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Survey Report



 Phase I

Task 1 – Needs Assessment

Task 2 – Funding Options

Task 3 – Public Opinion Surveys

Telephone Survey

Mail Survey

 Phase II

Task 4 – Fee Report and Action Plan

 Phase III

Task 5 – Initiative Implementation

Task 6 – Public Outreach

Initiative Overview
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Telephone Survey Results

Mail Survey Results



 Review Report

 Send Recommendation to 
C/CAG Board to review and 
accept report

Today’s Objectives
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 Levels of Support

 Measure support at different fee levels to gage feasibility versus 
revenue

 Community Priorities

 Test various projects, programs and messages to determine key 
community priorities

 County-Wide versus Individual Municipalities

 Provide support data by municipality so each agency can discern their 
local levels of support and priorities

Survey Objectives
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 Phone Survey (June 2013)

 800 respondents

 15-minute duration

 Mail Survey (April-May 2014)

 21,300 surveys mailed (1,000 in each municipality)

 3,018 surveys returned

 Provide in-depth findings and recommendations

 Feasibility of a property-related fee versus a parcel tax

 Tested  various rate levels

 Tested various messages, projects, and approaches

Scope of Work - Survey
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Introduction

Methodology – Phone Survey
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Importance of Issues
Initial Stormwater Ballot Test ($35)

Tax Threshold ($35 … $23 … $17)

Programs & Projects

Positive Arguments

Interim Ballot Test

Negative Arguments

Final Ballot Test

Background / Demographics

1 52 3 4 6 7 8 9 10



Importance of Issues
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Preventing local tax increases

Reducing traffic congestion

Reducing pollution

Maintaining local streets and roads

Improving the local economy

Protecting the environment

Protecting water quality

Maintaining quality of education in local public schools

Extremely Important Very Important



Initial Ballot Test ($35)
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Response to Arguments (Parcel Tax)
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Response to Arguments (Parcel Tax)
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 Mailed documents

 Information sheet 

 Questionaire

 Two rates were tested (two separate groups)

 $24 tiered rate

 $36 tiered rate

 Full rate structure estimated for all property types

 Various projects and programs were tested

 Two approaches were tested

 Detailed – “stormwater” focused; black & white information item

 Brief – “safe, clean, healthy water” focused; color information item

Methodology – Mail Survey
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Detailed Version
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Brief Version
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Overall Support (Prop-related fee)
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61.5%
53.9%

65.6%
62.4%



Unique
City Owners Margin % In Favor Revenue at % In Favor Revenue at 

ATHERTON 2,332 8.79% 61.2% $122,062 58.0% $183,092
BELMONT 7,159 7.61% 55.7% $227,686 51.8% $341,528
BRISBANE 1,619 8.40% 63.2% $94,505 55.9% $141,757
BURLINGAME 7,168 8.06% 63.9% $315,498 60.7% $473,248
COLMA 354 18.51% 50.0% $38,973 75.0% $58,459
DALY CITY 21,272 9.45% 62.7% $449,527 53.6% $674,291
EAST PALO 4,216 10.58% 56.4% $143,706 57.8% $215,559
FOSTER CITY 8,255 8.56% 77.6% $258,932 61.3% $388,399
HALF MOON BAY 4,221 8.11% 63.6% $144,579 51.4% $216,869
HILLSBOROUGH 3,465 9.92% 65.3% $153,650 60.9% $230,475
MENLO PARK 9,001 8.89% 73.8% $454,359 84.7% $681,539
MILLBRAE 5,853 7.98% 67.7% $179,759 54.9% $269,638
PACIFICA 11,109 7.55% 63.0% $290,718 49.4% $436,077
PORTOLA VALLEY 1,544 7.51% 81.2% $78,762 64.7% $118,143
REDWOOD CITY 17,841 8.40% 49.3% $718,051 45.2% $1,077,077
S SAN FRAN 15,446 9.23% 59.7% $727,628 56.0% $1,091,442
SAN BRUNO 11,029 8.79% 62.2% $301,994 48.7% $452,991
SAN CARLOS 9,731 8.25% 73.4% $348,941 54.7% $523,412
SAN MATEO 24,571 8.11% 67.6% $852,494 52.1% $1,278,741
SAN MATEO COUNTY 18,912 5.39% 67.8% $1,448,535 55.5% $2,172,802
WOODSIDE 1,970 8.26% 61.8% $87,971 54.0% $131,957

$24 Rate $36 Rate

Survey Results by Municipality

page 15



Community Priorities
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 Phone and Mail Surveys tested:

 Projects and programs

 Arguments “For” and “Against”

 Messages

 Highest Community Priorities for Program

 Protect sources of clean drinking water from contamination & pollution

 Crack down on people and private entities that intentionally pollute our 
waterways

 Install filters in our storm drains to remove trash and pollution before 
they enter our waterways

 Reduce harmful bacteria from our waterways that can cause skin rashes 
and stomach flu and lead to the closure of beaches which are the second-
most polluted in the State



 The Good News

 Solid level of support at $24 to $30 rates 

 Environmental and water quality issues rank higher than controlling tax 
increases 

 Community priorities align well with Program goals

 The Challenges

 Getting C/CAG “ducks in a row” (bring all members to agreement)

 Accurately determining Program needs

 Passing authorizing legislation

The Good News
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Questions..??


