeholder Focus Groups: Starting with the Stakeholder Interview List 
prepared for the PPP as well as additional targeted stakeholder agencies identified by 
Caltrans, the public involvement consultant, MIG, Inc., recruited the participants by direct 
phone and email contact.  Each of the three Sacramento focus groups addressed strategies 
related to the “3 E’s”, but stakeholders interested in each topic area were invited to all three 
focus groups to get a wide perspective on the proposed strategies.  MIG confirmed a 
minimum of ten to twelve participants at each meeting.  Some stakeholders were unable to 
make it as planned; the three Sacramento focus groups had between six and nine 
participants. 
 
General Public Focus Groups: MIG recruited the participants electronically by placing an 
advertisement on Craigslist, www.craigslist.org, in the various communities in which the 
focus groups were to be held.  MIG’s goal was to recruit 12-15 participants from the 
immediate area for each of the four groups.  The ad offered a $60 stipend for participating, 
and specified that we were looking for active participants with an interest in learning about 
issues and stating their opinions.  No compensation for transportation or parking was 
offered.  A light dinner was also provided. 
 
Applicants were asked to answer a series of questions regarding demographics and their 
preferred modes of transport (see Appendix F).  Participants were then selected on the basis 
of ensuring as wide a representation of demographic variation and choice of transportation 
modes as possible.  Follow-up phone calls were made to further screen participants and 
confirm that they could commit to attending.  An attempt was also made in all three venues 
to include general public representatives of the aging community, although with limited 
success. While some participants dropped out of the Fresno and Los Angeles groups on the 
day of the meeting for various reasons, there were still between ten to fifteen participants in 
each of the three focus groups. 
 

 




