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Introduction

1

This is the twelfth year of the Cleaner Air Partnership Public Opinion Survey on Air
Quality and Transportation in the Sacramento Region. It is an opportunity to track public
response to the same questions over time, and also an opportunity to tap public opinion
on new issues facing the region.

The 2001 survey provides timely information on how people use transportation modes,
as well as their experience with trouble breathing during unhealthy air episodes.  This
year we also probed views on what “region”means to people, and ways to reduce com-
mute driving.

Thanks to the financial sponsors who contributed the funds and their expertise in de-
signing the survey:

• the Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District (SMAQMD);
• the Yolo-Solano Air Quality Management District (YSAQMD);
• Sacramento International Airport (Sacramento Co. Dept. of Airports, SMF);
• the Placer County Air Pollution Control District (PCAPCD);
• the Sacramento Area Council of Governments (SACOG);
• the City of Sacramento (City);
• the Sacramento Regional Transit District (RT).

Special thanks are due to those who participated in the Survey Committee:  Larry
Greene, Gwen Owens, Kerry Shearer, Betty Turner and Ken Hough; and to Dawn
Morley-Chavero and Naomi Holobow from Meta, who provided strong technical sup-
port, quality control and comment on the final report.

The Survey

In November, 2001, 2,700 telephone interviews were conducted with random samples of
residents in Sacramento, Placer, El Dorado, Yolo and Solano Counties.  The interviews
averaged 11 minutes.  Meta Information Services conducted the interviews under the
direction of the Cleaner Air Partnership Project Manager.

The methodology used in the 2001 survey  was identical to the one that has been used
annually and presents results that can be reliably compared to prior surveys.  For more
information about the methodology used, see the methodological appendix.  The margin
of error for the regional sample of 1,395 is less than 2 percent.  For other samples the
margin of error is:

3.1 % for Sacramento County (SMAQMD);
3.3 % for Yolo-Solano Air Quality Management District (Yolo and Solano);
4.9 % for City of Sacramento and for El Dorado County;
4.4 % for Placer County;
4.0 % for Sacramento County (not including City of Sacramento);
4.6 % for Yolo County.
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Key Findings.  Key findings of the 2001 Public Opinion Survey on Air Quality and Transporta-
tion are summarized below.

•  Residents perceived less serious air pollution impacts in 2001 than in the previous five year
period, but were more likely to report change in driving habits and the belief that they will
have to change in the future for air quality to improve.

•  Twenty-nine percent of the region’s residents said they would sign up for a free email ser-
vice to inform them when air quality reaches unhealthful levels.  There is a potential market
for 290,000 subscribers to AirAlert.

•  Eighty-seven percent of the region’s residents consider themselves part of the Sacramento
regionthough the most common way for people to identify “their region” outside of Sacra-
mento County is with the name of another city or county.

•  “Quality of Life” is the regional attribute most important to people living in the region.
Over 75 percent consider air quality, traffic congestion and energy supply and reliability to be
very important for the future of the region, and over 50 percent believe economic diversity,
open space preservation and adequate affordable housing are very important to the future of
the region.

•  In many ways, the region is a monoculture of auto dependent single family residence life
style;  most residents are content with where they live and have lived in the region for quite
some time (averaging 22 years).  Only 17 percent of employed residents said they would prefer
to live closer to work.  Ten percent of the region’s drive alone commuters have a longer-than-
average commute and would like to live closer to their work, The main reason they do not
move is lack of housing.

•  Drive-alone commuters report an average of 172 miles a week of driving, while those who
use transit or bicycle drive an average of 52 miles per week. Twenty-eight percent of the drive-
alone commuters say they could take transit to work.  This is about 246,400 commuters who
have transit available and are not using it.

From the Cleaner Air Pratnership web site page called “The Simple
Truth,” this is one of 12 cartoons explaining the why and how of air

quality clean-up for this region.

Visit www.cleanerairpartnership.org.
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The Table of Comparisons (Appendix) provides trend data by jurisdiction for  air quality and
transportation questions that have been repeated since the Cleaner Air Partnership began its
public opinion survey in 1989.  This section of the report describes trends in air quality-related
responses that are regional in scope.

Table 1 displays the 20 year profile for the Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management
District for state and federal exceedances of the one-hour ozone standards.  This table provides
a context for interpreting citizen perception data from the survey.  In general, air quality has
improved over the last twenty years.  Over the last three years, air quality has improved and
the three year rolling average  of ozone days in violation of the fecderal one hour standard
dropped by half from 7.3 to 3.7 days of violation in 2001.  This is a remarkable change since the
average  remained essentially the same from 1995 to 2000.

The same pattern is not found for the
state one hour standard (a more
rigorous standard).  Table 2 examines
data for the region, made available by
SACOG in its environmental report on
the Metropolitan Transportation Plan for
2025.

Meteorology plays a big role in ozone
formation and varies from year to year.
The summers of 1997, 1999 and 2000
followed a cool pattern, with strong
Delta breezes and few days threatening
to exceed the current federal ozone
standard.   The summer of 1998
followed a hot pattern, with a record
number of days (16) over 100 degrees
Fahrenheit in August, and stillness
created by high pressure ridges over
Northern California.

According to the Sonoma Technology
Inc. report1  on the 2001 ozone season,
the weather conditions in the
Sacramento Region were average,
though hot weather hit early.

1 Sonoma Technology Inc., Summary of the 2001
Ozone Season “ www.sonomatech.com/Sacramento/Forecasting/summary_2001.htm

Public Opinion and Air Quality Trends

Table 1: Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality
Management District Ozone Exceedances, 1979-2001

Days of Violation/ Three Year Average
State Standard Federal Standard

2001 38 36   2   3.7
2000 30 27   4   7.3
1999 39 34   5   7.0
1998 42 37 13   7.3
1997 20 36   3   6.3
1996 48 41   6   7.3
1995 39 34 10   7.3
1994 35 40   6   7.0
1993 28 47   6   9.0
1992 58 47   9   9.7
1991 55 48  12   9.3
1990 29 57   8  15.0
1989 61 72   8  18.0
1988 81 68 29  22.7
1987 75 57 17  19.0
1986 48 51 22  21.0
1985 48 56 18  17.7
1984 58 59 23  17.3
1983 62 59 12 15.7
1982 56 52 17 16.7
1981 58 58 18 21.3
1980 43 15
1979 72 31

3
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Summer can mean fun times outdoors, or
problems breathing because of ozone
exposure.

In 2001, there was  a shift in the criteria used by the Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality
Management District, and more Spare The Air days were called.  See the  “2001 Evaluation
Final Research Report December, 2001” for more information about this issue.  Email
info@cleanerairpartnership.org for a copy.]

Summary of Public Opinion Trends

This report describes the statistically
significant trends in the region and
within subareas of the region.  Statisti-
cally significant change is measured
against a five year rolling average of
prior year survey results for that ques-
tion.  Table 3 shows statistically signifi-
cant differences between 2001 findings
and prior year averages for the region,

Sacramento, Placer, El Dorado and Yolo-Solano air
district jurisdictions.  In some cases, the measurements
were similar in 2001 to the 2000 measurement, thus
confirming  a trend.Only residents within our air basin
were interviewed.

Summary:  residents perceived less serious air pollu-
tion impacts in 2001 than in the previous five year
period, but were more likely to report change in driv-
ing habits and the belief that they will have to change
in the future for air quality to improve.

Here is more detail about the trends, with downward
trends first.

•  Regionally, assessment of the seriousness of Sacra-
mento area smog has dropped from 38 percent saying
smog is a very serious problem to 31 percent.  In foothill
communities this downward trend has not occurred.  In Placer and El Dorado the percentage
of residents considering smog to be very serious has actually gone up, though not significantly
so.  Only Yolo-Solano (which does have better air quality) falls below 30 percent in the percent-
age of residents considering smog “a very serious problem.”

•  The percentage of households reporting that someone had trouble breathing last summer
during periods of unhealthy air has dropped significantly in every part of the region except

Table 2: Sacramento Regional Ozone Exceedances,
1991-2001

Days of Violation/ Three Year Average
State Standard Federal Standard

2001  54 51.7    3 4.0
2000  45 49.3    4 7.3
1999  56 42.7    5 7.0
1998  47 43.3  13 9.0
1997  25 44.7    3 8.3
1996  58 54.3   11          10.3
1995  51 47.3   11 8.7
1994  54 57.3    9 9.7
1993  37 61.0    6           11.3
1992  81   14
1991  65   14

Approximate regional ozone history, from SACOG’S DEIR,
MTP, May, 2002,  pp. 52-53.  Data includes areas not in the
Sacramento Ozone Non-Attainment Area.
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El Dorado. Regionally, the drop is from 35 percent to 26 percent of the households surveyed.  It
is important to note, however that Spare The Air survey data show no such drop in Spare The
Air Day problems with breathing  due to poor air quality.

•  Specific recall of campaign ads has dropped an average of 17 percent to 6 percent recall-
ing last year’s ad.  This reflects trends identified earlier in the fragmentation of resident atten-
tion among media.  It also may reflect the fact that the ad tested in 2001 was a radio ad and the
other ads tested in prior years were television ads.

Upward trends.  Despite drops in how seriously people see the air quality problem in the
region, residents have become more attuned to transportation changes to help improve air
quality.

• More residents believe that they will have to change in order for air quality to improve in
the region.  Half of the region’s residents now express this belief.  Every jurisdiction showed
positive movement on this indicator. In El Dorado County, residents moved from 35 percent to
41 percent positive on this belief, in line with the regional trend, but not a significant move-
ment (given the size of the sample).

• More drivers are carpooling or vanpooling on a regular basis.  Regionally, forty percent of
the drivers report carpooling at least once a month, compared to 35 percent average in recent
years.  This trend was not confirmed in foothill counties.  Most of the change has occurred in
the “monthly to once a week” category, rather than the “more than weekly” category.

• More drivers report using alternatives to driving when they could use their car instead.
The percentage of drivers saying they never use alternatives to driving when they could drive
dropped from 50 percent to 44 percent in the region.  This regional pattern is not replicated in
the foothill communities.  The biggest change is a drop in those reporting that they never use
alternatives to driving. Regionally and also in Yolo-Solano, there was a significant increase in
use of alternatives to driving more than twice a week.  (That’s what we really want to see.)

On all these variables where we see significant trend lines,
the variation described between different areas of the
region is also statistically significant.

Interpretation.

Generally, this is good news.  Despite air quality getting
better, we continue to maintain and increase levels of
public support and participation in actions that help
reduce mobile source pollutants.

Regarding the drop in assessment of the seriousness of
smog in our region, we should consider both the quality of
the air, and the public information provided about air
quality.  Between 1994 and 2000, the three year rolling
average for violations of the one-hour ozone standard was
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7.  That dropped to 3  in 2001.  So, while the air quality in the region in 2001 was similar to
2000 ,with federal ozone one-hour violations about the same, the cumulative, averaged level of
ozone had fallen noticeably.

However, Spare The Air alerts were more frequent in 2001 (15 days) than in 2000 (6 days) due
to a shift in the threshold downward (from 174 to 150 AQI).   So the drop in perception of smog
seriousness was not due to fewer Spare The Air days.

Third, what did change between the two seasons was that the budget for advisory spots was
spread over two and one half times as many days with only a small increase in expenditures.
Therefore the amount of advertising done per Spare The Air day fell in 2001.   Budget expendi-
tures by day varied from almost $9,000 on June 16 to about $5,000 per Spare The Air day be-
tween June 21 and September 21.

This analysis demonstrates the difficulty of maintaining public interest in air quality while air
pollution drops to meet the legal standard.  It seems contradictory to expand expenditures on
public education about air pollution as air pollution becomes lower.  However, the public
ability to make a difference expands the closer the region comes to attainment.  The public’s
participation in avoiding driving during summer periods favorable to ozone formation, could
avoid an exceedance.  Ironically, it is more important than ever for drivers to care about air
pollution, and to act upon air pollution information to avoid driving.

Fortunately, we seem to be in a climate of opinion where most people believe it is right to
reduce motor vehicle emissions to protect health.  By increasing our alert levels, we may be
able to encourage more shifts in transportation behavior that help clean up the air.  Is there
another way to engage the public in new ways to make a bigger effort.  One idea is a contest or
competition.

In summer, bicycling is more fun.
Sacramento cycling specialist Ed Cox
invented a free community service,
“valet bicycle parking” program to
help Sacramentans ride bikes to
summer events and park safely.  He
was rewarded with a 2001 Clean Air
Hero award from the American Lung
Association of Sacramento-Emigrant
Trails.
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In the 2001 Cleaner Air Partnership Public Opinion Survey,  residents responded to questions
about health problems and air pollution.  Respondents were asked whether they or someone
else in their household had experienced trouble breathing during periods of unhealthy air last
summer.  Twenty-six percent of the respondents in the region reported that someone in their
household experienced trouble breathing during periods of unhealthy air (Table 6).  This is a
significant drop from  the percentages reported for 2000  and for 1999.  Of those reporting, 16
percent reported that they themselves had a problem breathing, 10  percent reported another
adult had trouble breathing and 10  percent reported a child in their household had trouble
breathing.

As noted in the previous section, the ozone air quality in 2001 was not markedly better than in
2000 or 1999.  In 2000, smoke pollution was not noticeable in the region, but in 1999, there were
significant episodes and in 2001 at least the foothills were affected by smoke episodes.

The finding that there was a drop in health effects in 2001 is  inconsistent with the Spare The
Air survey conducted in the summer of 2001 by the Cleaner Air Partnership.  “Sacramento
Region Air Quality Basin: ‘Spare The Air’ Campaign 2001 Evaluation Report,” December 2001,
reports that on the average Spare The Air day in 2001, 14 percent of the region’s residents and
15 percent of Sacramento county resi-
dents reported that someone in the
household had trouble breathing be-
cause of unhealth air.  The responses
were virtually the same in 1999 and
2000 Spare The Air day interviews,
indicating no change has occurred in
the regional experience of the health
effects of air pollution.  Therefore the
finding that health effects of air pollu-
tion have dropped will be treated as
tentative until confirmed by later year
data.

See page  19 for more information about
health and use of the air quality infor-
mation on the internet.

8

Air Pollution and Health

SMAQMD staff educate the public about watching the air quality
index in the summer and how to use the free service “Air Alert” to
stay on top of health conditions outdoors.  See page  19   for more
information on AirAlert.

Table 4:  Regional Experience of Air Pollution and Health
2000 1999 2001

Someone in household experienced trouble breathing/unhealthy air 36% 40%  26%
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Opinions About Living in the Region

9

In the next 20 years, our region is expected to add 900,000 people and exceed over 2.7 million
in total population. Employment is projected to grow from 800,000 jobs to 1.3 million. Growth
occurs under the land use planning authority of 21 local governments in the region.  It
depends upon major infrastructure planning done by regional agencies, like the Sacramento
Area Council of Governments, or by agreement between local agencies like the Water Forum.
Several regional efforts are on-going to discuss the future growth of the region.  For example,
the Transportation Roundtable, a group of 50 citizens organized by SACOG, is looking at 20
year transportation issues.  Also an Air Quality and Transportation Forum has been organized
along the lines of the Water Forum.  Issues of where and what kind of new growth come up in
these settings. In November , 2001, the Cleaner Air Partnership Public Opinion Survey asked
2,700 regional residents three questions about the region.

Respondents were first asked to think about the future of the region and what issues are most
important to the region as it grows.  They were then asked what attribute of the region was
most important personally.  Respondents then
identified the name they use to describe the region
that they primarily consider themselves to be a part
of.  Finally, they were asked whether they also
consider themselves to be part “of the Sacramento
region.”  (See Table 6, next page.)

For many,  the most important regional attribute was
“quality of life”, but there are significant differences
among counties in emphasis on attributes, including
the environment, proximity to other places and
economics.

Most people in our air basin do consider themselves
to be a part of the Sacramento region,  Eighty-seven
percent said yes when asked.  Even 60 percent of
Solano County’s eastern population will allow
themselves to be so classified. Still, there are many other regional identities out there.  Only in
the City and County of Sacramento was ‘Sacramento area’ or ‘Sacramento valley’ chosen
spontaneously by the largest group.  Elsewhere, the name of a city was chosen by the largest
group, except in El Dorado County, where “foothills” was the most used reference (39%).

While a majority of the people in the region rate air quality, traffic congestion, energy, open
space, affordable housing and economic diversity as very important to the future of the region,
there is more consensus about air quality, traffic congestion and energy.  For example
regarding affordable housing, 65 percent of the City of Sacramento residents regard it as a very
serious issue, while only 48 percent of El Dorado County residents do.
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Table 5.  Sense of the Region
Placer Yolo Solano  Sac. City       Other Sac El Dor.

Number of interviews 500 466 336 409 601 401

Consider self a part of the Sacramento Region
70% 77% 60% 98% 96% 55%

How you describe your region (preliminary)
Name of a city 24% 39% 39% 10% 23% 15%
Sacramento area/valley 15% 21% 9% 44% 40% 6%
Foothills 15% - - - 2% 39%
Name of County 8% 9% 10% 5% 6% 14%
Northern California 8% 7% 9% 8% 8% 4%
Sub-city reference 3% 2% 1% 13% 5% 1%
Other (descriptive adjectives)

27% 22% 32% 20% 16% 21%

Most important attribute of the region:
Quality of life most important

61% 47% 53% 47% 49% 58%
Environment most important 13% 17% 13% 16% 15% 19%
Proximity to other places 13% 13% 14% 12% 14% 8%
Economics 8% 13% 13% 15% 14% 6%
Recreational opportunities 4% 7% 4% 4% 5% 6%
State Capitol 1% 1% 2% 4% 2% -

How important is . . .  to the future of the region (% saying very important)
Air Quality 79% 80% 76% 84% 81% 80%
Traffic Congestion* 79% 65% 76% 81% 82% 79%
Energy 81% 78% 82% 84% 81% 81%
Open Space 64% 63% 60% 57% 57% 64%
Affordable Housing* 50% 58% 56% 65% 53% 48%
Economic diversity* 56% 58% 60% 67% 60% 49%
* Difference is statistically significant.

“Quality of life” was also found to be the overarching goal among the SACOG Transportation
Roundtable as it sought in the fall of 2001 to identify regional priorities in transportation
planning.  The congruence between public perception and the perception of a 55 member
advisory group chosen from business, community and environmental group activists is
reassuring.  Though “quality of life” obviously can mean many things to many people, a
language of consensus is the first step in focusing on democratically based planning for the
region.  Clearly, affordable housing and economic diversity are more important to quality of
life in the City of Sacramento than in El Dorado and Placer Counties where open space is more
important.
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To better understand the context of respondent’s assessments of the region, respondents were
also asked about the type of neighborhood they lived in, how long they had lived in the
region, and whether they would prefer to live closer to work.  The region’s residents on
average have lived in the region 22 years.  Most (72 percent) live in single family residential
neighborhoods, with only 16 percent living in more compact, higher density, mixed use
neighborhoods.  Just 11 percent live in other kinds of neighborhoods, probably primarily rural
areas.  Only 17 percent of employed residents said they would prefer to live closer to work.
The average commute distance reported is 16 miles, but the mode and median commute
distance is 10 miles.  The average is high because of a few very large commute miles reported.

Overall, there is a high degree of uniformity in basic life style and basic attitudes about the
region.  The region is a monoculture of autodependent, single family residence life style.  Most
people are content with their neighborhood and have lived in the region quite some time.

There are some significant statistical correlations between commute length, residential location
preference and type of neighborhood.  Most people prefer to live where they live now.  Those
who have a commute of five miles or less are somewhat more likely to prefer this (82%
compared to the average of 72%).  Though most people live in single family residential
neighborhoods, those who have commutes of five miles or less are least likely to do so (67%).

“. . . the most
important
regional attribute
was quality  of
life.”

Table 6:  Description of Neighborhood
Frequency Percent

Single Family Residential 957 71.7
More Compact, Higher Density Mixed Use 219 16.4
Something else 150 11.3
No Response   9     .7

Total 1335           100.0

Table 7:  Where Prefer to Live Re Work Location
Asked of employed residents only        Frequency Percent
Where I live now 542 72.4
Closer to my work 146 19.6
Further from my work  45 6.0
No response  15 2.0

Total 748 100.0
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Commuting and Air Quality

Motor vehicle emissions are the single largest source of ozone pollution in our region. Though
commute trips constitute only about 23 percent of all trips in the region, they are important for
both air quality and transportation finance reasons.  Commute trips are longer, averaging 16
miles compared with 5.0 miles for other trips.*  Commute trips  are also typically peak period
trips, thus adding to overload on transportation facilities.  By reducing vehicle trips during
these peak periods, the cost of providing road infrastructure
large enough to serve the peak is reduced.  Commute trips
also are amenable to ride sharing because they are scheduled
and predictable.   For working adults, the work trip
represents a large part of their driving.  These are the reason
that air quality advocates look at converting the drive-alone
work trip as a significant air quality strategy in the
Sacramento region.

For over 25 years, air quality advocates have been urging
Sacramento commuters to reduce driving to work, especially
in the summer, as a way to cut down on pollutants released
into the air.  During the time period of the Cleaner Air
Partnership Public Opinion Survey, 1989-2001, overall
commute mode split has fluctuated, but no trend line has been established either in the region,
or the core urban area.  Fully three quarters of the regon’s commuters drive to work alone.

Table 8:  Commute Pattern Trends, SMAQMD  1989-2001

Percent of Drive-Alone Commuters
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Estimating Driving
and Commute
Length.
Respondents to
telephone surveys
are poor reporters
on distance.
Professional
transportation
planners do not use
self-reported
distances to estimate
trip lengths.  The
Sacramento Area
Council of
Governments Travel
Survey, which is our region’s definitive report on travel in the region, does not ask respondents
to estimate travel distance. Instead it uses travel time to measure trip length.  Therefore, in
evaluating the data presented in this section of the report, please remember that the distance
data is for comparison purposes only, not intended as reliable estimates or actual distances.

Drive-Alone Commuters.  The average drive-alone commuter in our survey reported a one
way commute trip of 16.5 miles.This is consistent with California Air Resources Board esti-
mates used to calculate emissions benefits. [“Methods to Find the Cost-Effectiveness of Fund-
ing Air Quality Projects,” January 2002]   However, median (midpoint)  and the mode (most
frequent response)  are 10 miles.  The mathematical average of 16.5 miles  includes a few very
high mileage commuters who “drive the  average up.”  Only 28 percent of the drive alone
commuters drove more than the average one-way commute
distance.

Table 9:  Commute Length for Drive Alone Commuters
Number Percent

5 miles or less 165 28.5
6-10 miles 145 25.1
11-16 miles 109 18.9
17 or more 159 27.5
Total 578 100.0

There is a significant difference in estimated miles driven by respondents who use other
modes to get to work.   The average transit, bike or walk commuter estimates driving  less than
a third as much as a drive alone or pool commuter during the week.

Table 10:  Commute Mode and Estimated Weekly Miles Driven
Mode One Way Miles Estimated Miles Number of

to Work Drive Per Week Respondents
Drive Alone 16.5 171.5 577
Pooling 19.7 168.5 103
Bus/Light Rail 12.4   52.3   31
Bicycle   3.2   53.5 11
Walk   1.1   34.0   12
Depends 17.4 192.0   11
Other 15.5   50.5   8

Regional Drive Alone Commuter Percent 1995-2001
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These data suggest that those who use alternatives to driving or pooling to work substantially
decrease their total driving.  Thus marketing alternatives to driving to work would appear to
have substantial impacts on total driving reduction by drivers.

Using Transit Instead of Driving.  One
alternative to driving is to use public transit
which in this region is typically provided
by low emission electric or natural gas
vehicles.  This year’s survey asked commut-
ers:

“Could you use public transit instead of your
usual commute method? In other words, is the
bus or light rail available to you for this trip?”

Thirty-one percent of the commuters said that they could
take public transit to work.  Those who live in compact,
higher density mixed use neighborhoods are more likely
(40%) compared to those in
single family residential
neighborhoods (30%).  The
percent of the commuters
with transit available also

varies by commute mode, with 28 percent of the drive-alone
commuters reporting transit availability.   Thirty-nine percent
of those in pools could use transit.  In none of the region’s
jurisdictions did transit use increase significantly over the last
year, or over the average for the last five years.

Estimating Emission Reductions.   If the drive-alone commut-
ers who say they could use transit actually did use transit,
what would be the emission reduction for the region?  With
over 880,000 solo driver commuters in the region, and transit available to 246,400 of them,  the
impact could be significant. They would only need to use transit  during the May-October
smog season to have an air quality benefit.  The calculations of reduction here use  ARB Guid-
ance, and assume that only 20 percent of those drive-alones who now have transit available

could switch to transit, and that the commute trip
avoided is 10 miles. With 48,280 commuters saving 20
miles a day in driving, the emission reduction would be
41 grams per day of ozone precursors for each commuter.
In total that amounts to two tons per day.

Transit operators in the region would have to enhance
their operations to serve more commuters  For example,
at present, Regional Transit has no capacity for more
riders in the peak period and peak direction on light rail.

Housing is the key
reason why people
who want to move
closer to work,
don’t move, with
most of these
mentioning
affordabiity as the
problem.

 Twenty-eight percent
of the drive-alone
commuters —246,400
commuters— could
take transit.
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Move Closer to Work.  Another way to cut commute pollution is to reduce the length of the
commute by moving closer to work.  Our data show that the shorter the commute trip, the
lower the estimated weekly miles driven by the respondent.  The average in weekly miles
driven for those drive-alone commuters who have above average commute disances is 245
miles, compared with the average in weekly miles driven of 108 miles for those drive-alone
commuters with commute distances of less than average.  These data suggest that if you can
move people from above average to below average commute distances, you can cut their
driving miles in half, and reduce regional pollution significantly.  This method is not in the
ARB guidance.

Table 11  :   Comparison of Means by Commute Trip Length (Drive-Alone Commuters Only)

Commute Length One Way to Work Number of Miles Per Week Drive  Number
5 miles or less 3.1     90 165
6-10 miles 8.2   129 145
11-16 miles 13.6   166 108
17 or more 39.9   299 159
 Total 16.5   171 577

However, most people do not want to move closer to work.  Most important, 70 percent of
those who now drive alone more than 17 miles one way to work say that they want to con-
tinue to live where they live now.  Only 24 percent say they want to live closer.    Among
these, the main reasons for not moving closer to work are

• lack of affordable housing 33%
• lack of housing   5%
• children/family reasons 10%
• like present home/own 15%
• other 28%

Other reasons include things like not being attracted to other
communities, working at different job sites, temporary job, and
not being motivated to move.

Ten percent of the region’s drive-alone commuters have a longer
than ten mile commute and would like to live closer to their
work.  In this group, 42 percent cite housing as the reason they
don’t live closer to work.  It is possible that this group of about
37,000 commuters, equalling 4 percent of all drive alone com-
muters in the region, could reduce their driving by about half if
affordable housing were available.  Assuming that on average,
100 miles per week of driving was avoided per person in this group, the resulting emission
reduction could be 16 tons per week of ozone precursors eliminated (using the same assump-
tions as above).  Additional benefits would include more time for other activities by participat-
ing commuters.

Cost effectiveness of the measure might be quite low because the amount of subsidy that
would motivate someone to move, and the on-going cost to maintain the change in residence
could be very high when compared with other emission reduction methods. Costs of adminis-
tering such a program also would necessarily be high because contract and monitoring would
be required. On the other hand, a highly targeted program with a multi-year contract might
yield a reliable and cost effective reduction in emissions compared with macro-scale land use
policies now being discussed in the region.

. . . 10 percent of

the region’s drive
alone commuters

have a longer than

ten mile commute
and would like to

live closer to their

work.
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Airport Trips

In 2001, the Sacramento International Airport (SMF) had about 160 scheduled daily flights
serving about 20,000 passengers a day.    The airport is used by both visitors to the region, and
regional residents.  This survey looks at the use of the airport by regional residents, and
specifically their use of ground transportation to reach the airport.  (For more information, go
to http://airports.co.sacramento.ca.us.)

With an average of 20,000 passengers per day,
approximately 30,000 vehicle trips within the
region are attributable to passenger travel to
the airport.  Analysis of airport air pollution
emissions shows that 70 percent of all
pollutants generated are attributable to
passenger travel, 20 percent to  aircraft and 5
percent to ground equipment.  Passenger
travel contributes more during the peak
season.

Since 1995 the Cleaner Air Partnership has tracked regional residents’ travel to Sacramento
International Airport (SMF) in its annual public opinion survey on transportation and air
quality.  These data complement the Sacramento County Department of Airports’ ongoing
research on passenger travel, and support planning to reduce vehicle trips to the airport.  The
data is important for both short and long term planning efforts.

Peak period airport related travel is in the summer. The CAP survey shows that about 60
percent of the region’s adult residents go to the airport at least once during the smoggy season
(May to November). About 40 percent of us go to the airport to fly out at least once.  How we
choose to make that trip to the airport affects the amount of air pollution in the air.  Almost 50
percent of us drive to the airport at least once in that season to pick up or drop off air
passengers.  When air passengers are picked up and dropped off, airport-related emissions go

up because four trips are needed instead of two.  In
addition, both airport van and bus service is provided by
clean fuel vehicles, with multiple passengers sharing “the
pollution load.”

Tables 12 and 13 show responses by residents of Sacra-
mento County and by regional residents to questions about
airport trips.  You will notice that the next to the last col-
umn averages prior year  percentages.  The final column
gives the 2001 percentage.  The statistical significance
calculations are based on a comparison of the 1996-2000
average versus the finding for 2001 on that question.  The

Among its array of  air quality
initiatives, SMF has added solar panels
to shade and to provide battery charge
for EVs.
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 Table 12:  Sacramento County (SMAQMD) Residents’ Responses to Airport Questions
908 934 897

Past 6 months, number of times gone to Sac Airport
Nov-00 96-00 Nov-01

not at all 38.8 38.2 40.3
once or twice 26.8 28.5 25.7
three or four times 16.1 15.5 14.6
five or more time 18.3 17.7 19.5

Dropped off/picked up someone (% of all R) 48.2 49.9 48.1
Parked while flew (% of all R) 18.2 21.1 18.1
Was dropped/picked  [% of all R] 27.4 31.0 26.0*

Number of air passengers 378 384 349
Air Passengers as a percent of  all respondents 41.8 41.2 38.9
Parked while flew (% of all air passengers) 43.4* 50.2 46.4
Was dropped/picked [% of all air pass.] 65.7** 74.3 66.7*
Was dropped/picked up by commercial services [% of all air pass] 18.1 19.2 15.8

Aware of door to door van service 71 73.1 72.7
  • Considered using van service 48.2* 43.3 43.3
  • Did use van service/last six mon. 12.1 14.5 10.1

Single trip air passengers 35.0 - 39.0
Multiple trip air passengers 65.0 - 61.0

         Table 13:  Regional Residents Respond to Airport Questions
n = 1395 1411 1336

Past 6 months, number of times gone to Sac Airport
Nov-00 96-00 Nov 01

not at all 38.4* 39.5 41.0
once or twice 26.8 28.2 25.3
three or four times 16.1 15.4 15.1
five or more time 18.8 17.0 18.7

Dropped off/picked up someone (% of all R 48.1 48.9 47.0
Parked while flew (% of all R) 19.8 21.7 19.6
Was dropped/picked  [% of all R] 26.6* 31.3 25.0**

Air Passengers as a percent of all respondents 42.5 39.9 40.0
Number of air passengers 593 569 545
Parked while flew (% of all air pass.) 46.5** 53.9 49.1
Was dropped/picked  [% of all air pass.] 62.5** 73.7 62.4**
Was dropped/picked up by commercial services [% of all air pass]  18.1 20.9 15.3*

Air passenger awareness of alternate modes to airport
Aware of door to door van service 70.5 73.2 73.6
Considered using van service 36.5 38.3 42.2
Did use van 18.2 13.9   8.6**

Single trip air passengers 35.0 - 39.0
Multiple trip air passengers 65.0 - 61.0

*=significant at p<.05   **= significant at p<.01
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year 2000 responses are provided for comparison.  The year
2001 measurements fit into  a stable pattern, with little sig-
nificant change. A significant change occurred in  air passen-
gers reporting  use of friends and family to get them to and
from the airport.    There is a significant difference in every
part of the region and this difference confirms a trend identi-
fied in 2000.  This is a positive finding for air quality.  It
means that fewer air passengers called on friends and family
for rides and instead drove or used commercial services,
both less polluting ways to get to the airport.

Another confirmed trend is a reduction in use of all commer-
cial services to access the airport throughout the region.  In
2001 only 15 percent of the region’s air passengers reported using commercial services (at least
once) during the previous six months (including vans and taxi).  In 2000 that was 18  percent,
and over the previous five year period, it averaged 21 percent, with a high of 25 percent in
1998.   There was a similar trend, but not a statistically significant one, for Sacramento County
(including all cities).  The data indicate that, all things being equal, the mode share for com-
mercial services is not likely to increase, and may drop further.

Regional data shows a statistically significant drop from the trend line, while Sacramento
County data shows a drop that is not statistically significant for passengers using van service.
Almost nine percent of regional passengers reported using van service within the previous six
months compared to 18 percent in 2000 and an average of 14 percent over the previous six
months.  Ten percent of Sacrmaento County air passengers reported using the van service
during this period, compared to 12 percent last year and 14.5 percent averaged over the last
five years.  While not statistically significant, the trend is not in the right direction for reducing
air pollution related to airport access.  Airport data from van services confirm that passenger
trips did not increase in 2001 and in some cases did decrease.  (However, Davis Airporter did
not decrease passenger trips served, and data from the airport on Yolo Bus rides show an
increase in use in 2001.)

Regional Resident Frequency of Trips to the Airport

There was no significant difference between 2000 and 2001 patterns of going to the airport.
The average resident who drove to the airport  to park and fly did so 3.5 times.  Those who
drove to pick up or drop someone off did so 3 times. The average person who got dropped or
picked up by friends or family, or by commercial services, did so 2.5 times.

Table 14:  Average Number of Times for Different Trip Types for the Region/last six months
Number of Times 2001 2000
Drove to park and fly 3.47 3.17
Drove to pick up or drop off 3.04 2.95
Been picked up or dropped off 2.53 2.45
family or friends
Been picked up or dropped off 2.49 2.23
 commercial services

Sacramento County Airport System’s
alternative-fuel vehicle fleet includes 14
methanol pool cars, 22 CNG shuttle
mbuses, 13 CNG cars, vans and trucks
and numerous electric vehicles.
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Information about air quality on the internet is grow-
ing, especially for our region.  Some of the web sites
with local air quality information are:

www.sparetheair.com
www.airquality.org
www.saclung.org
www.cleanerairpartnership.org
www.saveplanetpolluto.com
www.arb.ca.gov
www.epa.gov/airnow/

In 2001, the Cleaner Air Partnership evaluated the penetration of internet information in the
region.  In 2002, the survey included some tracking questions to see if any change had oc-
curred in the use of the internet for air quality.  There were significant increases in home
internet access and in the frequency of internet access.  But there was not a significant increase
in the percentage of respondents with internet access who sought information about air quality
or air pollution.  This was also the case for other kinds of information queried.

Table 15: Internet Access and Information on Air Quality

Year 2000 2001
n= 1395 1364

Have internet access /home 61.5 67.1*
Access internet every day 41.0 43.5
Accessonce week or more 58.7 64.9*
Access info about weather 57.4 58.3
Access info about health 54.1 53.4
Access info about maps 74.3 77.5
Access info about air pollution 12.8 14.1

* Statistically significance p<.05

Notification Service.  The Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District mar-
keted a free air pollution notification via www.myAirAlert.net.   AirAlert is a free service that
automatically notifies you by e-mail, text pager, and/or digital cell phone anytime ozone
reaches unhealthy levels in the Sacramento region.  The service can be particularly useful for

Internet Communications
About Air Quality
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those who suffer impacts of poor air quality.  There was a
78 percent increase in Air Alert subscribers in 2001, to a
total of 3,715.  An online survey of Air Alert subscribers
found that 93 percent of the respondents said they found
the Air Alert Spare The Air advisories helpful and 64
percent said they used the information “to take personal
action to reduce my contribution to air pollution.”

The 2001 Annual Public Opinion Survey indicates that the market for these services is much
higher.  When asked if they would sign up for such a free service, 29 percent of the region’s
residents said they would.  With over a million adult residents in the region, the potential
market for AirAlert is over 290,000 subscribers.  That is adequate justification for continuing to
market the service to those who want it.

Those who said that at least one person in their households experienced trouble breathing
during periods of unhealthy air were more likely to want the service.  Forty-three perent of
these respondents said they would sign up for the free notification service, versus 24 percent of
the households that did not experience breathing problems with poor air quality.

Among those who said that there were breathing problems in the household, but that they did
not want the free notification service, Table 15 shows  the reasons(categorized from open-
ended responses) put forward for not wanting the service.

Table 15:  Why Respondent Would Not Want Free AirAlert, among those where house-
hold has breathing problems during periods of unhealthy air.

Already receive the forecast from another source 29%
Don’t use email or cell phone 27%
Don’t need or want to know about it 21%
Receive too much email 12%
Don’t have time   5%
Other, including non-response   6%

Here are a few of the specific responses:

“Whether I get it or not, I still have to breath the air.”
“By the time I get the information, it is too late.”
“Inundated with information already.”
“I already check the air quality web site.”
“I already have bad allergies and I can feel when there is high pollution.”
“I don’t use the internet and I wouldn’t be interested.”
“I’d rather look for the information when I wanted to.”
“Would not want to stop activity in order to read message.”

AirAlert is an internet-based information system to keep residents
apprised of air quality status in the air basin, and link them to
www.sparetheair.com.  Go to www.myairalert.net for free service.

“. . . the potential market
for AirAlert is over
290,000 subscribers.”

20
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Conclusion

The Sacramento region is marching toward attainment of the federal one hour ozone standard
in 2005.  Beyond 2005 loom new federal air quality standards, and a population growth that is
increasing pollution sources in the Sacramento Valley.  Regional transportation planning is one
of community’s opportunities to address growth and air pollution in a constructive and
innovative way.  The challenge to our region is real and our leadership resource is activated to
address the challenge.

This Cleaner Air Partnership Public Opinion survey is intended to help community leadership
feel the pulse of the population.  Systematically sampling and surveying the region’s
population supports democratically elected government as it tackles tough growth and
pollution problems.

Our profile of the typical Sacramento resident shows a contented person who values the
quality of life in a single family residential neighborhood and a life style that may require a lot
of driving.  Residents in our region are becoming more savvy about air pollution and more
flexible about using alternatives to driving once in a while.  Sacramento Region’s residents
care about the impact of growth on air quality, traffic congestion and energy.  Many also see
their quality of life connected to open space, affordable housing and economic diversity.  But
even so, few would chose for themselves a shorter commute or a neighborhood with higher
densities or mixed uses.

These polling results support the path taken by the Sacramento Area Council of Governments
(SACOG) in its proposed 2025 Metropolitan Transportation Plan. The Plan envisions the same
transportation pattern in 2025 as in 2000.  It envisions the build out of existing land use plans.
It expects the same proportion of walking, biking, transit and vehicle trips that we have today.
Congestion and vehicle miles traveled increased increase significantly.  Regional planners and
elected officials understandably endorse a future that replicates the popular growth pattern of
the past. However, environmental activists argue that the present growth pattern can’t produce
the same quality of life when the region’s population expands by one-half.  By planning what
has pleased us in the past we likely create a future with a lower quality of life.

Regional leadership may resolve conflicts
between quality of life and growth if they can
harness the power of public opinion  to plan
creatively.  There must be a way to go beyond
the passive responses to answers over the phone
to engage the public in an interactive dialog
about solutions.  The Cleaner Air Partnership
annual survey may be able to serve as a gateway
to a deeper public participation in regional
planning issues.
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County Sample Number Percent of
in Regional Sample Regional Population

Placer 500 138 10%
Yolo-Solano* 802 211 16%
Sacramento City 409 316 23%
Sacramento Co** 601 601 44%
El Dorado 401   97   7%
Total         2,713         1,364          100%

* Yolo 466; Solano 336 (only Vacaville and east are included in the Solano sample).
** County not including Sacramento City; includes other cities in the County.

For full text of questions, see Questionnaire.

For copies of data sets or frequency distributions, contact the Cleaner Air Partnership at 916-
447-4956 OR EMAIL info@cleanerairpartnership.org.

PDF VERSION OF THIS REPORT DOES NOT INCLUDE REGIONAL FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTIONS.
There is a separate pdf file with frequency distributions.  FOR THIS INFORMATION, or to re-
ceive data in some other form, use the contact information above.

Frequency Distributions
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