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Executive Summary

Methods

The 2015 Missoula Area Transportation Survey provides key information that will be helpful in the
development of the2016- 2045Missoula LondgRange Transportation RIELRTP). The survey was
sponsored by the Missoula Metropolitan Planning OrganizgfiéO)and was administered by the

' YAGSNBRAGE 2F az2yidlyl Qad . dZNSBBERPaa wasidllacedduring I y R 9 O
the period9/15/15 through 11/2/15 bymail andover the Internet. The population studied was adult
(ages 18+) residents of the Missoula Metropolitan Planning Area (MRAap of the MPA may be

found inFigurel. The sample was randomly selected from a list of ocalipgsidencedOf the 1,588
residentssampled, BBER completed data collection from 643 persongesitfents who live within the
City limitsand 168 Misoula County residents who lieaitside the City but in the MPA. This yielded an
overall 95% confidenaaterval of +f 4%.The 2015 Missoula Survey is the second transportation survey
conducted by BBER on behalf of the MEt@ first was conducted in 2008 hesurveys offethe ability

to observesometrends,however, inmanycases 2015urvey needs angdriorities changed and thus it

was not practical to ask the same questions of both 2008 and 2015 residents.

Perceived Overall Quality of the Area Transportation System

HAaMp aAdazdzZ I I NBIF NBaARSydaQ NI dAy3siem&Fintdi KS 2 @SN
three groups. About onthird of area residents (34.2%) rated the quality of the area transportation

system as excellent or very good. Another ghied of residents (34.8%) rated the quality of the

transportation system as good. A final etiérd (30.3%) rated the quality of the area transportation as

fair or poor.More City residents (31.8%) rated the area transportation systesny good than did

County residents (19.8%ho lived outsidghe City but within the MPAPlease see Questionir2the

main body of this report for more analysis.

2015 Missoula area residents who bicycled, walked, rode a bus, or rode a motorcycle to work were more
likely to give the area transportation system a rating of good (45.4%) than were residents who drove a
car, truck, or van (30.8%). Conversely, 2015 Missoula area residents who drove a car, truck, or van to
work were more likely to give the area transportation system a rating of fair (25.4%) than were those
who bicycled, walked, rode a bus, or rode a moyate (12%). None of the other small rating

differencesbetween users of various modes of travel tow&E OSSRSR (KS adzNBSeQa Yl
error.

Just over 4 in 1@reapublic transportation riders (40.2%) gave the area transportation system aratin

of very good, compared with only one quarter of residents (26.5%) who did not ride public

transportation. Conversely, only 12.7% of public transportation riders gave the area transportation

system a rating of fair, compared with 23.3% of residents WRyiQ i NA RS LJdzof A O { NJ y & L.
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Rankings of Possible Actions to Improve the Area Transportation System

A small majority of Missoula area residents (52%) ranked reducing traffic congestionpas $itde
action that would improve the area transportati@ystem mostimproving safety for drivers,
passengers, bicyclists, and pedestrians was most often ranked second (41%) by area residents.
Improving bicycle and pedestrian facilities was most frequently ranked third (31%) by residents.
Providing more or impved public transit was most commonly ranked fourth by residé4f86) Please
see Question 3 in the main body of this report for more analysis.

There were few differences between City residents @otdintyresidents who live outside thetg but in

the MPAIn their rankings of these four possible actions. However, one difference was found between
City and County residents in their ranking of improvirgytle and pedestrian facilitie€ity residents

were more likely (18.3%) to rank improving bicycle aedgstian facilities first than weredtinty

residents (9.5%). In additionpnty residentavere more likely (40.1%) tharitgresidents (23.7%) to
rank improving bicycle and pedestrian facilities fourth.

Priorities of Possible Actions to Improve the Aremsportation System

More than 7 of every 10 residents (70.9%) assigned a very high or somewhat high priority to adding and
improving roadways for vehicles. Just under 6 of every 10 respondents (58.7%) assessed adding and
improving pedestrian facilitiessaa very or somewhat high priority. Somewhat fewer than 5 in every 10
respondents (46.4%) rated adding and improving bicycle facilities a very or somewhat high priority.
Finally, just over 3 in every 10 respondents (32.2%) said that adding and improblimgtimunsit services

was a very or somewhat high priorifylease see Question 4 in the main body of this report for more
analysis.

The survey found a numbef differences when contrasting Cityand dzy 1 @ NBaA RSy (G aQ LINA z
improving both bicyclend pedestrian facilitie<Consistent with their rankings, in general, City residents
assigned a higher priority to both bicycle and pedestrian facility improvements than County residents.

Examining bicycle facility improvements, 50.9% of City residestsaed them as a very high or

somewhat high priority compared with only 32.4% of County residents. In contrast, 27.5% of County
residents assessed bicycle facility improvements as a very low priority compared with only 12.7% of City
residents A similar mttern wasapparent when observing pedestrian facility improvements. More than

6 in every 10 (62.5%) City residents assigned them a very or somewhat high priority while 48.2% of
County residents made the same assessment.

Paying for Future Area TransporatiSystem Improvements

A plurality of adult residents of the Missoula metropolitan planning area (48%) supported paying more
taxes or fees if the fees were spent only on transportation system improvements, while 29% of residents
opposed paying more taxes tees. About 2 in every 10 residents (19.8%) were undecided and 3.1% said
that they did not know enough about the topic to provide an answéease see Questions-13 in the

main body of this report for more analysis.

A small majority of registered vate who livel in the City of Missoula (52.3%) supported paying more
taxes or fees if the fees were spent only on transportation system improvements, while only 41.9% of
registered voters who livein the County expressed similar support.
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Maintaining and repiring existing streets and roads was most frequently cited by area residents (37.1%)
as the transportation system component on which they would want increased funds $fgetening

existing streets and roads (19.2%) was the second most frequently ciedisg preference. Improving
bicycle facilities (10.1%), building new streets and roads (9.6%), improving safety and reducing crashes
(8.9%), and improving public transit (7.2%) were statistically tied for third. Improving pedestrian facilities
was least &ten cited (4.3%) when asked about in the context of spending increased funds.

More than twice as many area residents (40.3%) said that they preferred a 2 cent increase per gallon of
fuel paid by local residents and visitors over any otlgpe of potential new tax or fee studiedA 3%

increase to development fegsid for by new development was chosen by 18.5% of area residents. A
local sales tax (7.1%) or a property tax increase (4.4%) were chosen by less than 1 in every 10 area
residents More City residnts (20.6%) preferred a new development fee than did County residents
(12.7%). And more County residents (23%) expressed a preference for no new tax or fee than did City
residents (12.9%).

A majority (59.1%) of Missoula area residents who supported gaymew tax or fee for transportation
system improvements preferred doing so with a 2 cent increase per gallon of fuel.

Travelling to Work

Almost 8 in 10 Missoula (78.7%) area workers travelled to work in a car, truck or van during September
and October 02015.Duringthe same period.2.5% of Missoula area residents travelled to kvosing a
bicycle or motorcycle, 6.1% walked to work, and 2.5% used public transportBtease see Question

16 in the main body of this report for more analysis.

Almost all verkers (95.5%) who lived outside the City but within MBAused a car, truck, or van to

travel to work. A small fraction of County workers (3.7%) commuted to work using a bicycle or
motorcycle, and even fewer (0.7%) used public transportation. The stouad no workers who lived

in the County and walked to worklternative mode of travel to work use is significant among City
residents. In addition to the 72.8% of City residents who travelled to work in a car, truck, or van, 15.9%
used a bicycle or motoycle. An added 8.2% of City workers walked to work, and 3.1% of City workers
used public transportation to get to work.

Bicycling

A small majority of adult Missoula area residents (51.6%) reported riding a bicycle during the 30 days
that preceded the Seapmber and October 2015 data collection period of the surd@yplace this

proportion of bicycle ridership in perspective, the 2012 National Survey of Bicyclist and Pedestrian
Attitudes and Behavior found that, nationwide, 22% of adults reported bicyilitite previous month

and 36% reported bicycling in the previous yé&chroeder, P. & Wilbur, M., October 20T8e 2012
National Survey was also administered during warm weather months, from June through October 2012.
Cleary, significantly more 2015 adult Missoula area residents reported bicycling than did 2012 adults
yEGA2ylrtfteod 9SSy ogKSYy O2YLI NBR gAGK GKS HamH bl (A
the states of Alaska, Idaho, Montana, Oregon, and Wathin@®2%)the Missoula area rate was
higher.Please see Question 24 in the main body of this report for more analysis.

In 2002 and again in 2012 the U.S. National Highway Traffic Safety Administration (NHTSA) used the
categories light (1 to 7 days), meti8-19 days), and heavy (ZD days) to describe national monthly

BUREAU OF BUSINESNB ECONOMIC RESEAF



bicycling frequency2015 Missoula bicycle ride(29.2%Yyeported more medium frequency riding than

2012 bicycle riders national({9%) Fewer 2015 Missoula area residents (49.3%) reploatéght

frequency of riding over the past month than did 2012 riders nationally (68%)2015 Missoula Survey

found more riders who reported a heavy frequency of riding than did the 2012 National Survey.

| 26 SOSNE GKA& RATTS NiangitsDf passiblegsampliod efrorS OK & dzNIISe 4 Q

Walking, Running, or Jogging

A large majority of Missoula area residents (87.7%) reported that they walked, ran, or jogged outside for

at least 5 minutes in the 30 days prior to survey administration. Only 11.7% saithély did not walk,

run, or jog outside for at least 5 minutes over the prior 30 d&gs.the purposes of clarity, persons who

reported walking, running, or jogging outside for at least 5 minutes at least once over the previous 30
dayswillbereferredi 2 | & daol £ 1 Ay 3¢ TExaddtive BBnmBIBhE fraktifriRoS NJ 2 T (0 KA 3
walking found by the 2015 Missoula Survey is slightly larger than that found by the 2012 National Survey

(81%) Please see Question 30 in the main body of this report for moréysisa

The 2015 Missoula Survey found that fewer Missoula area residents (20.5%) reported they were light
frequency walkers than did 2012 walkers nationally (30%). Similarly, more 2015 Missoula area residents
said they were medium frequency walkers (32.48an did 2012 walkers throughout the nation (26%).
While 47.1% of Missoula area walkers reported heavy frequency walking in the previous month, this
proportion was not statistically distinguishable from that found by the 2012 National Survey (44%).

RidingPublic Transportation

The 2015 Missoula Survey found that 16.3% of adult residents dflB¥sreported ridingpublic

transportation in the 30 days that preceded survey administratibramples of publitansportation

include a Mountain Line or a Univaysof Montana busThe 2015 Missoula Survey estimatttht about

2.5% more adult, area residents rode public transportation at least once during the month prior to

survey administration when compared to the 2008 Missoula Survey estimate. However, tmatesiti

increase in ridershigidy 2 4 NA &S [ 020S SAGKSNI i @pEESéeDaestiont38AAY T
in the main body of this report for more analysis.

Perceptions about Missoula Area Traffic Congestion

Twice as many 2015 Missoula area residgdb.9%) said that area traffic congestion has a large impact

on them personally, then said that traffic congestion has a small impact on them (21.9%). About one

third of area residents (32.2%) reported that traffic congestion has a medium impact on Nhae.

County residents (25.7%) reported that traffic congestion has a very large impact on them than did City
residents (16.3%). The smaller remaining estimated differences between reported County and City
NE&aARSY(G AYLI Ola RAR nofsamping @rbiSldase € Questidndsihdhe Qa Y NAH
main body of this report for more analysis.

A large majority of 2015 Missoula area residents (70.2%) reported that traffic in the Missoula area was

more congested in September 2015 than it was in Separr@b10(five years prior)Just under 2 in ten

residents (18.9%) said that traffic congestion was about the same, and only 2% said it was less
O2y3SaiSR® ¢KS NBYFAYRSNI 2F NBAARSyGa oyoqz0v |yag

Traffic congestion has been a promant issue among Missoula area residents for at least 10 years.
According to the 2005 Missoula CBpunty Growth Policy Surveyirajority of 2005 County residents
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(63%) and nearly a majority of 2005 City residents (48.6%) rated traffic congestionrmsia aea

problem. Another 27.8% of County residents and 33.4% of City residents rated it as a moderate

problem. This was rated as the second most serious groeltited problem faced by Missoutaea

residents in 2005in 2008 the Missoula Lorigange Tiga LI2 NI F G A2y { dzZNIB3S& TF2dzy R (i K
Oz2y3aSaidArzy Ay O2NNAR2NE GKFG I NB Odz2NNByidfe O2y3Sa
improve the Missoula area transportation system out of 22 actions studied.

Perceptions about Missoulagsr Roundabouts

¢KS Hnmp ardaazdzZ | { dNWSe& SEIFIYAYSR (62 | aLS0Ga 27
First, the survey asked residents to choose which type of area intersection was the easiest through

which to travel. In questionnaire pfiestingcz . . 9w FT2dzy R (G KI 4 NBAARSyGa 3ISy.
to them meant requiring a lower level of effofour in ten 2015 Missoula area residents (39.9%) chose

a roundabout as the easiest intersection to get through when compared with stop sigffis, ligifts, or

uncontrolled intersections. A nearly identical proportion, 40.3%, rated traffic lights as the easiest

intersections through which to travel. Intersections controlled by stop signs were rated easiest by 16.4%

of Missoula area residents, whilincontrolled intersections were rated easiest by only 3.4% of

residents Please see Questionsl2 in the main body of this report for more analysis.

¢tKS aSO2yR |aLIlSOG 2F NBAARSYyGaQ LISNOSLIGA2ya | 62 dzi
resilSy tdaQ t£S@St 2F O2YF2NI GNI @StftAy3a GKNRBdAdZAK NERdz/R
to report their level of comfort travelling through four types of area intersections: roundabouts, stop

signs, traffic lights, and uncontrolled intersectiohs questionnaire préesting, BBER found that area
NEaARSyGa 3ISySNrfteé RSTAYSR aO2YT2NIlAmfo$Sgin10a NBf |
2015 Missoula area residents (89.3%) expressed being generally comfortable travelling thraugh are
intersections controlled by traffic lights. About 8 in 10 (82.6%) reported being generally comfortable

travelling through area intersections controlled by stop signs. Just over 7 in 10 (71.8%) noted general

comfort travelling through area roundabouts. dontrast, only 30.2% of area residents said that they

were comfortable travelling through area intersections that were uncontrolled.
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Introduction

The 2015 Missoula Area Transportation Survey provides the Missoula Metropolitan Planning
Organization(MPO) citizens of the City of Missoula and Missoula County, and area policy makers with
AYF2NXYIFGA2Y | o02dzi aAxdaazdzZ | | NBIF NBaARSydaQ 2LAYA?Z2
NEAARSYGaQ dzasS 2F GKS I NBI todluséddyoRttadn s inforinatigh, s 8 a G SY @
rigorously conductediandomly sampled survesnablesthe MPOto obtain reliable estimates of the

proportion of the area population that hofdvarious opinions an@ho use various aspects of the

transportation systemThese estimates provide key information that willHedpfulin the development

of the 2016- 2045Missoula Longrange Transportation PIdbRTR)This plarsets priorities for the

future, including an overall direction and strategies to strengtterS IA 2 y Qa G NI ya L2 NI+ (A 2
The LRTP considers all modes: driving, walking, bicycling, transit, rail, freight, &od aiore

information about this planning process readers of this report should visit the Activate Missoula
website:http://activatemissoula.com/.

This report presents the findings of the 2015 Missoula Area Transportation Stihegurvey was

sponsored by thélPOand wasadministeredd @ G KS ! yAGSNEAGE 2F az2yidl yl Q&
Eonomic ResearctBBER)The 2015 Missoula Survey is the sectradsportationsurvey conductedby

BBER on behalf of the MPThe first Missoula area transportation survey was conducted in 2008 to

support the LRTP process undertaken at that tifitee existace of two Missoula area transportation

surveys offers the MPO the ability to observe trends in some public opinions and aspects of use of the

area transportation system. However, in some ca2845survey needs angriorities changed and thus

it was notalways practical to ask the same questions of both 2008 and 2015 residents.

Survey Methods

The paragraphs that follow provide a brief description of the methods used to administer the 2015

Missoula Area Transportation Survey. In addition, this sectionNits6 S& (G KS 2dziO02vySa 27F
collection effort. BBER proud to have played an important role in meeting the information needs of

the City of Missoula and Missoula County for many ydaB&R rigorously implements industry standard

survey methods ani please to share those methods with readers.

Questionnaire design

This questionnaire was developed by BBER in close consultation witathef the MPO and with

AyLlzi FNBY GKS athQa ¢NIyalLR2NIlFIdGAz2y ¢h®OKYAOlIf ! RO
Transportation Policy Coordinating Committd&@eMPOwasthe final approval authority for the

guestionnaire. BBER watt closely withthe MPO to develop draft questions that yielddata which

meta t s @formation needs. BBER theonducted6 cognitive interviews to test the draft

guestionnaire (Presser, Stanley, et. al., 20@Qgnitive interviews are an intensivel®5 hour

examination of the cognitive processes respondents use to answer each question. The interviews

emldt 28 NBONRALISOGADSS YR O2yOdzNNByYy (G aGKAY] | 2dzRé
about their answers with a survey specialist while completing the survey. Some respondents make

errors that are caused by habits of mind or question wordimgmvreporting attitudes and behavior.

Cognitive interviewing examines the common thinking habits respondents use when recalling and

reporting attitudes and behaviors. This gives questionnaire designers the opportunity to tailor questions

to the way peopléahink. Using this informationBBER recommeed improvements to the

guestionnaire to MPO. After completimgiestionnairereview full data collection began
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Survey administration

BBERdministered the survey during the peri®dl5/15 ¢ 11/2/15 by mail andver the Internet The
population studied was adu{ages 18+esidents of theMissoula Metropolitan Planning Area (MPA).
Figurel describes the MPA'he MPA is all ohe area inside the orange line Figurel.

Figurel: 2015 Missoula Area Transportation Survey Study Area Map
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The samplavasrandomlyselectedfrom a list of occupied residences (sinfgenily and group

residencesyirawn from the U.S. Postal Service Delivery Sequence Filenaaticed using data and
geographical information system (GIS) tools avé&labthe national sampling firm Survey Samples
International, Inc(SSI)Within residences, individual adulgere randomly selected to complete the
jdzSatiA2yyFANB dzaAy3d (KS Gazaid wSOSyd . ANIKRI&é¢ YS

Of the 1,58&dult residents sampled, BBE&mplded data collection fronb43persons 475 Missoula
City residents and 168 Missoula County residents whd tngside the City but in the MRAhis yieléd
an overall95% confidence interval of +4% for estimates using all survey respons¢singCity
residents only yielded sampling error rate 0f.5%,and usingCounty residents onlyieldeda sampling
error rate of7.7%

BBER recommendextlfadministered data collection (as opposed to intervieva€ministered, i.e.

telephone) to minimize the risk ofggsible undercoverage bias in the data collected caused by the

current prevalence of the use of cellular telephones. According to U.S. Department of Health and

Human Services, National Center for Health Statistics, as of December 2014 about 39.2%mbath Mo
households were cellphorenly! ! vy F RRAGA2Y I My ©o12:-mddR 4 RK2 &3 SR Y& R &
(they had a landline but seldom or rarely usédlitis difficult to obtain a reliable sample of cellular

telephone numbers that are owned by persowho reside onlin the Missoula area. In addition,

because of telephone number portability, it is difficult to obtain a reliable list of cell phone numbers

with out-of-state area codes that are used by current Missearea residents.

BBER prirtd, asserbled, and maitd all surveycontactssent tothe residentssampled for the survey
The first contact respondents recetv&/asa presurvey notification letter. The primary purpose of the
pre-notice letterwasto provide a positive and timely notice thdtid recipient will be receiving a request
to help with an important study (Don A. Dillman, Jolene D. Smyth, Leah M. Christian, 200@)sbrief,
personalized, positively worded, and aimed at building anticipation rather phaviding the details or
conditions for participation in the survey. A secondary purpose of theptieewasto determine how
many of the sampled addresse®re undeliverable. Undeliverable addressesre corrected if possible
and a second practicewasthen mailed.

The prenotice also providd respondents the option to complete the survey using the Internet. The pre
survey notice preseed a secure, unigque hyperlink to the survey titauldbe easily typed into the
NBaLR2yRSYy(lQa Ly rSphidénis prefé dsiigielintedned ty omplete surveys,

and the administration cost for this optidoweredoverall survey cost.

¢KS adz2NBSe Qa aSs 02y Rwdthefiestionnairg packét. TN aCkelsyidles! jirst 4
class about 10 dayafter the prenotice. The packet consed of a cover letter, the questionnaire, and a
return envelope. The cover lettevasone page in length angasprinted on appropriate letterhead,

and again offezd respondents the option to complete the surveyngithe Internet. The questionnaire

1 CDC/NCHS, National Health Interview Survey, @B3; U.S. Census Bureau, American Community Survey,

2008;2012; and infoUSA.com consumer database, 22082. Estimates were calculated by Nadarajasundaram

Ganesh of NORC at thumiversity of Chicago, in collaboration with staff of the Centers for Disease Control and

t NEGSydAz2yQa blrdAzylt /SyYyGadSNI F2NJ I SHfGK {dGFrGdAaGgaAdax 54
Methodology. Estimates released December 2014.
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wasin booklet format with an attractive cover. A commemorative postage stamgpplaced on the
return envelope.

CKAA& adzNBSe Q& vy Swasa posiBaidlibank Rod/serindér2 Thé gosicavdsmailed
one weekafter the questionnaire packet. The primary purpose of the posteasito jog the memory
of respondents whdnad not yet responded. A secondary purpasasto thank those whdad
responded. Again, the postcaadfered respondents the option to complete ¢éhsurvey using the
Internet.

BBER folload the thank you/reminder postcard with a second questionnaire packet mailing to only
those respondents whbadnot yet responded either by mail or via the Internet. This mailing falbw
the postcard by between onand two weeks. The physical look of this mailing and the content of the
cover lettervariedfrom the previous contacts in order to maximize response.

BBERarefullydocumentd the survey completiorstatusof each resident in the survey sample. This
allowedcalculation and reporting of a unit response ratée response rate for this survey was 40.5%.

This response rate was calculated using American Association for Public Opinion Research definition 3.
(AAPOR, 201%)s context, tle 2012 National Survey of Bicyclist and Pedestrian Attitudes ahavi®r,
conducted for the U.S. Department of Transportation according to the statistical standatsi8ofeau

of Transportation Statistics achieved a response rate of 25[8&responseate of the 2015 Missoula
Survey is an indication that readers of this report should have confidence gudiity of the estimates
presented here.

Data set preparation

Following collection the dataere entered andinspected to correct any interviewerigspunches.
Appropriate data labelaere added. Weight$o correct the possible effectsf random ample selection
were calculated and added to the datBor example, if the studied population consisted of 50% females
and 50% males, but the random samplese 49% females and 51% males, the survey estimates are
Ydzf GALX ASR o6& I FNIXOUA2Y (y26y & F ¢SAIKG G2 O2N
females and males introduced by random sampliftge data for this survey were weighted bysU.
Census Bureau American Community Suf&ySP013 5year estimates for age, sex, and population
within each U.S. Census Bureau block group in the MRAghting is a standard statistical procedure
used in nearly all rigorously administered, random skngurveys including the U.S. Census American
Community Surveythe 2012 National Survey of Bicyclist and Pedestrian Attitudes ahdvir, and the
2009 National Household Travel Surv&gpropriatedemographic/ariables addedo the data setby
BBERo facilitate the analysis process.

Analysis and reporting

BBER conductedl statistical analysis of the survey data to meet the needs of MPO. BBER aliadyze
data collected using frequencies, crdabulations, standard measures of central tendency (mean,
median, and mode), ANOVanalysis of variangeand hypothesis tests (csiguare and-tests).IBM
SPSStatisticsversion 23 a statistical analysis softwaneas used to produce the analysis presented in
this report.
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Respondentcharacteristics

Figure2LINS A Sy Ga a4St SOGSR RSY23INILKAO OKIFNIOGSNR&AGAOA
demographic characteristics of the respondents are comparédguare2 to relevant outside sources

includingthe U.S. Census Bureau American Community Survey 2fdar ®stimates for the adult
population(ages 18+df the MPA.

Figure2: Demographic Characteristics of the 2015 Missoula Survey Respondents

2015 2014 ACS Missoula Couny Voter

Survey 5-year Registration List as of
Estimate Estimate May 12, 2015
Sex Male 49.4% 49.4%
Female 50.6% 50.6%
Age 1824 20.7% 20.8%

25-39 27.9% 28.0%
40-59 30.3% 30.1%
60 + 21.1% 21.1%

2014 median
household
income $41,000 $42,000

Mean travel to

work time

(minutes) 14.9 14.7*
% workers

who carpooled

to work 10.0% 10.1%

2015 active

registered

voters 73.5% 72.8%

*2014 5yearACSestimatefor Missouladty residents only

Each of the 2015 Missoula Survey estimates pregsemté&igure?2 is well within the margin of sampling

error for both the 2015 Survey and the 20RLS 5ear estimatesor the MPAThe ACS is considered

GKS 32t R aidl yRIFENRé 27F & deNSZISse madneSimawBetwaey thal KS | y A
2015 survey and the outside sourdesn indication that readers should have confidence the accuracy

of the 2015 Missoula Survey estimates preseritethis report

Structure ofthis Report

The remainder of this report is dividéato six chapters. Each chapter focuses on a general topic of
interest. Within a general topic areaach chapter is organized in the order that the relevant questions
were asked in the questionnaire. The appropriate question text is provided for the ciemoe of the

reader. Most topics present findings that compare responses from Missoula City residents and Missoula
County residents who lived outside the City but in the MPA. BBER recognizes that all 2015 Survey
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respondents livén Missoula Countyhut that the report distinguishes betweeity and Countipecause

it is helpful to know the differences in preferences and needs, as well as for elected officials to know
that for their constituents. It also helpe provide urban contexg do the respondentdive in a more
urban center situation oa morerural setting?

Unless the report specifies otherwise, differences between responses from two or more demographic
groups cited in the report are significant at the .05 leWélis means that if the survey wereplicated
100 times, the difference cited would be found in at least 95 of the replications.

Two appendices are provided at the end of the report for readers who need more detailed information.
The first appendix provides the full questionnaire wording she basic response frequencies. The
second appendix presents detailed survey response datmdationsby a number of key demographic
characteristics.
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General Perceptiosof the Quality of the Missoula Area

Transportation System

The paragraphs thdollow present the findings of the Missoula Area Transportation Survey that was
conductedin September and Octobef 2015. While the report as a whole is organized by topic, within

each topic area the results are presented in the order that the questippgared in the questionnaire.

The text of each question is provided to assist the reader. When differences between groups are cited,

like differences in opinions between Missoula City residents and area residents who live outside the City
(County residets), those differences are statistically significant at the .05 |8, section of the report

GKIFIG F2tft26a RSAONAOSa aAiadazdAl GNIFYyALRNIFGAZ2Y LI
the area transportation system.

Q1. Overall, how woulgou rate the quality of life in the Missoula arga@ Missoula area is
defined by the mayn Figurel.

Q2. How would you rate the overall quality of the transportation system (including roads,
bicycle and pedegstn facilities, public transit (buses), etc.) in the Missoula area?

HamMp aAidazdzZ I NBIFI NBaARSydaQ NI (AySgsiemelfintod KS 2 @S N.
three groups. About onthird of area resident$34.2%Yyated the quality of thearea transportation

system as excellent or very good. Another dghied of residenty34.8%Yated the quality of the

transportation system as good. A final etierd (30.3%Yyated the quality of the area transportation as

fair or poor.Figure3LINS A Sy 1 a G KSasS NI Ay Jofthe/gRalithNd ldeAinRifey G a Q 2 @SN
Missoula area.

Figure3: General Perceptions of the Overall Quality of the Area Transportation System

60.0%
50.0%
’ 45.1%
40.0%
34.8%
28.7%
30.0%
0 25.9% 25.19
21.6%
20.0%
8.7%
0,
10.0% 5506
557 0.8%
. 0.5% 0.29% 0.8%
Excellent Very Good Good Fair Poor Don't know

m Overall area quality of life ~ mOverall quality of area transportation system
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2015 Missoula area residents rated the overall quality of life in the Missoula area significantly higher

than they rated the quality of aremansportation system. For example, 71% of area residents rated the

I NBF Q& ljdz-ftAdie 2F tAFS a SEOSttSyid 2N gSNEBE 3I22R
transportation system excellent or very goddowever, his comparison is entirely anl LJILJX S& @S N&A dza
2Nl yébRraskh 2 KAfS GKS NBF (GNIXyaLR2NIlFiAzy aeaidisSy Aa
dzt ft AGé 2F ftAFST y2 2yS g2df R NBlIazylofeé SELSOG A
overall quality of lifeThe factthat survey respondents rated the quality of the two items differently,

FYR NI} GSR GKS ljdzrtAde 2F GKS GNIXyaLRNIlFGA2Yy aeadas
provide evidence that the survey respondents took the survey seriously andsioddrits questions.

It is also useful to compare the ratings of the quality of the area transportation system repmyrted
various demographic groups analyzed in the survey. Where significant differences in ratings between
group members were found by thmirvey, they are reported below. One important difference was
found when contrasting the ratings of City versus County resid€igsre4 presents these ratings.

More City residents (31.8%gtedthe area transportation systewery good than did County residents
OMPpPYy:2 0P b2yS 2F GKS 20KSNI RAFFSNBYyOSa 06SGsSSy [/ A

sampling error. This means that the other differences found ceimgblybe due to randomly selecting
survey respondets.

Figure4: City vs. County Ratings of Area Transportation System Quality
60.0%
50.0%

40.0% 37.7%
33.8%

31.8%

30.0% 26.3%

19.9%
20.0%

10.2%
10.0%
5.8% 5.49

7.9%
T |

Excellent Very Good Good Fair Poor Don't know

0.0%

m City m County
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2015 Missoula area residents who travelled to work using a bicycle, a bus, a motorcycle, or who walked
to work rated area transportation systequality somewhat higher than did those who travelled to work

in a car, truck, or varkigure5 illustrates the differingveralllj dz t AG& NI GAy3a o6& NBaAAR
to work.

Figure5: Overall Rating foArea Transportation System by Mode of Travel to Work

60.0%
50.0%
40.0%

30.6%
30.0% 28.1%pmm 28.3%

20.0%

10,050 9.4%  9.4%
7 6.4% 6.5%

5.6%
| ]
0.0%

Excellent Very Good Good Fair Poor

m Car, truck, van  mBicycle, walk, bus, motorcycle EiNot in workforce or work at home

2015 Missoula area residents who bicycled, walked, rode a bus, or rode a motorcycle to work were more
likely to give the area transportation systemaing of good (45.4%) than were residents who drove a

car, truck, or van (30.8%). Conversely, 2015 Missoula area residents who drove a car, truck, or van to
work were more likely to give the area transportation system a rating of fair (25.4%) than lveese t

who bicycled, walked, rode a bus, or rode a motorcycle (128%he of the other smahating

AN v oA A v oA o~

differencesillustratedin FiguresSEOSSRSR (G KS & dzZNBSeQa YINHAY 2F al Yl
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Missoula area public transportation riderlsa reported different quality ratings when compared with
GK2aS 6K2 RARYQUOG NARS Lzt AO GNIYyaALRNIIFIGAZ2Y D ¢KS

Missoula area residents who reported riding public transportation in the 30 days prior to survey
admingtration rated the quality of the area transportation system higher than did residents who
reported not riding public transportatiarFigure6 displays these ratings.

Figure6: Public Transportation Users' Ratings of Area Transportation System Quality

60.0%

50.0%

40.2%

40.0%
35.1%

33.3%
9
30.0% 26.5%
20.0%

9.0%

10.0% 6.9% 6.9%
5.3%

s |
0.0% f—

Excellent Very Good Good Fair Poor Don't know

m Public transit rider mDidn't ride public transit

Just over 4 in 10 public transportation rid¢a).2%)gave thearea transportation system a rating of

very good, compared with only one quarter of residef@8.5%)who did not ride public transportation.
Conversely, only 12.7% of public transportation riders gave the area transportation system a rating of
fair,compg NBR A UK Ho®ox: 2F NBaARSyida 6K2 RARYQG NARS

A N w oA A o~

SEOSSR (KS ada2NWSeQa YINBAY 27F a4l YLX Ay3a SNNEN®
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spent in traveto work and their rating ofhe overall quality of the area transportation systeRigure7
illustrates this correlation.

Figure7: Average On&Vay Travel Time to Work (minutes) by Ollekaea Transportation System Quality Rating

18.0 17.6
16.4
16.0
14.1
13.9
14.0
13.4
12.0
10.0
EXCELLENT VERY GOOD GOOD FAIR POOR

In generalMissoula area residents with lower travel times to work gave the area transportsyistem

higher quality ratingsMissoula area residents who rated the quality of the area transportation system
asexcellent, very good, or good reported spending an average of between 13 and 14 minutes travelling
to work one wayln contrast, residents who rated tterea transportation system as fair or poor

reported spending an average of between 16.4 and 17.6 minutes travelling to work one way. It is
important to note that this correlation does not prove that longer work commute times contributed to
lower area tranportation system quality rating®ut this finding does indicate that this hypothesis is

worth additional study.

One additionafindingmay be of interest to readers. The 2015 survey asked residents whether they
supported or opposed paying an additionak t® be spent only on transportation system

improvements. There was no statistically significant difference between the area transportation system
guality ratings of residents who supported or those who opposed paying an additional tax or fee for
future transportation system improvementddditional analysis of the tax question results may be

found later in this report.

¢tKS ySEG aSOiGA2y 2F (KAa NBLRNI SELX 2NB& Hnmp ahia
improve the area transportationystem.
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Possible Actions to Improve the Missoula Transportation System

Q3. What rank do you give each of the following possible actions to improve the Missoula

F NBEF Qa (NI Vv a |piéaskldink eathipodsifle adlion oft a scalefdfn 1 to 4, wheesaas that

FOGA2Y 62dz R AYLINRGS (GKS aAaazdzZl | NBIFQa (NI yYyALRNIFGA22
tKA&d asSOlAazy 2F (GKS NBLR2NI SEIFIYAySa NBaARSyidaQ 2L
improvements Figure8 describeghe rankings assigned byigsoula area residents to four potential

FOGA2ya (GKFG @2dzZ R AYLINE @ asnalknSjority biMissQula aledNT y & LJ2 NI | G
residents (52%) ranked reducing traffic gestion as the action that would improve the area

transportation system most.

Figure8: Ranlkngs of Possible Actions to Improve the Transportation System

Rank Improving safety for drivers,
passengers, bicyclists, and
pedestrians was most often
ranked seond (41%) by area
16% 25% 31% 28% residents. Improving bicycle and
pedestrian facilities was most

Possible Action 1 2 3 4

a. Improving bicycle an
pedestrian facilities

b. Improving safety for frequently ranked third (31%) by
drivers, passengers, 21% 119) 31% 2% residents. Providing more or
bicyclistsand improved public transit was most
pedestrians commonly ranked fourth by

residents.

C. Redus:mg traffic 5004 19% 13% 16% _
congestion There were few differences

betweenCityresidents and
residenswho live outside the city
in their relative rankings of these
four possible actions to improve
the area transportation system.
However, one difference was fouttween City and @unty residents in their ranking of improving
bicycleand pedestrian facilities.

d. Providing more or
improved public transit  13% 16% 24% 47%
(bus) services
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Figure9: City vs. County Rankings of Improving Bicycle and Pedestrian Facilities Figure9illustrates the
rankings given to
60.0% improving bicycle and
pedestrian facilities by
40.1% City residents and by
40.0% residents who live

31.1%
29.9% outside the city City

26.9%
S0.0% L83 - 020_4% 23.7% residents were more
20.0% likely (18.3%) to rank
10.0% 9.5% I I I improving bicycle and
. pedestrian facilities
0.0%
1 2 3

50.0%

first than were county

4 residents (9.5%). In
Rank addition, @unty
m City m County residents were more

likely (40.1%) than city
residents (23.7%) to rank improving bicycle and pedestrian facilities fourth.

4. For each possible actibsted below, how much of a priority should it be, if at all, for
the City of Missoula and Missoula County to address now?

FigurelQ: Priorities for Possible Actions to Improve the Area Transportation System

VeryHigh Somewhat Middle Somewhat VeryLow 5 2 Y
Possible Action Priority  High Priority Priority Low Priority Priority Know

a. Adding and improving public
transit (bus) services in the 13.3% 18.9% 34.9% 13.9% 14.8% 4.1%
Missoula area

b. Adding and improving bicycle

facilities, like bicycle lanes, 20.3% 26.1% 26.2% 10.5% 16.5% 0.5%
trails/paths, and racks
c. Adding and improving
pedestrian facilities, like

0] 0, [0) 0] (0] 0]
b idewalke, tralifpaths, and 208%  37.9%  25.9% 8.8% 6.4% 0.2%
crosswalks
3k g el (el 415%  29.4%  16.0% 7.4% 55%  0.2%

roadways for vehicles

FigurelOdescribes theoriorities thatMissoula area residentsssigned to four potential actions to
improve the area transportation systerilore than 7 of every 10 residents (70.9%) assigneera high
or somewhat high priority to adding and improving roadways for vehicles. Just under 6 of every 10
respondents (58.7%) assessed adding and improving pedestrian faasitie®ry or somewhat high
priority. Somewhat fewer than 5 in every 10 regpents (46.4%) rated adding and improving bicycle
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facilities a very or somewhat high priorifyinally, just over 3 in every 10 respondents (32.2%) said that
adding and improving public transit services was a very or somewhat high priority.

The survey fond a number of differenceshven contrasting city and2cdzy 1 @ NBaAaA RSy (G aQ LINA 2
improving both bicycle and pedestrian faciliti€onsistent with the findings from QuestionRBgurell

demonstrates that, in general, Citysidents assiged a higher priority to both bicycle and pedestrian

facility improvements than County residents.

Examining bicycle facility improvemenf). %46 of City residents assessed them as a verydrigh
somewhat highpriority compared with only32.4%of County residents. In contrast, 27.5% of County
residents assessdulcycle facility improvementas a very low priority compared with only 12.7% of City
residents.

A similar pattern is apparent when observing pedestrian facility improvembtdee than 6 in every 10
(62.5%) City residents assigned them a very or somewhat high priority while 48.2% of County residents
made the same assessment.

Figurell: City vs. County Priorities for Improving Pedestrian and Bicyailgiés

60.0%
50.0%
40.3%
40.0% ]
1.3% 31.3%
30.0% 28.2% 27.5% 27.5%
25.7%
0,
22.7% 22.2% 39
; o 9.8 % S
20.0% 16.9%
2.6 12.0% 11 4% 12.7
% 10.0 e
10.0% 9% 8.4%
% .5%
§ .6%.6% 204,6%
0.0% \ § ——
Very High Priority Somewhat High Middle Priority ~Somewhat Low Very Low Priority 52 Yy Qi Yy
Priority Priority

| City bike facilities m County bike facilities E City pedestrian facilities = County pedestrian facilities
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addingandimproving roadways for vehiclég&/hile adding or improving roadways for vehicles was
assessed as the highest priority among the possible system improvements examined by City and County
residents, County residents assigned this action even higheitgriatingsthan did City residents.

Figurel2illuminates the differences in priority ratings for adding amghroving roadways for vehicles
between City and County residenigery nearly a majority of County residents (49.8%8igned a very

high priority to adding and improving roadways for vehicles, compared with 38.9% of City residents.
Similarly, 35.9% of County residents rated adding and improving roadways for vehicles as a somewhat
high priority, compared with 27.0% oftfCiesidents Perhaps most striking is the finding that 0.0% of

County residents assigned adding and improving roadways for vehicles a very low priority, and only 7.4%
of City residents agreed.

Figurel2: City vs. County Priorities for Adding and Improving Roadways for Vehicles

60.0%

50.0%

40.0%

30.0%

20.0%

10.0%

0.0%

49.1%

38.99
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27.09

17.4%
12.0%
9.1%
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. 0.0%
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Paying Future Transportation Costs

This sectionof therepdli SELJX 2NBa NBaARSYy:GaQ LINBFSNByOSa | o2 dz
improvementsL i &0 Nlida o6& SEIFYAyAy3d NBAARSy(iaQ 20SNIff &
Q13. Current transportation needs in the Missoula area are greater tleaamtiount of

money available to address them. Generally speaking, would you support or oppose

paying more taxes or fees if the revenues were spent only on transportation system

improvements?

A plurality of adult residents of the Missoula metropolitan plengnarea (48%) supported paying more
taxes or fees if the fees were spent only on transportation system improvemehite 29% of residents
opposed paying more taxes or fedsout 2 in every 10 residents (19.8%) were undecided and 3.1% said
that they didnot know enough about the topi provide an answerFigurel3provides more insight
AyiG2 NBaAaARSYy(iaQ 2LAYyA2ya 2y GKA&a (2LAOO

Figurel3: Support or Opposition for Paying More Taxes or Fees to Pay fispdraation System Improvements

Neither
Strongly Somewhat support Somewhat Strongly 52y ¢
support support nor oppose oppose oppose know
All 12.3% 35.7% 19.8% 14.5% 14.5% 3.1%
City 13.7% 35.1% 19.5% 14.8% 12.9% 4.0%
County 8.3% 37.3% 21.3% 13.6% 18.9% 0.6%

The survey slightly found that fewer County residents (45.6%) supported paying more taxes or fees than
did City resident$48.8%)Likewise, 32.5% of County residents opposed paying more taxes or fees, while
only 27.7% of their City resident neighlbagreedHowever each othesedifferences between City and
County residentsarg St f ¢ A (i K & giarginfofSanpldeNgr& and could simplydagised by

random survey election.

When examining the strength of support or opposition to paying maxes or fees for transportation

system improvements, support for paying more can be describédllasy on the weaker end of the

spectrum. Only 12.3% of residents strongly supported paying more taxes or fees, while 35.7% somewhat
supported paying moreOpposition appeared to be slightly stronger among County residents, with

18.9% of County residents strongly opposed to paying more taxes or fees compared with just 12.9% of

/| Ade NBaAARSylao | 26SOSNE GKAA RAFTaShdpingesrorA a | f a2
Although examininghe opinions of all ratropolitantransportationplanning area residents is very

important, it is also important to examine the opinions of registered voters in the dileaparagraphs

that follow present this examinain.
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Figurel4illustratesthe opinions of registered voters who live within the Missoula metropolitan
transportation planning arean the question of whether they supported or opposed paying more taxes
or fees for transportabn system improvement#\ smallmajority of registered voters who live the

Cityof Missoula(52.3%) supported paying more taxes or fees if the fees were spent only on
transportation system improvements, while only 41.9% of registered voters who lilie i@ounty
expressed similar support.

Figurel4: Registered Voter Support or Opposition to Paying More Taxes or Fees for Transportation Systambnso

60.0%
50.0%
40.0%
30.0%
52.3%
20.0%
29.4%

10.0% 18.3%

0.0%

Support Undecided Oppose

m City m County

Sampling error bars were added kagurel4 to help the reader interpret the difference between City

and County registered vote®s 2 LJbrytlisZopia.Theerror bars show that thelifference between

the proportion of City and County registered voters who supported paying more taxes or fees for
transportation system improvements excesdii K S & dzNJS @ Q& NITheSerrd? FarsalsoY LI A y 3
show that, while the survey estimates thabre County registered voters opposed or were undecided

than wereCity voters, thge differences did not exceed the sampling error rate.

A second implication dfigurel4is that relatively fewif any,undecided registered voters thin the

City,at most about2.1 percentage points of the 18.3% City undecidedsuld have to be convinced to
support a tax or fee increase for a possible @iige referendum to be approved his implication holds
even if the actual proportion aCitysupport among registered voters at the lower bound of the

sampling error rate. The task to obtain approfala possible referenduramong County registered

voters would be more difficuliReaders may wish to know that this survey was administered dthieng
same period that referendum on increasing area property tax rates to support Missoula County Public

BUREAU OF BUSINESB ECONOMIC RESEA



Schools (MCP8jas on the ballatlt isnot evidentthat the MCPS referendum had any impaatthis
survey @sults.

Q14. If taxes or fees were ragto improve transportation in the Missoula area, what

would you want to see the additional revenues used for?

Maintaining and repairing existing streets and roads was most frequently cited by area resiiet#s)(
as the transportation system componeoih which they would want increased funds spdfigurel5
reports all of the spending preferences expressed by area residents.

Figurel5: Spending Preferences if Taxes or Fees Are Increased

Potential Action % Widening existing streets
Maintain and repair existing streets and roads 37.1% and roady(19.2%) was the
_ — second most frequently
Widen existing streets armbads 19.26  cited spending preference.
Improve bicycle facilities, such as trails/paths and lanes 10.1% Improving bicycle facilities

Build new streets and roads 9.6% (10.1%), hildingnew
Improve safety and reduce crashes 8.9y, Streets and road¢9.g%)
Improve public transit (bus) 729, mproving safety and
- — . reducing crashe.9%)
Improve pedestrian facilities, such as sidewalks and crossw  4.3% . . .
. _ and improving public
52yQu 1y2os 3.7%  transit(7.2%)were

statistically tied for thirdimproving pedestrian facilities was least often cited (4.3%) when asked about
in the context of spending imeased funds.

Figurel6 showsthat there are fewstatisticallysignificant differences in spending preferences between
residents of the City or County. More County residents (43di@@hooseto spend increased funds on
maintaning and repairing streets when compared wi@fty residents (34.6%). In contrast, more City

Figurel6: City vs. County Preferences for Spending New Taxes or Fees

60.0%
50.0% 43.5%

40.0% 34.69

30.0%
21.4%
20.0% 18.5%
0, 0,
11'32’ 50 9.304.0-7% 8.9%8.9%  8.5%
10.0% -0 3.6% 5.7% 3 3%4.8%
m IR 0B B m>

Maintain and ~ Widen Improve Build new Improve Improve Improve 52y Qi |
repair existing existing bicycle streets and safety and public transit pedestrian
streets streets and  facilities, roads reduce (bus) facilities
roads crashes

m City m County
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residents chose to spend new funding on public traasid pedestrian facilities compared with County
residents.

Q15. What type of tax would you be most williagupport if the revenues were used

only for transportation system improvements locally?

More than twice as many area residents (40.3%) said that they preferred a 2 cent increase per gallon of
fuel paid by local residents and visitors over any ofhaential new tax or fee studied.

Figurel7: Preferences for Type of New Tax or Fee

Potential Tax or Fee %
2 cent increase per gallon of fuel (diesel and gasoline),paidcal residents and visitors  40.3%
3 percent increase to development fees, paid for by new development 18.%%6
None 15.%4%
52y Qi 1y2¢ 14.3%
3 percent local sales tax on nassential items, such as items purchased at bars

. ) - 7.1%
and restaurants, paid by locadsidents and visitors
1 percent increase to property tax, paid by property owners 4.4%

Figurel7TRSa ONRA 6 Sa I NBI NBaARSydiaQ GFE 2NJ F8§S LINBTFSNByY
by new development was chosen by 18.5% of area residents. A local sales tax (7.1%pertq {ax
increase (4.4%) were chosen by less than 1 in every 10 area residents.

Figurel8illustrates that the potential new tax or fee preferences of City and County residents are
similar with two exceptions. More City resiats (20.6%)preferreda new development feéhandid
County resident$12.7%) And more County residen(23%)expressed a preference for no new tax or
fee than did City residen{d2.9%). Though not shown ifrigurel8for clarity, arearegistered voters

Figurel8: City vs. County Type of New Tax or Fee Preferred

60.0%
50.0%
41.9%
40.0% 35.8%
30.0%
20.6% 23.0%
0
20.0% 14.29%14.5%

12.7% 12.99

0, 0, 1%
10.0% I 6.1% 4.294.8%
[] . m

0.0%
2 cent increase 3 percent increase None 3 percent local 1 percentincrease 5 2 y Qi
per gallon of fuel to development sales tax on non- to property tax
fees essential items
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displayed the same pattern. 24.8% of City registered voters supponesvalevelopmentfee,
compared withjust 12% of County registered voters. Similarly, 28.7% of County registered voters
supported no new tax or fee, compared wibnly 15.1% of City registered voters.

A majority (59.1%) of Missoula area residents who supported paying a new tax or fee for transportation
system improvements preferred doing so with a 2 cent increase per gallon oFigetel9 displays the
types of tax or fee preferred by supporters, the undecidadd those opposed to payingew tax

aimed at transportation system improvemen#s.3% increase to development fees was preferred by

less than onegquarter (22.6%) of new tax spprters. The remaining options examined by the survey

were each preferred by less than 1 in 10 new tax supporters.

Residents who were undecided about whether to support or oppose a new tax focused on supporting
transportation system improvements also latg preferred (45.5%) using a 2 cent increase per gallon of
fuel as the means to increase reven@nly 22.7% of undecided residents preferred a 3 percent

increase to development fees, while around 1 in 10 undecided residents preferred each of the rgmainin
options.

Figurel9: Type of Tax Preferred by Sopprs and Opponents of a New Tax

60.0% 59.1%
. 0

47.7%
50.0% 45.5% ’
40.0%
30.0% 28.5%

22.6%22.7%
20.0% :
11.4% 10.2% 11.4%
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2 cent increase per3 percent increase to None 3 percent local saledl percent increase to
gallon of fuel development fees tax on non-essential  property tax
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Nearly a majority of opponents to a new tax or fee (47.7%) supported none of the possible types of tax
or fee examined. Interestingly, 28.5% of opponents to a new tax or fee chose a 2 percent fuel tax
increase as their most preferredr perhaps least oppsed,fundingoption. About 2 in 10 (18%) of
opponents cited a 3 percent development fee increase as their preference, while fewer than 1 in 10
preferred the other options studied.

The next section of this report moves away from exploringMigz I | NS NBAARSY G Q 2 LA
improvingthe area transportation systemndabout paying for future improvementdnstead the

following section othe report describes current characteristics of transportation system andiea

residents who use thasystem.
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This section of the report examines specific aspects of transportation mode use in the Misgaulmar
particular, this sectioiocuses on:

a. Travel to Work in Missoula

b. Bicycling in Missoula

c. Walking, Running, or gging in Missoula

d. Public Transit in Missoula

e. Motor VehicleOwnership in Missoula

f. SNAGSNARQ [AOSyasSa Ay aAiaazdzfl

Q16. How did you usually get to work LAST WEEK?

Almost 8 in 1Missoula(78.7%) areavorkerstravelled to work in a car, truck or vaturing September

and October of 2015-igure20 describes thesurveyestimated proportions of Missoula area workers in

2015 who used selectadodesfor travelto work. Figure20 also compares the 2015 estimatasthe

2014 ®{ & / Sy adza . dzZNBIl dzQa ! Y S NAR O lofynode 2s€ f6rdzgivel fodvork. dzNI S &

Figure20: Mode of Travel to Work in the Missoula Area

100.0%

85.8%

78.7%
75.0%
50.0%
25.0%
12.7%
5.7% 6.1% 6.3%
25% 2.2%

Car, truck, or van Bicycle, motorcycle, other Walked Public transportation

W 2015 Missoula Transportation Survey (Sep-Oct) m2014 ACS 5-year Estimate (Jan thru Dec)

(U.S. Census Bureau, 20The ACS estimates presented-igure20 use the Missoula Transporiah
Planning Area population of adults ages 18 and oldee important difference between the ACS and
the 2015 Missoula Area TransportatiomiSey is that the ACS is administered during each month of a
calendar year while the 2015 Missodarvey was adnmiistered only in September and October. This
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means that the ACS includes caldather months in its estimates. In contrast, the weather during
administration of the 2015 Missoula Area Transportation Surveywsgsclement.

Based on this seasonal diffe@nbetween the data collection periods of the surveys, one wouldigred
that the 2015 Missoulauvey would findnore respondents who travelled to work using a bicycle or
motorcycle because snow and ice makasse modedess attractive to some usedsiring winter

months. This isconsistent with the 2015 Missoula Survey findingsring September and October of

2015 12.5% of Missoula area residents travelled to work using a bicycle or motoheyadenparison,

the 2014 5yearACSwhich surveyedesponderts January through Decembdound just 5.7% of

Missoula area residents used a bicycle or motorcycle to travel to Warkhe error bars ifrigure20
RSY2y &GN (ST G(KAA RAFFSNBYOS R2Sa SEOSSR SI OK &idz
A second possible implication is suggested when comparing the 2015 Missoula Survey and the 2014 5
year ACS estimates for travel to work modes. The estimates for the propedi@mea residents who

travel to work using either public transportation by walking are essentially equial both data sources.
About 6.1% of Missoula area workers walk to work and aBokfb take public transportation to work.
Thisimpliesthe possibility that the proportion of Missoula area residents who walk to work or who take
the bus to work is not greatly affected by seasonality.

A third implication is that iappears possible thahanyMissoulaareaworkers who travel to work using

a bicycle or motorcycle switch to using a car, truck, or van during cold weather monthaotidsvery

plausibly explain the difference between the 2015 Missoula Survey estimate of 78.7% of workers using a

car, truck, or van to travel to work and the 2014&ar ACS estimate of 85.8%gain, the error bars in

Figure20 show thatthis difference exceeslS | OK a i dzRéQa YI NHAY 2F al YLX Ay 3

The 2015 survey provides additional evidesapportingthe hypothesis that Missoula area bicycle and
motorcyclecommutersswitch modes of travel to work seasonalbyt walking ancpublic transit
commuters do notThe 2015 survey found thdticycle or netorcycle commuters to work haghore
flexibility in mode choice than walkers or public trarctmmutersto work. Figure21 shows that btycle

Figure21: Number of Working Motor Vehicles and Licensed Drivers in Workers' Households by Mode of Travel to Worl
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or motorcyclecommuters to workhad more working carsr trucks avadble in their households than

did walkingcommutersor public transit commutersBicycle or motorcycle commutets work reported
havingan average of 2.2 working cars or trackvailable in their hoeholds, while walking commuters
hadonly 1.3 and public transit commutelngdonly 0.9.Figure21 alsodemonstrateghat bicycle and
motorcycle commuters had accesstheir householdso more licensed drivers than did walking

commuters or public transit commuters. While households of bicycle or motorcycle commuters had an
average of 2.2 licensed drivers available, households of walking commuters had only 1.7 licensed drivers
andhouseholds opublic transit commuters had just 1.5.

In addition, the 2015 survdgarnedthat Missoula aredicycle or motorcycle travelets work had

more household incomt spend ortravel to work than digpublic transit commutersFigure22

illustrates these findingsthe aerage household income of Missoula area workers who used a bicycled
or rode a motorcycle to work was $49,000 compared with only $22,000 for public transit work
commuters.The 2015 survey estimate of the average household income of workers who walk to work
($32,000) was also lower than that of bicycle and motorcycle commuters to work. Howaswee error

bars inFigure22 demonstrate because of the relative small number of walking commuters surveyed the
difference between the tw groupsin this instancedoes not exceed possible sampling error.

Figure22: Average Household Income of Workers by Mode of Travel to Work
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The final demographic analysis of mode of travel to work included in this section of the expontnes
place of residenceExploringmode of travel to work by whether the respondentdivinthe Cityof
Missoulaor outside the City in the County providiesportant contextfor any discussion of mode of
travel to work in the Missoula area

Figure23displays the modes of travel to work used by City residenthetransportation planning area
and by County residents the transportation planning area.

Figure23: City vs. County Mode of Travel to Work
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Any discussion of modes of travel to warked by County residents of the Missoula transportation
planning area is essentially a conversation about car, truckamuse. Almost all workers (95.5%) who
lived outsidethe City but within the Missoula transportation planning area used a car, truck, or van to
travel to work.A small fraction of County workers (3.7%) commuted to work using a bicycle or
motorcycle, anceven fewer (0.7%) used public transportation. The survey found no workers who lived
in the County and walked to work.

Alternative mode of travel to work use is significamiongCityresidents In addition to the 72.8% of

City residents who travelled to wiin a car, truck, or van, 15.9% used a bicycle or motorcycle. An added
8.2% of City workers walked to work, and 3.1% of City workers used public transportation to get to
work.
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Q17. How many people, including you, usually rode to work in the car, oruekn LAST
WEEK?

An average 01.14 people rode to work ieachcar, truck, or van that transported Missoula area

workers. There was no difference between City and County workers in the mean number of people who
rode in the car, truck, or vamResidentsvho livedin households with children (1).2nd residents ages

26-40 (1.3 reported a higher than average number of rideysvork.

Onein ten Missoula area workergsho did not work at homé10.0%) reported carpooling in 2015.
Figure24 presents this finding.

Figure24: % Missoula Area Workers Who Reported Canpgod Work
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10.0%

0.0%
2015 Survey 2014 5-year ACS Missoula 2008 Survey
Transportation Planning Area

The 2015 estimate of the proportion of workers who carpooled to waakhigher than that found by

the 2008 Missoula Survey (6.6%). However, the difference between the two estimates is within both
adzNIISe aQ Yl ME2Ls EstirBate foStheldpdition of Missoula transportation planning
area workers who carpoolegasalmost exactly the same #ise 20145-year ACS estimai@0.1%)for
workerswho lived in the same area
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Q18. How many minutes did it usually takei to get from home to work LAST WEEK one
way?

September and Octob&015 residents of the Missoula transportation planning anegzorted travelling

for an average of 14.9 minutes one way on their trip to wéiigure25 disphys the 2015 Missoula

Survey estimates fdravel time to work in the Missoula transportation plaing area and provides a

U.S. Census Bure&unerican Community SurvégxCSgstimatefor comparison.

Figure25: Mean travel time to work (minutes)
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2015 residents of the City reported travelling for anrage of 13.4 minutes to reach work, while

County residents reported travelling for an average of 19.2 minutes to arrive at Woeknost relevant
available U.S. Census Bureau estimate of travel time to work comes from the 3@a4 ACS dhe

City. Accading to this source, City resides travelled an average of 14nTinutes to work one way. The
estimate is just over 1 minute higher than the 2015 Missoula Survey estimate. However, as discussed in
a previous section of this report, seasonality of datdempion periods may well account for this 1

minute average difference. THeCSlata collection period includecbld weather months, but the 2015
Missoula Survey did noBnow and ice may hawtightlyslowed the work commute foCityresidents
described byhe ACS estimate

BUREAU OF BUSINESB ECONOMIC RESEA



Q24. During the last 30 days, did you ride a bicycle?

A small majority of adult Missoula area residents (51.6%) reported riding a hicyolgthe 30 days

that precededhe September and October 2015 data collection pedbthe surey. This proportion is
dramatically higher than the 8.5% of 2008 Missoula transportation planning area residents who said that
they rode a bicycle in the 30 days prior to survey administration. However, the 2008 Missoula Survey
was administered in Januaaynd February 2008. The comparison between the two survey estimates
provides clear evidence of seasonality in bicycle ridership in the Missoula area.

To place this proportion of bicycle ridership in perspective, the 2012 National Survey of Bicyclist and
Pedestrian Attitudes and Behavior found thaationwide 22% of adults reported bicycling in the

previous month and 36% reported bicycling in the previous y&mhroeder, P. & Wilbur, M., October

2013)The 2012 National Surveyasalsoadministeredduring warm weather monthsyom June

through October 2012Clearly significantly mor@€015adult Missoula area residents reported bicycling

thandid 2012adults nationally9 @Sy ¢KSy O2YLI} NBR ¢gAGK UGKBtenfnmu Dbl
monthly bicycling for the states of Alaska, Idaho, Montana, Oregon, and Washington (32%) the Missoula

area rate was higher.

Figure26 describesespondentNB LI2 NIia 2F o6A 08 0f S NA RSNA Kédelidthee G KS
Missoula transportation planning area. More City residents (54%) reported riding a bicycle over the

previous 30 days than did County residents (44.9%). However, as the error BaygraR6 indicate, the

difference inthese estimates does not exceeddh & dzNJ@S @& Q& & I Y lbus'cgUE beRIDENE NJ NI ( ¢
the effect of randonty samplingsurvey respondents

Figure26: City vs. County % Who Bicycled in the Last 30 Days
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An examination of the demographic characteristics of adult Missoula area bicyclists lete@sting
patterns.2015 female (51.2%) and male (52.1%) residents of the Missoula transportation planning area
reported essentially identical rates of bicycle ridership. Similarly, registered voters (51.7%) and residents
who were not registered to vote (51.8%) reportedanky the same rates of bicycle ridershiowever,

almost twothirds of Missoula area residents who live in households with chil(Gér8% reported

bicycling, while 46.8%f thosewithout children bicycled. In addition, a comparison of Missoula area
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bicyclists and norbicyclists showd differencesby age, their levedf education attainedandtheir
household imome The nexfew paragraphs descriltbese differences in more detail.

Riding a bicycle requires physical exertion, balance, and visual &uitthese reasons, omaight
hypothesizehat Missoula area seniokgould report lower levels of bicycle ridership than younger
Missoula area residents. And this is the age pattern that the 2015 survey found. Only abdbirdne
(33.7%) of Missoula residts ages 56 and older reported bicycling over the previous 30 tays.
contrast, 54.2% of residents agesaB, 64.9% of residents ages-26, and 56.9% of residents ages 41
55 reported riding a bicycle.

ahaazdz I NS NBaARS ddgree werk indte likely to fefart alringlbicycldd @K S f 2 NE&
the last month than were residents who attained less educatigure?7 illustrates this pattern.

Figure27: % of Area Residents Who Bicycled by Educatkitehment
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ahaazdzZ I NBaARSyida oKz I GdF Ay SR liig&wrihatpést3gdays . | OKS
at rates between 38.5% and 41.3%. These rates are still higher than the 2012 national monthly rate for
all adults (22%)YioweveE ¢ Ay wMn aAidazdzZ | | RdzZ 64 6K2 FGdlAySR
the past month, ande@arly twol KA NR& 2F GK24S gAGK I alaG6SNEQ RS3IN
past month.
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More Missoula area residents in the highest household income quartile, those who lived in households
with 2014 incomes of at least $70,000, reported bicyrlimthe previous 30 days than did residents with
lower household incomesigure28 explores the relationship between bicycling and household income
in the Missoula area.

Figure28: % of Area Residents Who Bicyddgd2014 Household Income Quartiles
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Residents who lived in households with 2014 incomes sftlesn $70,000 reported riding a bicycle in

the past 30 days at rates that exceeded the 2012 national monthly rate of 22%. These Missoula area
rates ranged from 45.6% to 50.3%. In contrast, more than 6 in 10 Missoula area residents (61.6%) who
lived in howseholds with incomes of $70,000 or more said that they bicycled in the 30 days prior to
survey administration.

Q25. How many days did you ride a bicycle over the last 30 days?

2015 Missoula area residents who bicycled reported bicycling on an average afay@ over the
month prior to survey administratiormhe2015Missoula areanonthly averagewvashigher than the
2012 national average of 8.2 days over the past month.

In 2002 and again in 201the U.S. National Highway Traffic Safety AdministratiidTSA) used the
categoriedight (1 to 7 days)medium(8-19 days)and heavy{20-30 days}o describenational monthly
bicycling frequencyFigure29 below presents 2015 Missoula area bicycling frequency using the NHTSA
categoriesIn addition,Figure29 compares 2015 Missoula area frequencies to 2012 national
frequencies.
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Figure29: Frequency of Bicycling (days per month)
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2015 Missoula bicycle riders reported more medium frequency riding than 2012 bicycle riders
nationally.Fewer 2015 Missoula area rdeits (49.3%) reported a light frequency of riding over the past
month than did 2012 riders nationally (65%). As the error baFsgare29 show, this difference exceeds
the margin of sampling error present in both surveys. Mdigsoula area bicycle riders (29.2%) said

that they rode a medium number of days in the prior month than did 2012 riders nationally (19%). This
difference also exceeds the rates of sampling error in both suréyally, the 2015 Missoula Survey
found moe riders who reported a heavy frequency of riding than did the 2012 National Survey.
However, this difference is withimacha dzZNJ3Se& aQ YI NHAya 2F LR aairof s
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Q26. What was the primary reason for you to ride a bicycle over the last 30 days?
Q27. What was a secondary reason for you to ride a bicycle over the last 30 days?

The 2015 Missoula Survey found thia¢ most commonly cited reason for riding a bicycle over the

previous 30 days by Missoula area riders was recreatwbich received total of 30.9% of combined
responsesCombined responses refers to the responses to QuesticanB®7. Figure30 describes the
reasons 2015 Missoula area rideeportedfor their bicycle trips.

Figure30: Purposes for Bicycling fsi Combined Responses
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Exercise or health received a com&i26.7% of responses from bicyclists, while commuting to work or
school received 21.2% and personal errands received 18®&gproportions of reasons for bicycling
found by the 2015 Missoula Survey are quite similar to thoseddy the 2012 National 8rey, with

the exception of commuting to work or school. More 2015 Missoula area bicyclists mentioned
commuting to work or school than did 2012 bicyclists nationally.

When asked to report their primary reason for bicycling over the past 30 dbgst onethird of 2015
Missoula area rider€33.4%)mentioned commuting to workr school Recreation was the second most
often primarycited reason(28.5%) while exercise or health was thi(di8.7%) and personal errands
fourth (17.5%)
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Q28. Did you bicycle nsdy on?

2015 adult bicyclists in the Missoula transportation planning area appeared to be evenly distributed
between the three most commonly used surfaces: bike lanes on paved roads (26.4%), bike paths,
walking paths, or trails (26.1%), and the shousdei paved roads (22.7%jowever, this description

masks significant differences between bicyclists who lived in the City and those who lived in the County.
Figure31 describes the proportions &015City and County bicyclisty bheir reports of the surface

they bicycled on most.

Figure31: City vs. County Riding Surfaces Most Commonly Used
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City bicyclists most frequently (32.7%) reported riding on bike lanes on paved roads, while just 4.2% of

County bicyclists said they rode on bike lanes. County bicyclists reported that they most fhequen

(36.1%) rode on bike paths, walking paths, or trails, while 23.2% of City bicyclists said that they rode on

bike paths.Just over 3 in 10 County bicyclists (31.9%) reported riding on the shoulders of paved roads,
compared with 20.1% of City bicyclist2.5% of County bicyclists reported riding on sidewalks, but only

5.5% of City riders reported riding on sidewakd. OK 2 F (KSaS RATTSNBgOSa SEOS
of sampling error, and thus is not due to randomly selecting survey respondérissimilar

proportions of both City (12.2%) and County (9.7%) bicyclists said that they rode on paved roads (but

not shoulders or bike lanes). Nearly identical, but small, fractions of City (4.3%) and County (4.2%)

bicyclists reported riding on unpaved roads
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Q29. What keeps you, if anything, from riding a bicycle more often?

Work schedule and family (24.7%), weather (22.1%), and safety biking with cars (21.5%) were
statistically tiedasthe most frequently cited barriers to bicycling more oftégure32 lists the barriers
tested in the 2015 Missoula Survey in the order they were cited byrassdents

Figure32: Barriers to Bicycling More OfterAll Residents
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The least often cited barriers were a lack of safe bicycle facilities (6.2%), no bicycle available (7.9%), and
safety while bting through intersections (9.8%). There was one statistically significant difference

between City and Countgsidents 12.2% of Cityesidentscited safety while biking through

intersections as a barrier, while only 2.4% of Couasidentsmentioned ths barrier.
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Q23. How many ridable (functioning/working) bicycles are currently owned by all of the

people who live or stay at the address on the mailing label?

The 2015 Missoula Survey found that, aeige, each area resident livada household thahas 2.2

working bicycles. There is no difference in the average number of working bicycles owned by households
in the City or the Countyrigure33 shows the distribution of the number of working bicycles among

area households.

Figure33: Household Distributioof the Number of Working Bicycles About onethird of

Missoula area
households (32.4%)
reported owning 3 or
more working
bicycles. Just over
one-quarter (27.5%)
mo said they own 2
ml bicycles. About 1 in 5
households (21.9%)
owned 1 bicycle. Just
3+ under1in5
households own O
bicycles. There ison
difference between
City and County
households in this
basic distribution.
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The 2015 Missoula Survey allows an examinatidhase area residents who reported not owning a
bicycle in their household and who said that not owning a bicycle kept them faingninore often.
This group of residents represents about 7.5% of all Missoula area adult resigignig34 presents a
list of demographic characteristics that begin to describe Missoula area residenteptnted wanting
access to a bicycle in their household it havingit.

Figure34: Residents Who Want Bicycles But Have N&wected Characteristics

Characteristic % One implication othe descriptionin
87% Figure34is thatyounger, male,

Missoula City resident i i )
lower income Missoula City

Male 70% . . .
residents, especially those with less

Some college 54% educationwould travel by bicycle

2014 rousehold income $25,000 45% more if they could obtain a bicycle.

Ages 1&5 42% The next section of this report

ngh school dlploma or less 23% focuses on \&|king’running’ or

American Indian 20% jogging in the Missoula area.

BUREAU OF BUSINESB ECONOMIC RESEAH



Q30. During the last 30 days, did you walk, run, or jog at least one time outside for 5

minutes ormore?

A large majority of Missoula area residents (87.7%) reported that they walked, ran, or jogged outside for

at least 5 minutes in the 30 days prior to survey administration. Only 11.7% said that they did not walk,

run, or jog outside for at least 5imutes over the prior 30 day&or the purposes of clarity, persons who

reported walking, running, or jogging outside for at least 5 minutes at least once over the previous 30

RFea gAff 0S NBFSNNBR (2 I a FigkddScanpaesthdZDM G KS NBY
proportion ofwalkingin the Missoula area to that found in the 2012 National Survey.

Figure35: Proportion of Walking in the Missoula Area vs. Nationally
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The fraction ofvalkingfound by the2015 Missoula8vey is slightly larger than that found by the 2012
National Survey @%). In factthis proportionis so large that a demographic description of it is very
similar to a description of the entire NBddud fopulation.Sq the nextsection of the report provides

a brief demographic description diose who reported nowalking In addition, kecause of the well
knownrelationshipbetween physical activity and public health, a description of those who reported not
walking may be more policy relevant.

The 2015 Missoula Survey found two distinguishing demographic characterisfic2 NJ NS&aA RSy (i a ¢
walk age and level of educational attainment. There was no difference in the proportion of not walking
found between City and County residents.
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Older Missoula area residents were more likely to report M@lking Figure36illustrates the age

pattern found in the 2015 Missoula Survey. One in five area residents ages 56+ (20.8%) reported not
walking, as did 14.1% of area residents age5%L1This proportion dropped to 8.6% of residents ages
26-40.The lowest proportion of not walking was found among Missoula area residents a@®s 18
(3.0%).The age pattern for not walking found by the 2015 Missoula survey mirrors the pattern found by
the 2012 National Survey.

Figure36: Age by Not Walking, Running, or Jogging Outside for 5 Minutes
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Figure37 demonstrates that less educated Missoula area residents were also more likelyad not

walking. About onequarter of residents (24.2%) with a high school education or less reported that they
RARY QU 4Ff1® ¢KAA LINELIR NI taignent Rivdadet iBtRonly 2695 & A RSy
NEAARSyGa 6AGK I al a0dSNRARQ RS AgEDShispatervornedvaliingA R 0 K|
by educational attainment is the same at that found by the 2012 National Survey.

Figure37: Educational Attainment by Not Walking, Running, or Jogging Outside for 5 Minutes
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Q31. How many days did you walin or jog over the last 30 days?

On average2015Missoulaarea residents reported walkinmn 16.9 days out of the previous 3This
average is 1 dalyigherthan the average found by the 2012 National Survey (15igure38 examines
the frequencyof 2015Missoula area residen@valkingand compares thatrequencyto the 2012
National Survey

Figure38: Frequency of Walking (days per month)
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The 2015 Missoula Survey found that fewer Missoula area residents (20.5%) reported they were light
frequencywalkers than did 2012 wigers nationally (30%). Similarly, more 2015 Missoula area residents
said they were mediunfrequencywalkers (32.4%) than did 2012 walkers throughout the nation (26%).
While 47.1% of Missoula area walkers reportevy frequency walkinig the previous math, this
proportion was not statistically distinguishable from that found by the 2012 National Survey (44%).
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Q32. What was the primary reason for you to walk, run, or jog over the last 30 days?
Q33.What was a secondary reason for you to walk, oug over the last 30 days?

The 2015 Missoula Survey found that the most commonly cited reasavalgingby Missoula area
walkerswasexercise or their healthwhich received a total @f0% ofcombined response€£ombined
responses refers to the rpenses to Question 3@nd33. This proportion is nearly identical to that
found by the 2012 National Survey (39%igure39 describes the reasons 2015 Missoula area riders
reported for theirwalkingtrips.

Figure39: Purposes for Walking Trip€ombined Responses
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More 2015 Missoula areaalkers (27.7%) reported walking for recreation than did 2012 walkers
nationally (15%). The other prominent difference between the Missoula area and national proportions is
found in the some other purpose category. Dog walking was included as a stapetsesoption in the

2012 National Survey, but was not specifically offered as an option in the 2015 Missoula Survey. This
probably influenced the difference found by the two surveys in the some other purpose category.

When asked to report their primary rean for walking a small majority of walkers (50.9%) mentioned
exercise or their healtRecreation was the second most often cited reason (18.2%), while commuting
to work or school was third (14.2%).
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Q34. Did you walk, run, or jog mostly on?

2015 adul walkersin the Missoula trangortation planning area appedo most often usesidewalks
(45.9%) However, this description masks significant differences betweskerswho lived in the City
and those who lived in the Countlyigure 40 describes the proportions of 2015 City and Coumékers
by their reports of the surface theyalkedon most.

Figure 40: City vs. County Walking Surfaces Most Commonly Used
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Significantly more City residents (51.2%) reported predominately walking on sidewalks than did County
residents(30.2%). A nearly identit proportion of City (25.4%) and County walkers (25.2%) reported
walking mainly on bike paths, walking paths, or trails. More County walkers (14.4%) said that they most
often walked on the shoulders of paved roads compared with City walkers 6.3%). |8jmitane County
walkers (9.4%) reported most often walking on paved roads than did City walkers (3.2%).
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Q35. What keeps you, if anything, from walking or jogging more often?

2015 Missoula areeesidentsmost frequently (30.6%) cited their work schedatefamily obligations as
the barrier that kept them from walking more often. Another egearter (26.6%) said nothing stops
them from walking more ofterfFigure4llists the barriers to walking examined in the 2015 Missoula
Surve in order from most frequently chosen to least frequently chosen.

Figure4l: Barriers to Walking More OftenAll Residents

Work schedule, family obligationsSil  30.6%
Nothing stops me from walking or jogging more oftcilllE 26.6%
Distance to destination is too faril R 18.2%
Weather I 16.6%
Personal health or disability N 10.7%
Lack of sidewalks I 8.6%
Needing to carry bulky itemsE 8.4%
Not interested in walking or jogging more ofte il 7.9%
Personal safety (harassment, crime, et 6.2%
Other I 4.7%
Trails, either a lack of trails or poor trail maintenandEll 4.0%
Sidewalks poorly maintained or inaccessib|Elll 3.6%
Facility safety (street crossings, lighting, etdijill 2.0%
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Distance to their destination (18.2%) and weather (16.6%) were the next most frequently cited barriers.
The least frequently chosen barriers were facility safety (2.0%), poorly maintairiedozessible
sidewalks (3.6%), and either a lack of trails or poor trail maintenance (4.0%).

The 2012 National Survey asked a question about barriers to walking that was phrased differently than

the question printed above. Also, the 2012 survey only dske question of walkersvhile the 2015

adzNSe ljdzSadAz2zy ¢l a Fa1SR 2F it NBaLRyRSyidaod {GA
AYF2NXYIFGAGSD ¢KS Hwnmu bldAz2ylf {(dzRéQa Y2aid FNBI dz
by 40%of nationwidewalkersp ¢ KA & FAYRAY3I Aad OSNE AaAYAfIN G2 GKS
OK2aSy oO0FNNASNI dg2N] &AOKSRdzZ ST Tl YAf & valkdrsh I GA2Yy A
OK2aS aLR2NI KSFHfUKZ¢ KBt Snwpead azR di i f { NADIGRY RK
2N RAaloAfAdleded ¢KSaAaS FAYRAyIa NS faz2z ljdzAdS &aay
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Q36. During the last 30 days, did you ride on any public transit within the Missoula area?
Examples of public transit include a Mountain Line or a Uniyen§iMontana bus.

The 2015 Missoula Survey found that 16.3% of adult residents of the Missandgpaortation planning
arearode public transportation in the 30 days that preceded survey administrafigure4?2illustrates
this findingand presents key demographic characteristics of area transit riders

Figure42: Proportion of Residents Who Rode Public TranditSatected Demographic Characteristics
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Significantly more City residents (20.8%) reported riding public transit than did County residents (3.6%).
Twice as many women (22.2%) said that they rode public transit cadpenen with men (10.4%).

More than onequarter of Missalla area residents ages -P% 27.5%) reported riding on public transit.

This proportion was higher than that reported by any other age gréually, 28% of area residents

who lived in households i 2014 incomes less than $25,000 said that the rode on public trarss.
proportion was also higher than that reported by any other income group.
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Trends in Public Transportation Ridership: 20085

The 2015 Missoula Survey estimates that abou¥@rBore adult, area residents rode public

transportation at least once during the month prior to survey administration when compared to the

2008 Missoula Survey estimate. However, this estimated increase in ridership does not rise above either
& dzNJ2 S eifar savhplihgEerrorFigure43illustrates trends in public transportation ridership from

2008 until 2015.

Figure43: Trends in Public Transportation Ridership: 20085
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The 2008 Missoula Survey estimated that 13.8% of area residents rode public transit in the 30 days prior
to survey admirgtration and the 2015 estimate was 16.3%. The 2008 estimate for City resident public
transit ridership was 19.2% and the 2015 estimate was 20.8%. The 2008 (4.0%) and 2015 (3.4%) County
estimates for public transit ridership were nearly identical. Nonehefwery small differences cited here

AN ¥ A A x
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Q37. How many of the last 30 days did you use public transit?

2015 Missoula area public transit riders reported that they rode public transit on an average of 8.4 day
out of the previous 30Women reported riding an average of 9.9 days compared to 4.9 days for men.
Younger area adults, those ages2®8 mentioned riding public transit for 10.5 days. Older residents
rode on significantly fewer days. Residents who liveldouseholds with total 2014 incomes of less than
$25,000 said that they rode 10.4 days on average, higher income groups rode fewer days on average.
Finally, City residents reported riding public transit for 8.6 days, while County residents repontgd ridi
on an average of 4.2 days.

Q38. What was the main reason for you to use public transit over the last 30 days?

Q39. What was a secondary reason for you to use public transit over the last 30 days?
The 2015 Survey found that most commonly reported real8%.9%) to ride public transit was

commuting to work or schooT his percentage refers to the combined responses to Questioan@8

39. This was also the most commonly reported reason (33.3%) for riding public transit in the 2008
Missoula Surveyrigure44 presents the 2015 and 2008 reasons for riding public transit.

Figure44: Reasons for Riding Public Transportation: 2B085¢ Combined Responses

2015 commuting to work or schoo (Nl 35.9%
2008 commuting to work or schoo ([l 33.3%
2015 personal errands [l 28.7%
2008 shopping I 8.2%
2015 social, personal businesSHIIINIENEGEGEGEEE 18.2%
2008 social, personal businesSHIIEEEGEEE 13.3%
2015 other [ 10.9%

2015 medical servicesI 6.4%

2008 medical servicesI 11.9%
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Overall, the estimates for the proportions of riders who reported riding for various reasons remained
stable from 2008 to 2015. The small differences noteflijure44R2 y 2 SEOSSR (KS SA (K
margin of sampling error. In addition, minor differences in the response options offered in the two

surveys probably also had a small impact on the estimates obtained.
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40. Is public transavailable in the area around where you currently live or stay?

Threequarters of 2015 Missoula area residents (74%) said that public transportation is available in the

area around where they currently live or st@ne in five (20.2%) reported that theieno public

GNF YAaLRNIIFGAZ2Y Ay GKS FFNBIF | NRdzyR g KSNEgurédkK Se f A gS
examines perceptions about the availability of public transportation in more detail.

Figure45; Perceived Availability of Public Transit in the Area Where Respondents Liv More than 8 in 10 City
resdents (81.9%) said that
public transit is available in

- - the area where they live,
compared with just 51.2%

of County residentPublic

transit riders were
significantly more likely

(92.3%)o0 report that

public transit is available

where they live than wer
non-public transit riders

(70.3%).
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[l In 2008 the Missoula

Survey found that 70.2% of
Missoula area residents
believed that public transit
was available near their
home, while 27.4% said it
All City County  Transit rider Didn't ride was not available, and
transit another 2.4% said that
mYes mNo mDon't know iKS& RA r:\))éQG:DS 1yz2oo®
estimates were not
statistically distinguishable
from the 2015 estimates. The small differences that are apparent could be due to random selection of
respondents in both surveys.
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41. What keeps you, if anything, from using public transit moesn@ft

HAMp aAadaazdzZl | NBF NBAARSYGaQ Y2ald FNBIdSyafe NBL
52N)] &4O0KSRdZA S FyYyR FlIYAf& 20tA3F0dA2YE 6HNPx:20S GKS
0dza R2SayQi 32 ¢ K 3.RDFiguiess ksts isSbarRersiolriding publ@ gansit more

often that were tested in the 2015 Missoula Survey.

Figure46: Barriers to Using Public Transportation More Often
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Weather was reported as a barrier by only 1.2% of Missoula area residents. Safety was chosen by only
3% of areaesidents. A personal health issue or disability was reported to be a barrier to using public
transportation more often by 3.6% of Missoula area residents.

The next two sections of this report move from a focus on the modes of travel used by Missoula area
residents to an examination of two important conditions for motor vehicle use: household availability of
working motor vehicles and the number of people in each household who have a current and valid
RNAOSNBQ fAOSyaSo
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Q21. How many people who now livestay at the address on the mailing label have a
OdzNNBYy G YR @Gt AR RNAOSNBERQ f AO0OSyasSk

2015 Missoula area residents reported having an average of 2 licensed drivers available per household.
This estimate is slightly higher than the 2009 National Househaldel Survey estimate of 1.88 licensed
drivers per householdA. Santos, N. McGuckin, H.Y. Nakamoto, D. Gray, and S. Liss, Jur&@R6d.1)

47 displays these estimates.

Figure47: Licensed Drivers per Household &ethicles per Licensed Driver

25
2
2 1.88
15
11
0.99
1
0.5 l
0
Licensed drivers per household Vehicles per licensed driver
m 2015 Missoula area m 2009 U.S.
An associatedstatistic thatisrelatedi 2 I K2 dza SK2f RQa oAt Ade (2 LINRODAR

working vehicles present per available licensed driver. In 2015 the average number of working vehicles
available per licensed drivar the Missoula arewas 1.1, which was essentialtientical to the 2009
National Household Travel Survey estimat®.99
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Q22. How many drivable (functioning/working) autos, trucks, vans, or motorcycles are
currently in the possession of all of the people who live or stay at the address on the

maiing label?

2015 Missoula area residents reported that an average of 2.2 working motor vehicles were present in
their household. This estimate is higher than the 2009 national estimate of Th@edistribution of
vehicles across households was also diffie in the Missoula area in 2015 than it was nationwirde

2009 Figure48illustrates this difference.

Figure48: Distribution of Working Vehicles across All Households
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Fewer 2015 Missoula area households (3.4%) reported having no working vehicles than did 2009
households nationwide (8.7%)n8larly, More 2015 Missoula area vehicles said they have 3+ vehicles
(33.3%) than did 2009 households nationally. Readers should keep in mind thaa2D08tes were
burdened by the secalleddGreat RecessiohThe contraction of the U.S. economy durthgs time

could have negatively affected the number of vehicles avail&#aders should also note that the U.S.
as a whole has more large metropolitan areas in whache proportions of the populatioohoose to

own no motor vehicles.

BUREAU OF BUSINESB ECONOMIC RESEA



ltisalsousefzft (2 SEIFYAYyS (KS RAAGNROdzIiAZY 2F g2NJAy3I Y2
roughly fourfifths of Missoulaarea workers use cars, trucks, or van for travel to wBijure49
presents thdindingsof this examinatio.

Figure49: Distribution of Working Vehicles across City vs. County Workers' Households
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In general, 2015 workers who lived in the Missoula Transportation Planning Area but outside the
Missoula city limits reported having more working vehicles available in their household than did workers
who lived within the Missoula city limitMore than4 in 10 County workers (44.8%) reported having at

least 3 vehicles available, while only 29.3% of City workers reported having 3+ vehicles available.
Conversely, 26.2% of City workers reported having 1 vehicle available in their household, but only 13.1%
of County workers said they had 1 vehicle available.

The 2014 5/ear ACS provided an estimate of the distribution of working vehicles available in Missoula

I AGe 62NISNEQ K2dzASK2f RAX o0dzi RA RintfieeMissollNE A RS |y
Trarsportation Planning Area as a whole.FAgure49 demonstrates, the 2018-yearACS Missoula City

estimates and the 2015 Missoula City Survey estimates are very similar. In fact, the differences between

the estimates do not exceetie d dzZNIS & & Q Y I NH A yThis striflarity shotldiindrese S NNE NI
NB | ReBrifideree in the accuracy of the 2015 Missoula Survey findings.
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The 2015 Missoula Survalsofound interesting differences in the distribution of vehicles among

Missoua residentsvhen examining the survey findingg specific demographic characteristics. Males
reported having 2.4 working vehicles available in their househaltiile female reported 2.0. In

addition, City residents said that they had, on average, 21kiwg vehicles available in their household,
but County residents reported that they had an average of 2.6 working vehicles available. Finally, there
is a relationship among 2015 Missoula area residents between household income and availability of
vehicles Figure50 explores this difference.

Figure50: Distribution of Working Vehicles by 2014 Household Income
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Less affluent residents of the Missoula areported havingewer working vehicles available in their
households in 2015 than did more affluent resideesidents with 2014 household incosnef

$25,000 or less had 1.9 working vehicles available on average. In contrast, residents in households with
2014 incomes of $70,000 or more reported an average of 2.6 working vehicles available.

The remainder of this report moves away from examining nsooferavel and instead looks at two
topics of special interest: traffic congestion and roundabouts.
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Perceptions about Missoula Traffic Congestion

Q5. How much, if at all, does traffic congestion in the Missoula area affect you

personally? Does it haa?

Twice as many 2015 Missoula area residents (45.9%) said that area traffic congestion has a large impact

on them personally, then said that traffic congestion has a small impact on them (21.9%). About one

third of area residents (32.2%) reported theadffic congestion has a medium impact on thdrigure51
LINBaSyda wnmp aAaazdzZ | NBIF NBcangdRthyhasionthénd LI2 Nlia 2 7F
personally.

Figure51: Perceived Effect of Traffic Congestion on Area Residents
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More County residents (25.7%) reported that traffic congestiaa a very large impact on them than did

City residents (16.3%)he smalleremainingestimated differences between reported County and City
residentimpactRA R y 2 SEOSSR (KS adaNWSeQa YINBAY 2F &l YL
An examination of differences in repows$ traffic congestion impact by other demographic

OKI N} OGSNRaGAO NBGSIESR (62 | RRAGAZ2YIE FAYRAYy3Ia 2
commuting to work is related to the amount of impact they report from traffic congestion.
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Figureb2 displays 2015 Missoula area residéieported impacts from traffic congestion by their mode
of travel to work.People who commuted to work in a car, truck, or van were almost 3 times more likely
(23.4%) to report that
traffic congestion has a
very large impact on
them when compared
50.0% to bicycle, walking, bus,

or motorcycle

10.0% S0 32.4% commuters 8.1%).
30.0% 53 406 27.6%% 594 Conversely, Bicycle,
20.0% 0.7% walking, bus, or
' 13.5% motorcycle commuters
10.0% 8.1% 7.3% 5.6% were 4 times more
0,00 -I likely (32.4%) to cite just
. 0

Very large  Somewhat largeMedium impactSomewhat smaNery minimal or a somewhat small
impact impact impact no impact impact, when comared

to car, truck, or van
commuters (7.3%).

Figure52: Perceived Traffic Congestion Impact by Mode of Ttaw&ork
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Second, 2015 Missoula area residents who reported longer commute times also reported that traffic
congestion had a larger impact on them persondigure53illustrates these survefindings.Residents
Figure53: Perceived Traffic Congestion Impact by Average Travel to Work Time (minute who reported large
personal traffic
congestion impacts

160 averaged about 16.5
minutes traveling to

160 04 work. Residents who
reported small personal
traffic congestion

14.0 impactsaveraged
between 11 and 13

12.0 minutes travelling to
work. Thedifference in
averagework commute

10.0

times between residents
VERY LARGESOMEWHAT MEDIUM SOMEWHAT VERY
IMPACT LARGE IMPACT SMALL  MINIMAL OR who reported large

IMPACT IMPACT NO IMPACT Vversus Smabersonal
traffic congestion
impacts is statistically significant, but it is only about 5 minutes on average. This indicates that 2015
Missoula area residents are probably yeensitive to increases travel to work times that would be
considered quite small in other regions of the country.
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Q6. In your opinion, how has the amount of traffic congestion changed in the Missoula

area over the last five years, that is, from 8agter 2010 until now? Is traffic?

A large majority of 2015 Missoula area residents (70.2%) reported that traffic in the Missoula area was

more congested in September 2015 than it was in September Zo&dunder 2 in ten residents (18.9%)

said that trafic congestion was about the same, and only 2% said it was less congested. The remainder

2F NBaARSyida oy dd: 0 | FigureSdBsiRatesttese SurveyiddingsRA Ry Qi 1 y 2

Figure54: Perceived Change in Area Traffic Congestion over the Last 5 Years
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In summary, 2015 Missoula area residentsldhat area traffic congestion has a largemedium

impact on them personally and they said that area traffic congestion is increasing over time. The section
of the report that follows explores whethéhese2015 perceptions are new, or whether they haeen
expressed by Missoula area residents before.
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Recent Historic Perceptioabout Area Traffic Congestion

Traffic congestion has been a prominent issue among Missoula area residents for at least 1101 years.
2005residents of both Missoula Ciaand the remainder of Missoula County reported that traffic
congestion was a problem worthy of attentiofigure55 wascopieddirectly from the 2005 Missoula
Office of Planning and Grants Growth Policy SuRmegl Report(Baldridge, 2005 Missoula Growth

Figure55: 2005 Missoula Resident Ratings of Traffic Congestio Planning Survey: Final Report, August 2605)

Problem majority of 2005 County residents (63%) and
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second most serious growdtelated problem
faced by Missoukarea residentsn 2005

50.0%

In 2008 the Missoula Lorgange
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Figure56: 2008 Missoula Area Resident Priority Ratings for Reducing Traffic Congestion presents the
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Roundabouts in Missoula

Q8. Which type of intersection in the Missoula area do you generally think is easier to get

through, whether you are driving, walking, or biking?

The 2015 Missoula Survey examined two aspectsdeR Sy 1 a Q LISNOSLIiA 2y a | o2 dzi
First, the survey asked residents to choose which type of area intersection was the easiest through
which to travel. Imquestionnairepre-testing,BBER found thatilS &8 A RSy 1a ISy SNI f f & NBLIR

Figure57: Ratngs of Intersection Types by Reported Ease of Travel
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Figure58: Perceived Easiest Intersection Type by Number of Times Travelled thrc
Missoula Area Roundabout (past 7 days)
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to them meant requiring a
lower level of effort.

Four in ten2015Missoula

area resident$39.9%) chose a
roundabout as the easiest
intersection to get through
when compared with stop
signs, traffic lights, or
uncontrolled intersections.
Figure57 examines Missoula
FNBIF NBaARSydGaQ NI
intersection types by ease of
travel. A nearly identical
proportion, 40.3%, rated
traffic lights as the easiest
intersections through which to
travel. Integsections

controlled by stop sins were
rated easiest by 16.4% of
Missoula area residents, while
uncontrolled intersections
were rated easiest by only
3.4%0f residents.

Reports of recent frequency
of travel through a Missoula
area roundabout were related
G2 NBaAARSyGaqQ OK2AO0
easiestmtersection type
through which to travel.
Figure58displays this
relationship.Residents who
chose roundabouts as easiest
reported travelling through an
area roundabout an average
of 10 times over the previous
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week.In contrastresidents who chose the other intersection types as easiest reported travelling
through area roundabouts an average of éimes over the previous week.

¢KS Hnanmp aAiadazdzZ | {dNBSe F2dzyR (62 RSY23INILKAO OK
choice of the easiest intersection. Firggunger Missoula area residents and older area residents were
significantly less likely to choose roundabouts as the easiest through which to fFayeke59 displays

2015 Missoula areardasRSy 1a Q OK2AO0S&a 2F (GKS SraAasSad GeLlS 27 A

Figure59: Perceived EasstIntersection Types by Age of Resident
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roundabouts as the easiest through which to travel. Nearly an Identical proportion 6f & Q& 2 f RS &
adults, (31.2%) agreed. Howevahnosta majority of area residents in their middle years (48.1%), ages

26pp> OK2aS | NBI NRdzyRlIo2dzia Fa SlFairSado / 2y@SNAEAST
(44.6%)nd oldest adult$46.5%)chos areaintersections with traffic lights as the easiest through

which to travel Each of the age group differences citedrigureS9S EOS SR (KS Hnanmp aAiaazc
margin of sampling error.
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The second demographic charadted G A O (G KF G GKS wWnmp aAraazdzZ | { dzZNBSe
choiceof easiest intersection was educational attainmefigure60illustrates the relationship between
NEaARSYyGaQ OK2A0Sa 27F SHeiagd&dional bttdi®ientA y i SNESOGA2y

Figure60: Choice of Roundabouts Easiest by Educational Attainment
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2015 Missoula area residents with higher educational attainment were much more likely to choose
roundabouts as the easiest types of area intersection through which to tveveh compared with

residents who attained lower@Sf & 2F SRdzOF GA2y® ! Yl 22NRGE 2F NBA.
Opcdy:z0 OK2aS NRdzyRI62dzia a SFraasSadz yR ySINIe@
agreed (48%). However, 27.9% of residents with some college and only 17.5%egftsesith a high

school diploma or lower chose area roundabouts as easiest.

There were no statistically significant differences in the proportions of ease of travel choices reported
City or County residents.
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Q9. How comfortable are you, if at atiavelling through roundabouts in the Missoula
area, whether you are driving, walking, or biking?

Q10. How comfortable are you, if at all, travelling through intersections controlled by
stop signs in the Missoula area, whether you are driving, walkintiog D

Q11. How comfortable are you, if at all, travelling through intersections controlled by
traffic lights (stop lights) in the Missoula area?

Q12. How comfortable are you, if at all, travelling through uncontrolled intersections (no
stop signs, traffiights, or roundabouts) in the Missoula area?

¢tKS aSO2yR aLSOG 2F NBaAARSyGaQ LISNOSLIGA2ya | o2dz
Missoula Survey was reports N5 & A Re@el/ofi cbrifort travelling through roundabouts. This aspect

was studed by asking residents to report their level of comfort travelling through four types of area
intersections: roundabouts, stop signs, traffic lights, and uncontrolled intersections. In questionnaire
pre-testing, BBER found thatrea residents generally defy SR a O2 YF2 NIl I ot S¢ | & NBf |
relaxed, or unworried.

2015 Missoula area residents reported the most comfort travelling through area intersections controlled
by traffic lightsFigue 61 explores these findings.

Figue 61: Reported Comfort Level Travelling through Area Intersections (by type)

Neither
comfortable
Very Somewhat nor Somewhat Very 52V ¢
comfortable comfortable uncomfortable uncomfortable uncomfortable know
Traffic light 69.5% 19.8% 7.3% 2.2% 1.2%  0.0%
Stop sign 47.4% 35.1% 11.0% 5.1% 09% 0.3%
Roundabout 49.4% 22.4% 6.6% 13.5% 7.1% 1.1%
Uncontrolled 8.7% 21.5% 18.2% 33.2% 18.1% 0.3%

Almost 9 in 10 2015 Missoula area residents (89.3%) expressed being generally comfortalilagra

through area intersections controlled by traffic lights. About 8 in 10 (82.6%) reported being generally
comfortable travelling through area intersections controlled by stop signs. Just over 7 in 10 (71.8%)

noted general comfort travelling throughrea roundabouts. In contrast, only 30.2% of area residents

said that they were comfortable travelling through area intersections e uncontrolled.All of the
RAFFSNBYyOSa Ay O2YF2NI NrdAy3da OAGSR K3INBrroSEOSSRS
In addition to examining general levels of comfort, the survey found some differences in the intensity of
comfort (or discomfort) expressed by area residents about each type of area intersection. More area
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residents (69.5%) said that they warery comfortable travelling through traffic lights than stop signs
(47.4%) or roundabouts (49.4%). In terms of reports of discomfort, more residents said that they were
somewhat uncomfortable with roundabou{43.5%)and uncontrolled intersection§3.2%Yhan said

that they were very uncoffortable.

HaMmp aAdazdzZl | NBI NBaARSydaQ O2YF2NI 6A0GK (GNF @St
reports of their frequency of travel through area roundabouts over the 7 days that preceded survey
administmation. Figure62 shows this relationship.

Figure62: Reported Comfort Travelling through Area Roundabloytsumber of Times Travellddough a Missoula Area
Roundabout (past 7 days)

12
10

10
8

>
6 6 6
6

4

VERY SOMEWHAT NEITHER SOMEWHAT VERY

COMFORTABLE COMFORTABLECOMFORTABLE NORNCOMFORTABLBJNCOMFORTABLE

UNCOMFORTABLE

Residents who said that they were very comfortable travelling through area roundabouts reported an
average of 10 trips through an area roundabout over the previous 7 &magidents who ngorted lower
levels of comfort cited an average off@rips through an area roundabout over the previous 7 days.

The 2015 Missoula Survey also found a number of demographic characteristics that were related to

residents reported comfort level travellingrough roundabouts. For instance, the relationship

between comfort travelling through a roundabout and educational attainment mirrors that found

between ease of travelling through roundabouts and educational attainment. Specifically, 63.3% of area
residei & gAGK G €Srad | aladSNAQ RSINBS arAR GKSe ¢
roundabouts. This proportion drops steadily among area residents until only 31.1% of those with a high

school diploma or lower reported being very comfortable tréimglthrough area roundabouts.
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The place where residents lived, within Missoula City or outside the City in the County, wWasiatsto
be related to reported levels of comfort travelling through area roundabokigure63 displays these
survey results.

Figure63Y / Alie @ad [/ 2dzyie wSAARSy:GaQ wSLERNISR /2YF2NI [ ¢

60.0%
52.3%
50.0%
43.4%
40.0%
30.0%
24.1%
0,
20.0% 18.7% 19.9%
0,
11.4% 12.7%
10.0% 7.1%
5.4% 5.2%
i B
Very comfortable Somewhat Neither comfortable Somewhat Very uncomfortable
comfortable nor uncomfortable uncomfortable

m City mCounty

A large majority of both City and County residents expressed general comfort travelling through area

roundabouts. However, ore 2015 City residents (76.3%) expressed comfort travelling through area

roundabouts than did Countesidents (62%). Conversely, essentially twice as many County residents
(32.5%) expressed some level of discomfort travelling through an area roundabout as did City residents

(16.6%).

Examining intensity of comfort level, more of both City and Countdeess said they were very

comfortable than said they were somewhat comfortable. In terms of discomfort, more of both City and

County residents said they were somewhat uncomfortable than said they were very uncomfortable.

Finally, the 2015 Missoula Survieyind that the age of residents was related to their reported level of

comfort travelling through area roundabouts. But this relationship differs in an important way from that

found between reports of ease of travel and resident age.
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Significantly fewe2015 Missoula area residents ages 56 + reported being very comfortable travelling
through area roundabouts than did other residerfigure64 demonstrates this.

Figure64: % Very ComfortablEravelling through Area Radaboutsby Resident Age

60.0% 57.6%

52.4% 52.7%
50.0%
40.0%

36.4%
30.0%
20.0%
10.0%
0.0%
18-25 26-40 41-55 56+

A majority of residents between the ages of 18 and 55 (52%) r@orted being very comfortable
travelling through area roundabouts. However, only 36.4% of residents ages 56 + reported being very
comfortable travelling through area roundabouthis age pattern is different than that found when
examining reported ease tfavel through area roundabouts because young adults display no difference
in level of comfort from adults in their middle years (ageb8§. An alternative way of stating this is

that young area adults reported that travelling through area roundaboedgiired more perceived

effort of them in comparison to adults in their middle yearat travelling through area roundabouttid

not cause them moremotionaldiscomfortL y O2y (i N} ad > GKS I NBIFQa 2f RSad
through roundabouts requed more perceived effort and caused them more perceived disconifort.
this case discomfort refers to feelings of beiegsl safe, less relaxed, or more worried.
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Appendix 1: Questionnaire
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1. Overall, how would you rate the quality of life in the Missoula area? Mark one box (X). The
Missoula area is defined bjz¢ map on the previous page.

3 Excellent 25.9%
3 Very good 45.1%
3 Good 25.1%
3 Fair 3.3%
3 Poor 0.5%

352y Qi 1y26 02%

2. How would you rate the overall quality of the transportation system (including roads,
bicycle and pedestrian facilities , public transit (buses), etc.) in the Missoula area? Mark one
box (X).

3 Excellent 5.5%
3 Very good 28.7%
3 Good 34.8%
3 Fair 21.6%
3 Poor 8.7%
5

52y Qi 1y2¢6 08%

3. What rank do you give each of the following possible actions to improve the  Missoula
AOAAB O OOAT ObI1 Pidade®EK ehch bssbI®&ctiog on a scale from 1 to 4, where 1

means that action woulimprovel KS aA &aaz2dz I F NBIF @@st i NI yaLR2 NI GAZ2Y
Rank
1 2 3 4

a. Improving bicycle and .

16% 25% g 28%
pedestrian facilities ° 0 @ °
b. Improving safety for
drivers, passengers, 21% 31% 7%

bicyclists, and pedestrian:

c¢. Reducing traffic
19% 13% 16%

congestion

d. Providing more or
improved public transit 13% 16% 24%

(bus) services
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4. For each possible action listed below, how much of a priority should it be, if at all, for the
City of Missoula and Missoula County to address now? Mark one box (X) on each line.

Very Higt Somewhat Middle Somewhat VeryLonw 5 2 Y
Priority High Priority Priority Low Priority Priority Know

a. Adding and improving public
transit (bus) services in the 13.3% 18.9% 34.9% 13.9% 14.8% 4.1%
Missoula area
b. Adding and improving bicycl
facilities, like bicycle lanes, 20.3% 26.1% 26.2% 10.5% 16.5% 0.5%
trails/paths, and racks
¢. Addng and improving
pedestrian facilities, like

0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0,
b dowalks, trallslpaths, and 20.8% 37.9% 25.9% 8.8% 6.4%  0.2%
crosswalks
e sl el Jarjpi@ting 41.5% 29.4% 16.0% 7.4% 55%  0.2%

roadways for vehicles

5. How much, if at all, does traffic congestion in the Missoula area affect you personally ? Does
it have a? Mark one box (X).

Very large impact 18.8%
Somewhat large impact 27.1%
Medium impact 32.2%

Somewhat small impact 12.7%
Very minimal or no impact9.2%
52y Qi 1y2¢6 0.0%

o0 o0 o0 o0 o o1
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6. In your opinion, how has the amount of traffic congestion changed in the Missoula area
over the last five years, that is, from September 2010 until now? Is traffic?  If you have lived in
the Missoula area for less than five years, just consider the time that you have lived here. Mark one box

(X).

3 Much more congested 36.9%
Somewlat more congested 33.3%

o]

5 About the same 18.9%
5 Somewhat less congested 2.0%
3 Much less congested 0.0%
5352y Ql 1y26 8.8%

7. Over the last 7 days, about how many times have you travelled through a roundabout in
the Missoula area? Roundabouts are generally larger than a neighborhood traffic calming
circle that you may see in a residential area. Your best guess is ok.

Mean =8 times travelled through aundaboutin the last 7 days

8. Which type of intersection in the Missoula area do you ge nerally think is easier to get
through, whether you are driving, walking, or biking?  Mark one box (X).

3 Intersection with a roundabout 39.3%
3 Intersection with stop signs {#ay stop or 2way stop) 16.1%
3 Intersection with a traffic light (stop light) 39.7%

3 Uncontrolled intersections (no stop signs, traffic lights, or roundabouts)  3.3%
5 5 2 ykabiv 1.6%

9. How comfortable are you, if at all, travelling through roundabouts in the Missoula area,
whether you are driving, walking, or biking?  Mark one box (X).

3 Very comfortable 49.4%
3 Somewhat comfortable 22.4%
5 Neither comfortable nor ucomfortable 6.6%
3 Somewhat uncomfortable 13.5%
3 Very uncomfortable 7.1%
5352y Qi 1y20 1.1%
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10. How comfortable are you, if at all, travelling through intersections controlled by stop
signs in the Missoula area, whether you are driving, walking, or  biking? Mark one box (X).

3 Very comfortable 47.4%
3 Somewhat comfortable 35.1%
3 Neither comfortable nor uncomfortable 11.0%

3 Somewhat uncomfortable 5.1%
3 Very uncomfortable 0.9%
552y Qi 1y26 0.3%

11. How comfortable are you, if at all, t ravelling through intersections controlled by traffic
lights (stop lights) in the Missoula area? Mark one box (X).

3 Very comfortable 69.5%
3 Somewhat comfortable 19.8%
3 Neither comfortable nor uncomfortable 7.3%
3 Somewhat uncomfortable 2.2%
3 Very uncomfortable 1.2%
552y Qi 1y29 0.0%

12. How comfortable are you, if at all, travelling through uncontrolled intersections (no stop
signs, traffic lights, or roundabouts) in the Missoula area? Mark one box (X).

3 Very comfortable 8.7%
3 Somavhat comfortable 21.5%
3 Neither comfortable nor uncomfortable  18.2%
3 Somewhat uncomfortable 33.2%
3 Very uncomfortable 18.1%
552y Qi (Y296 0.3%
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13. Current transportation needs in the Missoula area are greater than the amount of money
available to address them. Generally speaking, would you support or oppose paying more
taxes or fees if the revenues were spent only on transportation system improvements? Mark
one box (X).

3 Strongly support 12.3%
3 Somewhat support 35.7%
3 Neither suport nor oppose 19.8%
3 Somewhat oppose 14.5%
3 Strongly oppose 14.5%
5352y Qi (y26 3.1%

14. If taxes or fees were raised to improve transportation in the Missoula area, what would
you want to see the additional revenues used for? Mark one box.

3 Maintain and repair existing streets and roads 37.1%
3 Build new streets and roads 9.6%
3 Widen existing streets and roads 19.2%
3 Improve public transit (bus) 7.2%
5 Improve bicycle facilities, such as trails/paths and lanes 10.1%
3 Improve pedestrian facilities, such as sidewalks and crosswalks 4.3%
3 Improve safety and reduce crashes 8.9%
552y Qi 1y26 3.7%

15. What type of tax would you be most willing to support if the revenues were used only for
transportation system improvements loc  ally? Mark one box.

3 2 cent increase per gallon of fuel (diesel and gasoline), paid by local residents and visit@#8.3%

3 1 percent increase to property tax, paid by property owners 4.4%
3 3 percent local sales tax on n@ssential items, such a&ms purchased at bars

and restaurants, paid by local residents and visitors 7.1%
3 3 percent increase to development fees, paid for by new development 18.5%
3 None 15.4%
5352y Qi 1y29 14.3%
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16. How did you usually get to work LAST WEEKf you usually used more than one method of
transportation during the trip, mark (X) the box of the one used for most of the distance.

3 Car, truck, orvah GO to questioi?7 64.9%
5 Busk SKIP to question 18 2.1%
3 TaxicalE SKIP to queRin 18 0.0%
5 MotorcycleE SKIP to question 18 0.8%
5 Bicycle E SKIP to question 18 9.6%
5 Walked E SKIP to question 18 5.1%
5 Skateboard E SKIP to question 18 0.0%
5 Worked at home&  SKIP to question 19 3.0%
55 ARY QB ¢ 2 SKIP to quemn 19 14.5%

Answer question 17 if you marked "Car, truck, or van" in
question 16. SKIP to question 18 if you travelled to work using
another method. Otherwise, SKIP to question 19.

17. How many people, including you, usually rode to work in the car, truck, or van LAST
WEEK?

Number of people: Mean £.14, of all car, truck, or van riders N = 405

18. How many minutes did it usually take you to get from home to work LAST WEEK one
way?

Number of minutes: Mean 4.9, of all workers who worked away from home N = 489

19. How many people currently live or stay at the address on the mailing label?

Number of people: Mean 2.5
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20. Do any children un der the age of 18 live at the address on the mailing label? Mark (X) ONE
box.

% Yes 24.8%
3 No 75.2%

21. How many people who now live or stay at the address on the mailing label have a current
andvalid AOEOAOOSE 1 EAAT OAe

Number of people: Mean 2.0

22. How many drivable (functioning/working) autos, trucks, vans, or motorcycles are
currently in the possession of all of the people who live or stay at the address on the mailing
label?

Number of drivable vehicles: Mear2=2

23. How many rid able (functioning/working) bicycles are currently owned by all of the
people who live or stay at the address on the mailing label?

Number of ridable bicycles: Mear2=2

24. During the last 30 days, did you ride a bicycle? Mark (X) ONE box. Pleade not include
stationary bicycles.

3 Yes 51.6%
3 No 48.4%
552y Qi 1y2H.0%

25. How many days did you ride a bicycle over the last 30 days?

Number of days: Mean $0.7, of all bicycle riders N = 330
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26. What was the primary reason for yo u to ride a bicycle over the last 30 days? Mark (X) ONE
box.

3 Commuting to work or school 17.2%
5 Recreation 14.7%
5 Exercise/for my health 9.4%
3 Personal errands (to the store, post office, and so on) 9.1%
3 Required for my job 0.0%
55ARYy QG oAaA0Oe ot S 48.4%
3 Some other purpose Specify: 1.1%

27. What was a secondary reason for you to ride a bicycle over the last 30 days? Mark (X) ONE
box.

3 None 4.7%
3 Commuting to work or school 3.8%
3 Recreation 15.7%
3 Exercise/for my health 16.6%
3 Personal errands (to the store, post office, and so on) 9.6%
3 Required for my job 0.0%
55ARY QG o0AO&O0OfS 48.4%
3 Some other purpose Specify: 1.3%
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28. Did you bicycle mostly on? Mark (X) ONE box.

3 Bike lanes on paved roads 13.9%
3 Shoulders of paved roads 11.8%
3 Paved roads, not on shoulders or lined bike lanes (riding in the

same lane as cars or other vehicles) 6.0%
5 Bike paths, walking paths or trails (defined as pathsre cars

are not allowed to drive) 13.4%
3 Unpaved roads (for example dirt, gravel, sand) 2.2%
5 Sidewalks 3.4%
5 Grass 0.0%
55ARYy QG oAa0be ot S 48.4%
3 Otherc Specify: 0.9%

29. What keeps you, if anything, f rom riding a bicycle more often? Mark (X) one or more boxes.

3 Personal health or disability 11.6%
3 Lack of safe / comfortable bicycle facilities 6.2%
5 Weather 22.1%
3 Safety while biking next to / with cars 21.5%
3 Safety while biking througimtersections 9.8%
3 Work schedule, family obligations 24.7%
3 Distance to destination is too far 18.3%
3 Needing to carry bulky items 15.7%
3 Not interested in bicycling 11.7%
3 Nothing keeps me from riding more often 10.2%
3 No bicycle avaible 7.9%
3 Otherc Specify: 6.0%

30. During the last 30 days, did you walk, run, or jog at least one time outside for 5 minutes
or more? For example, did you walk or run to work, to a store or to a park?

3 Yes 87.7%
3 No 11.7%
552y Qi 1Yy2 6%
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31. How many days did you walk, run or jog over the last 30 days?

Number of days: Mean ¥6.9, of all those who walked, ran, or jogged N = 562

32. What was the primary reason for you to walk, run, or jog over the last 30 day s?Mark (X)
ONE box.

3 Commuting to work or school 12.6%
3 Recreation 16.1%
3 Exercise/for my health 44.8%
3 Personal errands (to the store, post office, and so on) 6.4%
5 Required for my job 2.4%
S5ARY QU 61 11.7%
3 Some other purpasc Specify: 6.0%

33. What was a secondary reason for you to walk, run, or jog over the last 30 days ?Mark (X)
ONE box.

3 Commuting to work or school 3.6%
3 Recreation 33.1%
3 Exercise/for my health 25.3%
3 Personal errads (to the store, post office, and so on) 18.0%
3 Required for my job 2.2%
S5ARY QO ot 11.7%
3 Some other purpose Specify: 6.1%
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34. Did you walk, run, or jog mostly on? Mark (X) ONE box.

3 Bike lanes on paved roads 0.2%
3 Shoulders of paved roads 7.6%
3 Paved roads, not on shoulders or lined bike lanes (walking in the
same lanes as cars or other vehicles) 4.2%
5 Bike paths, walking paths or trails (defined as paths where cars

are not allowed to drive) 22.2%
3 Unpaved roads (for example dirt, gravel, sand) 7.2%
5 Sidewalks 40.4%
5 Grass 2.6%
S5ARY QG ot 11.7%
3 Otherc Specify: 4.0%

35. What keeps you, if anything, from walking or jogging more often?  Mark (X) oner more
boxes.

3 Personal safety (harassment, crime, etc.) 6.2%
3 Lack of sidewalks 8.6%
5 Sidewalks poorly maintained or inaccessible (not cleared of

snow, non ADA accessible, etc.) 3.6%
3 Tralls, either a lack of trails or poor trail maintece 4.0%
3 Work schedule, family obligations 30.6%
3 Personal health or disability 10.7%
3 Weather 16.6%
5 Facility safety (street crossings, lighting, etc.) 2.0%
3 Distance to destination is too far 18.2%
3 Needing to carry bulky items 8.4%
3 Nothing stops me from walking or jogging more often 26.6%
3 Not interested in walking or jogging more often 7.9%
3 Otherc Specify: 4.7%
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36. During the last 30 days, did you ride on any public transit within the ~ Missoula area?
Examples of public transit include a Mountain Line or a University of Montana bus.

3 Yes 16.3%
3 No 83.7%
5352y Qi 10Y% &

37. How many of the last 30 days did you use public transit?

Number of days: Mean 8.4, of all public tansit riders N = 105

38. What was the main reason for you to use public transit over the last 30 days ?? Mark (X)
ONE box.

55ARY QU dzaS Lzt A0 G(GNIyaird Ay 8BRS 1 &

3 Commuting to work or school 8.2%
3 Personal errands (to the store, gtooffice, and so on) 3.3%
3 Medical services 0.5%
3 Social, personal business 2.6%
3 Other- Specify 1.7%

39. What was a secondary reason for you to use public transit over the last 30 days ?? Mark (X)

ONE box.
3 None 92.7%
3 Commuting to work or school 0.2%
3 Personal errands (to the store, post office, and so on) 3.6%
3 Medical services 1.1%
3 Social, personal business 1.6%
3 Other- Specify 0.9%
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40. Is public transit av ailable in the area around where you currently live or stay?

% Yes 74.0%
3 No 20.2%
5352y Qi 158% 4

41. What keeps you, if anything, from using public transit more often?  Mark (X) one or more
boxes.

5., dza R2SayQi 32 6KSNB YySOR204 G G2 32
5., dzaA R2SayQld NHzy 6KSy L ySB6W G 2

3 Work schedule, family obligations 24.3%

3 Personal health or disability 3.6%

3 Weather 1.2%

3 Safety 3.0%

3 Distance to bus stop is too far 13.2%

3 Needing to carry bulky items 7.5%

3 Nothing ke@s me from using public transit more often 21.6%

3 Otherc Specify: 18.5%

42. Are you currently registered to vote? Mark one box (X).

3 Yes, | am registered to vote at my present address 73.5%
3 Yes, | am registered vote at a different address 13.5%
3 No, | am not registered to vote 9.0%
3 Not sure 4.0%

43. What is your age?

Age in years: Median41.0
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44. What is your sex?

3 Male 49.4%
3 Female 50.6%

45. What is the highest degree or level of school you have COMPLETEDMark (X) ONE box. If
currently enrolled, mark the previous grade or highest degree received.

NO SCHOOLING COMPLETED

3 No schooling completed 0.4%
NURSERY OR PRESCHOOL THROUGH GRADE 12

3 Nursery school or kindergarten ta&le 1 through 11 0.3%

8 12th gradeg NO DIPLOMA 0.8%
HIGH SCHOOL GRADUATE

3 Regular high school diploma GED or alternative credential 8.4%
COLLEGE OR SOME COLLEGE

3 Some college credit, but less than 1 year of college credit 4.3%

3 1 or more yearsf college credit, no degree 23.5%

51 3420A1GS85Qa RSAINBS 6F2N) SEF YLIX SY81%! = ! {0
5. OKStf 2NND&a RSANBS 6F2NJ SEI YLX SY 318%x . {0

Fceow . !/ 19 hwQ{ 59Dw99
Sal aG6SNN&E RSINBS o0F2NI SEI YLX SY allZ4%a{ X a9y 3I: a
5 Professional degreebgyy R I o6 OKSf 2 ND& RSIANBS2% F2NJ SEI YLIX
3 Doctorate degree (for example: PhD, EdD) 3.7%

46. What was your total household income in calendar year 2014? Please include income from

all household earners and from all sources. Examples inclwdges from jobs, business or farm

income, interest, dividends, or rental income, Social Security, public assistance, retirement pensions, VA
benefits, child support, and unemployment compensation.

Total household income ($) in 2014: Media$i44,000.00

$ : 0O
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47. Are you of Hispanic, Latino, or Spanish origin?

% Yes 1.4%
3 No 98.6%

48. What is your race? Mark (X) one or more boxes.

3 White 90.2%
3 Black or African American 0.3%
3 American Indian or Alaska Native 3.0%
3 Asian 1.8%

3 Native Hawaiian, Guamanian or
Chamorro Samoan, or Other Pacislander 0.4%

Thank you very much for your time and effort! Your work will
help guide planning for the future of transportation in the
Missoula area.
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