
Main-McVay Stakeholder Advisory Committee Survey Results 

Listed below are the results received from 12 members of the SAC.  We do not 

expect to receive any additional survey results.  The results of the first ten questions 

are summarized in a tabular form; the number in each box represents the number 

of responders that marked that box in the survey.  The actual narrative responses 

for questions 11 and 12 are attached in their entirety.  These responses include any 

typos made by the SAC member.  All surveys were anonymous.   

QUESTION Horrible Poor So-So Good Excellent 

1. The clarity of the SAC’s purpose and 
mission was: 

  2 4 6 

2. The representativeness of the SAC’s 
membership was: 

1   5 6 

3. Written materials provided to the 
SAC were: 

   4 8 

4. The overall quality of support 
(presentations, responses, etc.) from 
staff/consultants was: 

   3 9 

5. Quality of meeting facilities (room, 
chairs, projection, etc.) was: 

   7 5 

6. Responsiveness of staff/consultants 
was: 

   3 9 

7. Quality/quantity of refreshments 
were: 

   1 5 6 

8. Quantity of meetings was:   2 4  6 

9. Quality of meeting facilitation 
services was: 

  1 3  8 

10. Overall quality of your experience 
on the committee was: 

   6 5 

 

 

11.  What feature of the SAC most contributed to its success? 

 Predetermined results, direction by LTD to go the way they wanted it to 

by the way things were presented and words used to describe. 

 Stan Biles’ leadership, Chris Watchie’s record-keeping and the 

organization of materials. 

 I think the responsiveness of the staff and the SAC members’ respect 

for each other’s opinions. 

 Multi socio/economic and cultural representation of members. 
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 Nice broad base of representation, meeting facilities were spartan, quantity 

of meetings was about right, Stan Biles in particular did a nice job. 

 The preparedness of SAC members and their willingness to have a 

respectful dialogue.   

 The information available for me to understand the options and the 

road blocks were very good.  It made understanding the big picture 

very easy.   

 I thought the diversity of the committee was the most important 

feature so it could truly represent the community. 

 All recommendations were accepted by the GT.   

 Thorough background information provided well in advance of 

meetings allowing for stakeholder prep - - responsive staff to questions 

and concerns 

 Facilitation.  Getting to know each other some.   

 Great representatives from around the community and great 

perspectives.  Friendly, open environment.   

 

12.  Are there any improvements in the process you can recommend? 

 Involve more of those directly affected by the project. 

 The process was outstanding. 

 It would be nice if the meetings had different starting times.  It would 

also be nice if the information packs were made available sooner than 

was provided. 

 None 

 I agree with some of Errin’s complaint that some of the written 

documents contained a slant. 

 The SAC process focused on very generalized options to the point that I 

have a hard time explaining just what it was that we decided and I feel 

that many critical issues related to transit system improvements in the 

corridor were not addressed.  For example, I think much of the 

opposition to BRT on West 11th stems from concerns about impacts to 

business from right-of-way acquisition, restrictions to access, and loss 

of customers due to traffic impacts, yet I feel that these issues were not 

directly addressed in the SAC process.  Too often planning projects 
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seem to avoid controversial issues instead of engaging them head-on.  

Unfortunately this can leave a feeling of mistrust. 

 Not really.  I have been involved with several of these processes over the 

past few years with the city and feel that the process is a “well done”. 

 Since the SAC represents the community, maybe future SACs could 

require some type of input from each member at each meeting.  Also, 

more members of the general public could be added. 

 Safety awareness to our community in different languages and 

education to all about safety and new changes 

 No.  This was a well organized effort.  I appreciate that it accomplished 

its task within the timeframe allotted.   

 Potentially one to two more meetings.  In the last three-quarters of the 

process more outreach to route users and youth. 

 Tighter reign on discussions that took the group into inappropriate 

irreverent discussions.  Didn’t happen often, thankfully! 


