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Preface

The PPIC Statewide Survey series is designed to provide policymakers, the media, and the
general public with objective, advocacy-free information on the perceptions, opinions and public
policy preferences of Californians. Begun in April 1998, the survey series has generated a database
that includes the responses of more than 60,000 Californians.

This survey on Californians and land use issues—a collaborative effort of the Public Policy Institute
of California and The William and Flora Hewlett Foundation, The James Irvine Foundation, and The
David and Lucile Packard Foundation—is a special edition of the PPIC Statewide Survey. This is the
fourth in a series of eight surveys—two per year for four years—launched in May 2001. The intent of the
surveys is to inform policymakers, encourage discussion, and raise public awareness about the growth,
land use, and environmental issues facing the state. The current survey focuses in particular on the
public’s perceptions, priorities, and policy preferences regarding land use and development issues.

This special edition presents the responses of 2,010 adult residents throughout the state. It
examines in detail the public’s views on housing and on neighborhood, regional, and statewide issues
related to land use and development. Some of the questions are repeated from PPIC’s Special Survey
on Land Use conducted in November 2001. More specifically, we examine the following issues:

e (Californians’ perceptions of their own residential conditions, including their satisfaction with
housing, neighborhood, and commute to work; their perceptions of the problems facing lower-
income and minority residents; their ratings of the problem seriousness of traffic, housing,
jobs, growth, air pollution, and parks in their regions; and their perceptions of the major
causes and ideal solutions to their region’s land use and development problems.

e The public’s priorities with regard to residential choices, including their willingness to make
tradeoffs among choices such as housing size, length of commute, automobile use, and type of
neighborhood; land use and development issues, such as local authority versus regional
cooperation, compact development versus suburban sprawl, local planning versus state
guidelines, and local government decisionmaking versus local citizens’ initiatives.

e Specific policy preferences, such as the relative importance Californians place on various types
of infrastructure and surface transportation projects; their willingness to support more local
spending on roads and infrastructure by reducing the supermajority vote requirement, passing
local sales taxes, and using the state’s general fund for infrastructure projects.

e Variations in perceived conditions, public priorities, and policy preferences across the four
major regions of the state (Central Valley, San Francisco Bay Area, Los Angeles area, and
Other Southern California), between Latinos and non-Hispanic whites, and across age and
the socioeconomic and political spectrum.

Copies of this report may be ordered by e-mail (order@ppic.org) or phone (415-291-4400). Copies
of this and earlier reports are posted on the publications page of the PPIC web site (www.ppic.org).
For questions about the survey, please contact survey@ppic.org.
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Press Release

— SPECIAL SURVEY ON LAND USE —

NOT MY PROBLEM: CALIFORNIANS SEE BUT DON'T FEEL PAIN
OF GROWTH-RELATED CHALLENGES FACING STATE

Little Consensus About Solutions, Government’s Role in Managing Growth;
Most Say Low-Income Neighborhoods Have Greater Needs, Fewer Resources

SAN FRANCISCO, California, November 14, 2002 — Californians recognize the challenges facing this fast-
growing state — from too much traffic congestion to too little affordable housing — but most do not experience
these troubles in their everyday lives, according to a new survey released today by the Public Policy
Institute of California (PPIC) and the Hewlett, Irvine, and Packard Foundations. The result? Residents are
deeply ambivalent about their own part — as well as their government’s role — in creating solutions.

The survey of 2,010 Californians finds that most residents believe quality of life is at serious risk in their
region of the state. Strong majorities say traffic congestion (81%), housing affordability (69%), population
growth and development (63%), air pollution (60%), and the opportunity for well-paying jobs (59%) are at
least somewhat of a problem in their area. The level of concern varies by region: Los Angeles County (61%)
and San Francisco Bay Area (59%) residents are more likely than residents of other regions to view traffic as
a big problem, while residents of the Central Valley and other Southern California counties (31% each) are
more inclined than others to see the availability of jobs as a big problem. Nearly one in four Los Angeles
(38%) and Central Valley (37%) residents say air pollution is a big concern in their region, and 59 percent of
people living in the Bay Area say affordable housing is a big problem. Surprisingly, 67 percent of residents
statewide say that the availability of recreational parks and open space is not a problem in their region.

Driving Alone (And Liking It)

Although they have macro-level concerns about the consequences of growth and development in their regions,
Californians are generally satisfied with their own circumstances, from their housing and neighborhood to their
commute. Sixty-two percent say they are very satisfied with the house or apartment they currently live in, and
29 percent are somewhat satisfied. Homeowners and those who live in single-family detached houses (96%
each) are more likely than renters (82%) and apartment dwellers (77%) to be very or somewhat satisfied with
their housing. Indeed, the American dream remains strong in California: While 65 percent say they currently
live in a single-family detached home, 86 percent of state residents say they would prefer to live in one.

Most residents are also pleased with their surroundings: 89 percent say they are very (57%) or somewhat
(32%) satisfied with the neighborhood they live in. Safety (37%), followed by living space (20%) and schools
(16%), are what matter most to residents in choosing a house and community.

And contrary to popular belief, most Californians — including suburban and urban dwellers — are pleased
with their commute to work: 82 percent say they are very (54%) or somewhat (28%) satisfied with their
commute. The vast majority of employed residents (75%) say they drive alone to work, while 11 percent
carpool, 6 percent ride public transportation, and 5 percent walk or bicycle. These numbers vary little
across regions, although Bay Area residents are less likely than residents in other regions to carpool (6%)
and more likely to use public transit (12%).

“Californians prize their freedom and this is reflected in the state’s ‘driving alone’ culture,” says PPIC
Statewide Survey Director Mark Baldassare. “But it is remarkable that residents are so content with their
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quality of life, at the same time as they perceive looming regional problems. This disconnect creates a
challenging policy environment for state and local leaders.”

No Common Vision for Solutions to Growth-Related Problems

Indeed, there is little consensus about how to handle regional challenges: Support is divided between
slowing the pace of growth and development (22%), greater coordination between local governments (19%),
improving local land use planning (18%), and more public funds (15%), while 16 percent believe that only
better economic conditions will lessen the problems. Residents are also less than convinced about making
personal lifestyle changes, even if those actions might reduce regional congestion or sprawl:

e  While 49 percent of Californians say they would choose to live in a small home with a small
backyard if it means a short commute to work, 47 percent would choose to live in a large home
with a large backyard, even if it means a longer ride to work. Bay Area (56%) and Los Angeles
(51%) residents are more likely than others to choose the small home/short commute option.

e Half (50%) of state residents would choose to live in a residential-only neighborhood, even if it means
driving to stores, schools, and other services, while 47% would prefer a mixed-use neighborhood
within walking distance of such amenities. Residents of the Central Valley (54%) and other Southern
California counties (52%) are more likely than others to choose a residential-only neighborhood, and
Latinos (52%) are more likely than non-Hispanic whites (43%) to prefer mixed-use neighborhoods.

e Two-thirds (66%) of Californians — and majorities across all regions — say they prefer to live in a
low-density neighborhood where they would have to drive their car to travel locally, while only 31
percent would choose a high-density neighborhood where it was convenient to use public transit to
travel locally.

State residents are no more united when asked where new development in their region should occur:

50 percent say local governments should steer growth to already developed areas in their region in order to
preserve open space and encourage the use of public transit, but 44 percent support allowing growth in
undeveloped areas to avoid high density and traffic congestion. In an interesting contradiction — created
perhaps by low levels of confidence in government — most residents support local governments working
together to develop a common plan for regional land use and development (74%) at the same time as they
say that voters, not local elected officials, should be making local land use decisions (77%).

Although relatively few residents say they have attended citizens’ meetings (31%), public hearings (27%), or
have written local public officials (18%) about land use or development issues, nearly half (47%) have voted
at the ballot box, and 41 percent have signed a petition on local land use issues. “The level of citizen
awareness and involvement in local ballot-box planning is encouraging,” says Mary Bitterman, President of
The James Irvine Foundation. “Now, we need to help create more opportunities for local leaders and
residents to work together on these issues of common concern.”

Infrastructure: | Support It When | See It

Although only 22 percent of Californians say they know a lot about the term “infrastructure,” residents are
clear about their priorities for state projects: Consistent with recent statewide surveys that place education
at the top of residents’ concerns, 48 percent say that school facilities should be the top infrastructure priority,
followed by surface transportation (23%), water systems (16%), sewer systems (5%), and airports (3%).
However, residents are divided about infrastructure funding, given the state budget crunch: 44 percent
support continuing funding at current levels, while 43 percent favor a reduction. Republicans (58%) are more
likely than Democrats (42%) to advocate maintaining funding levels. How do Californians think the state
should pay for infrastructure improvements? Forty-two percent support setting aside a percentage of the
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state budget, while fewer prefer issuing state bonds (18%), using only surplus budget funds (12%), increasing
user fees (10%), and increasing taxes (8%). Consistent with the stronger support for a set-aside, 56 percent
say they would support a measure like ACA 11 — a constitutional amendment currently scheduled for the
2004 ballot — that would create a state infrastructure fund using money set aside from the general fund.

When asked specifically about surface transportation, residents are divided about the types of projects that
should receive priority, with a greater number supporting funding for freeways and highways (36%) than
public transit systems (31%), local streets and roads (24%), and walkways and bicycle paths (7%). Although
majorities say they would support ballot measures to extend the existing local sales tax for transportation
projects (568%) and increase the local sales tax for transportation projects by one-half cent (57%), public
support falls short of the two-thirds supermajority required for local tax extensions or increases. In fact, 69
percent of Californians say the two-thirds supermajority requirement is a good thing, and only 49 percent
would support reducing the requirement to a 55 percent majority.

Inequality Across Neighborhoods: Low-Income, Minority Communities Lose

No matter where they live, Californians have strong opinions on community equity issues: Most believe that
low-income and minority neighborhoods have greater development needs yet receive fewer resources than
more affluent communities. Seventy-one percent say that low-income communities are more likely than other
neighborhoods in their region to have school facilities (71%) and roads and other transportation infrastructure
(64%) that are in need of repair. Despite the need, strong majorities also say that less affluent neighborhoods
receive fewer government resources aimed at revitalizing residential and commercial areas (61%) and are less
likely to have new housing and commercial development (68%). Although there is consensus across the
racial/ethnic and income spectrums on these issues, whites and those earning over $80,000 annually are less
likely than Latinos and those with household incomes under $40,000 to perceive a problem.

About the survey

This land use survey is a special edition of the PPIC Statewide Survey. It is the fourth in a four-year,
multisurvey series on growth, land use, and the environment, produced in collaboration with The William
and Flora Hewlett Foundation, The James Irvine Foundation, and The David and Lucile Packard
Foundation. The purpose of this series is to inform policymakers, encourage discussion, and raise public
awareness about the critical growth, development, and environmental challenges facing the state.
Findings of the current survey are based on a telephone survey of 2,010 California adult residents
interviewed from October 17 to October 28, 2002. Interviews were conducted in English or Spanish. The
sampling error for the total sample is +/- 2% and for the 993 likely voters is +/- 3%. For more information
on survey methodology, see page 19.

Dr. Mark Baldassare is Research Director at PPIC, where he also holds the Arjay and Frances Fearing
Miller Chair in Public Policy. He is founder and director of the PPIC Statewide Survey, which he has
conducted since 1998. His most recent book, A California State of Mind: The Conflicted Voter in a
Changing World, is available at www.ppic.org.

PPIC is a private, nonprofit organization dedicated to improving public policy through objective,
nonpartisan research on the economic, social, and political issues that affect Californians. The Institute
was established in 1994 with an endowment from William R. Hewlett. PPIC does not take or support
positions on any ballot measure or state and federal legislation nor does it endorse or support any political
parties or candidates for public office.

This report will appear on PPIC’s website (www.ppic.org) on November 14. See graphics next page.
HiH

- vii -


http://www.ppic.org/

What matters most in choosing
house and neighborhood?

Preferred housing choice

B Single-family detached home O Attached home

Percent All Adults

OApartment @ Other type of dwelling
40 37 4% 2%
8%
c 30
[}
o 20
£ 20 16
9 9
10 A 4
0 -
‘\é’c\ ’2790 Qo\9 (,-Q’(o \‘)@ QQe
T - & & .F
QQ 9 o 00 4
R\ () (N o
S K S & 86%
$ &
> &
Nl Q
T v
Percent All Adults Percent All Adults
What causes regional land use How do you usually commute to
problems? work?
_ _ 75
40 34 80
2 30 = 604
o ()
5 o
$ 20 1 16 15 S 40
8
10 + 20 A 11
0 ol H = =
o & ) Q> A :
%'e)Q’ \\\\ s\\)(\b Q(\\Q Q‘,\\'\\'o \Oﬂ\e \QOO rb,(\é\ . dc}e' O\‘g\e’\
& s & \Q\fo N & Vi N N
@$ < < QS Y RN X & &
S L & 3 Ky N )
R & o & W© N
< & ¥ Percent All Adult ¥ v
ercen uits Percent All Adults
What type of infrastructure do How should the state
you think should have the top government pay for roads and
priority for public funding? other infrastructure?
B School facilities OWater systems
O Surface transportation @ Other 50 42
8% = 40
o 30
5 20 18
a 12 10 8 10
10
0
48% e & ) o ) &
6\6 o(\é \§© \‘2'@ (5}@ (\0
\:'b' QO ,\\ Q\ XS R AN
Cd 3 ¥ Nd & &
S 6‘@' & o & O
\\)(\ A 4 & &
@ S
RS K &
&
©)

Percent All Adults



Perceived Conditions

Housing

Despite widespread concern about availability and affordability of housing in the state, most
Californians say they are satisfied with their current housing: 62 percent are very satisfied, 29
percent are somewhat satisfied, while only 9 percent say they are somewhat or very dissatisfied.
However, owners (75%) are much more likely than renters (42%), and people who live in single-
family detached homes (72%) are much more likely than apartment dwellers (35%), to say they are
very satisfied with their housing.

Housing satisfaction does not vary much across the state’s major regions, or between men and

women, but it does increase with age and household income. Latinos, who have a lower income and

younger age profile than non-Hispanic whites, are less likely than non-Hispanic whites (59% to 66%)

to be very satisfied with their current housing. The housing satisfaction of residents varies only

slightly across types of residential location—that is, large cities, suburbs, small cities, towns, and

rural areas.

Even though most Californians are satisfied with their current housing, a significant percentage
are not living in the type of housing they would prefer: 65 percent of Californians live in single-family
detached homes, but 86 percent would prefer that kind of housing, if they had the choice—a gap of 21
percent. The gap between current housing and the ideal of a single-family detached home is
particularly wide for renters, those who live in central city areas, those with incomes under $40,000,
residents under 35 years of age, and those who have lived at their residences for less than five years.
There are no differences in housing preferences across regions and racial and ethnic groups.

"Overall, how satisfied are you with the house or apartment you live in?"

Housing Type Homeownership
All Single-Family Attached
Adults | Detached Home Home Apartment Oown Rent
Very satisfied 62% 2% 59% 35% 75% 42%
Somewhat satisfied 29 24 31 42 21 40
Somewhat dissatisfied 6 3 8 15 3 12
Very dissatisfied 3 1 2 8 1 6
"ldeal housing and current housing ..."
All Live in Under 35 Income <5years at
Adults | Renters | Central City years old Under $40K address
Wantto live in a single- 86% 80% 81% 84% 80% 85%
family detached home
Live in a single-family
detached home 65 34 54 54 49 54




Perceived Conditions

Neighborhoods

Although Californians are less positive about their neighborhoods than they are about their

housing, 57 percent report being very satisfied and 32 percent somewhat satisfied with their

neighborhoods. Homeowners (66%) are more likely than renters (45%), and people who live in
suburbs (59%) and other locations (62%) are more likely than people in large cities (52%), to be very
satisfied with the neighborhood.

Men (56%) and women (58%), and residents in every region of the state express similar levels of

satisfaction with their neighborhoods. Non-Hispanic whites are more likely than Latinos to say they

are very satisfied with their neighborhoods (62% to 52%). Neighborhood satisfaction increases

significantly with age, education, and income and with years at current residence—from 53 percent

for those with fewer than 5 years to 61 percent for those with five or more years. It does not vary

much by whether there are children in the home or not (54% to 59%).

"Overall, how satisfied are you with the neighborhood you live in?"

All Location Homeownership
Adults Large City Suburb Other Own Rent
Very satisfied 57% 52% 59% 62% 66% 45%
Somewhat satisfied 32 35 31 29 28 38
Somewhat dissatisfied 8 10 7 6 5 13
Very dissatisfied 3 3 3 3 1 4

When it comes to neighborhood conditions, a majority of residents believe that low-income and
minority communities have fewer residential and commercial revitalization resources (61%) and less

new development (68%). Latinos more often than non-Hispanic whites, and lower-income residents more
often than others, hold these two perceptions about neighborhoods. Many Californians also believe that
lower income and minority neighborhoods are more likely than other communities to have more roads

and other transportation (64%) and more school facilities (71%) in need of repair and replacement.

Household Income

Race and Ethnicity

All $40,000- $80K or
Adults | <$40K  $79,999 more White Latino
When it comes to government efforts to revitalize the
residential and commercial areas in your region, would
you say that low-income and minority neighborhoods
get fewer resources than other neighborhoods?
Yes 61% 68% 60% 50% 51% 76%
No 29 23 30 40 37 17
Don’t know 10 9 10 10 12 7
Are low-income and minority communities less likely to
have new housing and commercial development than
other neighborhoods?
Yes 68% 71% 68% 65% 63% 76%
No 26 23 27 29 30 19
Don’t know 6 6 5 6 7 5
FRIC
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Perceived Conditions

Commuting to Work

Despite campaigns around the state promoting alternatives, 75 percent of employed
Californians drive to work alone. Among the remaining percentage of the state’s workforce, 11
percent say they typically carpool, 6 percent take buses or public transit, 5 percent either walk or
bicycle, and 3 percent give other answers (e.g., work at home). At least seven in 10 employed
residents in every major region of the state drive to work alone. Residents of Los Angeles and the
San Francisco Bay Area are the most likely to say they use alternatives such as carpools, transit, or
walking or biking.

Working Californians who live in older (81%) and newer (88%) suburbs are more likely than
large city dwellers (70%) to drive alone to work. The tendency to drive alone increases with age,
education, and income. Although both groups rely heavily on solo driving, the practice is higher
among non-Hispanic whites than among Latinos (78% to 67%).

"How do you usually commute to work?"

Region
All Other
Employed Central SF Bay Los Southern
Adults Valley Area Angeles California
Drive alone 75% 76% 71% 72% 76%
Carpool 11 15 6 13 12
Public transit 6 1 12 7 3
Walk / Bicycle 5 4 5 6 4
Other 3 4 6 2 5

How do Californians feel about their commutes to work? Eighty-two percent are very (54%) or
somewhat (28%) satisfied, while 17 percent are somewhat (10%) or very (7%) dissatisfied. There are
no significant differences in satisfaction across age, education, gender, income, or racial and ethnic
groups. Central Valley residents (13%) are less likely than others to express dissatisfaction with
their commute. While residents across all types of residential location express satisfaction with their
commutes, suburban residents are the most likely to be dissatisfied. Of those who drive alone to
work, 81 percent are very (53%) or somewhat (28%) satisfied with their commutes.

"Overall, how satisfied are you with your commute to work?"

Location Type of Commute
All Drive

Adults Large City Suburb Other Alone  Other

Very satisfied 54% 55% 50% 54% 53% 56%
Somewhat satisfied 28 29 27 28 28 30
Somewhat dissatisfied 10 10 10 10 11 8
Very dissatisfied 7 5 12 7 8 4
Don’t know 1 1 1 1 0 2

-3- November 2002



fric
JATEWIDL
L} SURYEY

5

Perceived Conditions

Regional Problems

We asked residents to rank the seriousness of six problems in their geographic regions.
Majorities of Californians rank traffic congestion (81%), housing affordability (69%), population
growth and development (63%), air pollution (60%), and the availability of jobs (59%) as at least
somewhat of a problem in their region. However, 67 percent say that the availability of recreational
parks and open space is not a regional problem.

About half of California residents say that traffic congestion (51%) and the availability of
affordable housing (44%) are big problems in their region. However, fewer residents see a big
regional problem with growth and development (32%), air pollution (27%), availability of well-paying
jobs (28%), and availability of recreational parks and open space (11%).

"How much of a problem is in your region today?"
Big Somewhat of Not a
problem a problem problem Don’t know
Traffic congestion on freeways and major roads 51% 30% 19% --
Availability of affordable housing 44 25 28 3
Population growth and development 32 31 35 2
Opportunities for well-paying jobs 28 31 36 5
Air pollution 27 33 39 1
s;/:(i:l:bility of recreational parks and open 11 21 67 1

Perception of regional problems varies considerably across different types of locales. People
living in large cities and their surrounding suburbs are much more likely than people in other locales
(e.g., small cities, towns, rural areas) to see traffic congestion (57%), housing affordability (49%),
growth (35%), and air pollution (34%) as big problems in their regions. Residents of large cities
(25%) and their suburbs (19%) are less likely than those living in smaller locales (35%) to say that
the availability of well-paying jobs is a big problem. However, the availability of recreational parks
and open space was rarely perceived as a big problem in any type of locale.

Ratings of these six issues vary considerably across regions of the state. Los Angeles (61%) and
San Francisco Bay Area (59%) residents express greater concerns than others about traffic
congestion. San Francisco Bay Area residents (59%) are more likely than others to say that
availability of affordable housing is a big problem. Central Valley residents are the least likely to
say that there are big problems with traffic congestion (34%), housing affordability (28%), or growth
and development (25%). Central Valley residents (37%) and Los Angeles residents (38%) are about
equally likely, while San Francisco Bay Area residents (18%) are the least likely, to rate air pollution
as a big problem for their region.

Non-Hispanic whites and Latinos differ on the seriousness of four regional problems. Non-
Hispanic whites are somewhat more likely than Latinos to see traffic congestion as a big problem (52%
to 47%). Latinos are more likely than non-Hispanic whites to see the availability of well-paying jobs
(39% to 24%), air pollution (32% to 25%), and the availability of recreational parks and open space
(15% to 10%) as big regional problems. However, the two groups are equally likely to see big problems
with housing affordability (42% to 45%) and population growth and development (31% to 33%).



Perceived Conditions

"How much of a problem is in your region today?"
Region
Other
All Central SF Bay Los Southern
Adults Valley Area Angeles California Latino

Traffic congestion on freeways & major roads

Big problem 51% 34% 59% 61% 50% 47%

Somewhat of a problem 30 37 30 25 29 31

Not a problem 19 29 11 14 21 22
Availability of affordable housing

Big problem 44% 28% 59% 44% 41% 42%

Somewhat of a problem 25 26 23 28 25 29

Not a problem 28 44 17 24 33 27

Don’t know 3 2 1 4 1 2
Population growth & development

Big problem 32% 25% 30% 37% 33% 31%

Somewhat of a problem 31 33 33 30 28 30

Not a problem 35 40 34 32 38 37

Don’t know 2 2 3 1 1 2
Opportunities for well-paying jobs

Big problem 28% 31% 22% 27% 31% 39%

Somewhat of a problem 31 33 31 30 27 32

Not a problem 36 31 42 38 37 27

Don’t know 5 5 5 5 5 2
Air pollution

Big problem 27% 37% 18% 38% 24% 32%

Somewhat of a problem 33 34 37 35 31 33

Not a problem 39 28 45 26 45 34

Don’t know 1 1 0 1 0 1
Availability of recreational parks & open space

Big problem 11% 12% 9% 13% 11% 15%

Somewhat of a problem 21 17 22 24 19 25

Not a problem 67 70 68 61 69 60

Don’t know 1 1 1 2 1 0
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Perceived Conditions

Causes and Solutions

Where do Californians place the blame for regional problems with traffic, housing, development,
open space, and air pollution, and where do they look for solutions?

Thirty-four percent place the blame on too much growth and development. Fewer identify
current economic conditions (17%), lack of public funds (16%), poor local land use planning (15%), or
too much competition between local governments (8%) as the main cause of their region’s problems.
Growth is more often seen as the culprit across age, education, and income groups and the major
regions of the state. Non-Hispanic whites are more likely than Latinos to say the problems arise
from too much growth (38% to 27%), while Latinos are more likely than non-Hispanic white to say
the cause is a lack of public funding (24% to 13%). In general, mention of public funds declines with
age, education, and income. There are no significant partisan differences on what causes problems.
The belief that poor local land use planning is the major cause of problems is lowest in Los Angeles
and Other Southern California.

There is no consensus about what is needed to solve the problems. While 22 percent of
Californians say that slowing down growth and development would be most effective, an almost
equal percentage mention more coordination between local governments (19%) and improving local
land use planning (18%). Sixteen percent identify a change in economic conditions and 15 percent
say that more public funds are what is most needed to solve regional problems. Non-Hispanic whites
are more likely than Latinos to say that slowing down growth and development is the solution (27%
to 15%), while Latinos are more likely than non-Hispanic whites to name more public funding (23%
to 12%). The belief that slowing down development is most needed increases with age, education,
and length of residence in the community. San Francisco Bay Area residents are the most likely to
point to the benefit of slowing down development, while Central Valley residents most often suggest
that improving local land use planning is the solution. Of those who think that too much growth is
the primary cause of their region’s problems, 43 percent believe that slowing down growth and
development is most needed to solve these problems.

"What do you think [contributes the most to /is most needed to solve] the problems your region is having
with issues such as traffic, housing, development, open space, and air pollution?"

All . All
Causes Adults Solutions Adults
Too much growth and development 34% | Slowing down growth and development 22%
Current economic conditions 17 Change in economic conditions 16
Lack of public funds 16 More public funds 15
Poor local land use planning 15 Improving local land use planning 18
Too much competition between local 8 More coordination between local 19
governments governments
Other / Don’t know 10 Other / Don’t know 10
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Public Priorities

Residential Priorities

When asked what matters most in choosing a house and neighborhood, most Californians say that
safety (37%) comes first, followed by living space (20%) and schools (16%). Fewer mention parks and
open space (9%), length of commute (9%), and stores and shops (4%) as their most important concern.

Latinos are more likely than non-Hispanic whites (43% to 32%) and women are somewhat more
likely than men (39% to 34%) to name safety as their top priority. Although safety is the most important
issue in all age, education, and income groups, younger and lower income residents are the most likely to
say that safety matters more than other considerations when choosing a house and neighborhood.

While safety is the primary concern in all regions, Los Angeles residents are the most likely to
mention this as their first concern. San Francisco Bay Area residents are more likely than those in other
regions to mention schools and parks as a priority when they choose a home and neighborhood, and
Latinos are more likely than non-Hispanic whites (21% to 14%) to name schools as their top concern.

Not surprisingly, adults with children are more likely than those without children (29% to 7%)
to say that schools matter the most. However, among both residents with children (36%) and
without children (37%), safety remains the top priority.

In sum, when it comes to choosing a home and neighborhood, two issues remain consistently at
the top of the list for all residents—safety and living space. These two considerations are named as
the most important priorities by those living in large cities, suburbs, and smaller locales, by
homeowners and renters, by those currently living in detached homes, attached homes, and
apartments, and by those who prefer to live in a detached home.

"If price were not an issue, what would you say are the top two things that matter
to you in choosing a house and neighborhood?" (first mention below)

Region
Other
All Central SF Bay Los Southern

Adults | Valley Area  Angeles California Latino
Safety 37% 39% 31% 42% 37% 43%
Living space 20 20 20 19 20 19
Schools 16 16 18 16 15 21
Parks and open space 9 7 11 7 8 4
Length of commute 9 9 10 9 9 5
Stores and shops 4 5 4 4 4 3
Other / Don’t know 5 4 6 3 7 5
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Homes, Neighborhoods, and Transportation

In choosing a place to live, most people face tradeoffs involving different types of housing,
neighborhoods, and transportation. As policymakers consider alternatives to the current low-
density, suburban-style of development, it is important to understand what kinds of tradeoffs
Californians are willing to make should different styles of development become more readily
available. We find that a vast majority want to live in a single-family detached home and drive their

own automobiles rather than use public transit. However, residents are divided when it comes to
tradeoffs between the size of their home and their commute and also when it comes to the type of

neighborhood they prefer.

Residents are evenly split when given the choice between living in a small home with a small
backyard in order to have a short commute to work (49%) and living in a large home with a large
backyard but a long commute (47%). A larger share of San Francisco Bay Area residents prefer a

small home and short commute (56%) compared to residents in Los Angeles (51%), Other Southern
California (43%), and the Central Valley (42%). Most women (54%) favor a small home with a short
commute, while most men (53%) prefer a large home and will take the long commute. A majority of

residents under age 35 (55%) would choose a larger home, even if it meant being far from work,
while residents 55 and older favor shorter trips to work from small homes (55%). Those with

children in the home favor large homes, despite a long commute (55%), while those without children
(52%) favor a small home with a short commute. College graduates (53%) are more likely to prefer a

small home with a short commute compared to those without college degrees (46%). There are no

significant differences across income categories or race and ethnicity. Renters (52%) are more likely

than homeowners (46%) to prefer a small home with a short commute. A majority of those who drive
alone to work, and a majority of those who prefer to live in a detached home, say they would choose
to live in a large home with a large backyard, even if it means having a long commute to work.

"How do you feel about the following tradeoff, other things being equal?"

Region
Other
All Central SF Bay Los Southern

Adults Valley Area Angeles California | Latino
Would you choose to live in a small home with
a small backyard, if it means you have a short 49% 42% 56% 51% 43% 46%
commute to work?
Would you choose to live in alarge home with
alarge backyard, even if it means you would a7 54 39 44 53 51
have along commute to work?
Don’t know 4 4 5 5 4 3

Residents are also divided between their preference for mixed-use and residential

neighborhoods. Fifty percent say they would rather live in a residential-only neighborhood and drive
to stores and services, compared to 47 percent who say they would choose to live in a mixed-use

neighborhood where they can walk to stores, schools, and services. San Francisco Bay Area

residents express a preference for mixed-used neighborhoods (55%), while people in Los Angeles

(49%), the Central Valley (42%), and Other Southern California (44%) are less inclined to choose this
option. Latinos would prefer to live in a mixed-used neighborhood (52% to 46%), while non-Hispanic

whites prefer to live in a residential-only neighborhood (53% to 43%). Preferences for mixed-use
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neighborhoods are higher among renters and younger, less educated, and lower-income residents.
Residents with children show a preference for residential-only areas rather than mixed-use
neighborhoods (53% to 45%), while others are evenly divided on the choice between residential-only
and mixed-use neighborhoods (48% to 48%). A majority of homeowners, full-time employees, and
those who drive alone and a slight majority of those who prefer detached dwellings prefer
residential-only neighborhoods, even if it means driving to stores, schools, and services.

"How do you feel about the following tradeoff, other things being equal?"

Region
Other
All Central SF Bay Los Southern
Adults Valley Area Angeles California | Latino
Would you choose to live in a mixed-use
neighborhood where you can walk to stores, 47% 42% 55% 49% 44% 52%

schools, and services?

Would you choose to live in aresidential-only
neighborhood, even if it means you have to 50 54 44 49 52 46
drive a car to stores, schools, and services?

Don’t know 3 4 1 2 4 2

Californians show a clear preference when it comes to high-density versus low-density
neighborhoods. Two in three (66%) would prefer to live in a low-density area. Across regions, San
Francisco Bay Area residents (39%) are the most likely to say they would be willing to live in a high-
density neighborhood and use public transit rather than their own car for local travel, while Central
Valley and Other Southern California residents prefer this option the least (26% each). Latinos are
more willing to choose high-density neighborhoods with public transit than non-Hispanic whites
(39% to 24%) but nonetheless, both groups strongly favor the low-density area. Californians with
children in their households are more likely to want to live in a low-density neighborhood than those
without children (71% to 64%). Renters and homeowners alike prefer the low-density and
automobile-oriented neighborhood, as do residents in large cities, suburbs, and other locales.
Residents with lower incomes and those with less education are more likely to prefer high-density
and public transit than are people with higher incomes and more education. People who say that
safety and living space are most important when choosing a home and neighborhood generally prefer
a low-density neighborhood.

"How do you feel about the following tradeoff, other things being equal?"

Region
Other
All Central SF Bay Los Southern

Adults Valley Area Angeles California Latino
Would you choose to live in a high-density
neighborhood where it was convenient to use 31% 26% 39% 33% 26% 39%
public transit when you travel locally?
Would you choose to live in a low-density
neighborhood where you would have to drive 66 71 57 65 70 59
your car when you travel locally?
Don’t know 3 3 4 2 4 2
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New Development

Californians express ambivalence when asked where new development should occur (this has
been a consistent finding in every PPIC Statewide Survey asking this question). Residents have a
slight preference for steering growth to developed rather than undeveloped areas (50% to 44%).
However, variations exist across the state: Residents in the San Francisco Bay Area (62%) are more
likely than those in Los Angeles (42%), Other Southern California (49%), and the Central Valley
(52%) to want growth to occur in already developed areas. Non-Hispanic whites are more likely than
Latinos to want to steer growth to developed areas (55% to 44%). Support for steering growth to
developed areas is most common among residents 35 to 54 years of age (54%), college graduates
(57%), and those with incomes of $80,000 or more (54%). Democrats and independents (54% each)
are more likely than Republicans (47%) to want to steer new growth toward developed areas. There
are no differences between homeowners and renters in attitudes about where growth should occur.

Californians are also evenly divided on whether or not they want state involvement in local land
use planning (49% to 45%). Residents in Los Angeles (55%) are most in favor of the state
government providing local guidelines, while residents in the San Francisco Bay Area (50%) and the
rest of Southern California outside of Los Angeles (49%) are somewhat less supportive of this idea,
and a majority of residents in the Central Valley (50%) think that the state should not be involved.
Democrats (57%) are more likely than independent voters (47%) to want state involvement, while
most Republicans (60%) prefer that the state not intervene in local development issues. Most
liberals (60%) favor the state’s involvement, and most conservatives (53%) oppose it, while moderates
are evenly divided (48% to 47%). Latinos are much more favorable toward having the state provide
local guidelines than non-Hispanic whites (60% to 43%). Support for state involvement declines with
age, education, homeownership, income, and length of residence.

"For each of the following, please tell me which comes closest to your views."

Region
Other
All Central SF Bay Los Southern
Adults Valley Area Angeles California Latino

Local governments should steer growth to
already developed areas of your region in 50% 5206 62% 42% 49% 44%
order to preserve open space and encourage
the use of public transit

Local governments should allow growth in
undeveloped areas in your region in order to 44 42 33 52 45 50
avoid high density and traffic congestion

Don’t know 6 6 5 6 6 6

The state government should provide

o 49% 45% 50% 55% 49% 60%
guidelines for local land use and development
The state government should not be involved 45 50 43 39 46 35
in local land use and development
Don’t know 6 5 7 6 5 5
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Governance

Although residents may be ambivalent about state involvement in local land use issues, they do
see a need for a more regional approach. Three-quarters of Californians (74%) believe that local
governments should work together and develop a common plan for regional land use and
development. Roughly seven in ten residents in every region of the state prefer a regional approach
rather than local governments acting independently. Residents in the San Francisco Bay Area (81%)
are the most likely to favor local governments working together. Preference for regional governance
is also seen across all voting groups—Democrats (80%), Republicans (72%), and independents (71%).

Non-Hispanic whites are more likely than Latinos (76% to 71%) to favor a regional approach.
There are no differences between homeowners or renters or between residents in large cities,
suburbs, and other locales.

While Californians want local governments to work together at the regional level, they strongly
prefer to make local decisions on land use and development themselves. Seventy-seven percent of all
adults and 78 percent of likely voters want to settle local land use issues at the ballot box, rather
than have their elected officials make such decisions. There are no differences in this preference
across regions of the state, racial and ethnic groups, or demographic categories such as age,
education, homeownership, income, or length of residence. Democrats (77%), Republicans (82%), and
independent voters (84%), and liberals (77%), moderates (80%), and conservatives (77%) all strongly
prefer to have voters rather than elected officials make local land use and development decisions.

Of those who want voters rather than elected officials to make local decisions, 73 percent favor
local governments working together on a regional plan, and 50 percent want to steer growth to
already developed areas.

"For each of the following, please tell me which comes closest to your views."

Region
Other
All Central SF Bay Los Southern
Adults Valley Area Angeles California Latino

Local governments should work together and
have a common plan for regional land use and 74% 70% 81% 71% 73% 71%
development

Local governments should work independently

and each have their own plan for local land 22 26 15 25 23 25
use and development
Don’t know 4 4 4 4 4 4

Local elected officials should make local land

. 18% 17% 21% 19% 16% 20%
use and development decisions
Local voters should be making local land use
and development decisions at the ballot box m 8 4 " 80 5
Don’t know 5 5 5 4 4 5
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Local Participation

Californians have been considerably involved in the local ballot-box planning they value so
highly. By contrast, their contact with local government officials concerning land use and
development issues has been fairly limited.

Almost half of all residents (47%) say they have voted on a local land use and development
initiative, and 41 percent have signed a petition dealing with such issues. Roughly one in three
(31%) have at one time or another attended a meeting and 27 percent a public hearing concerned
with such matters. Less than two in ten (18%) say they have ever written or e-mailed a local public
official about a land use or development issue.

Local participation in land use issues is higher among those who are registered to vote than
those who are not. Those who are most likely to vote are especially active in voting on local land use
decisions (67%) and signing petitions (53%); however, they are much less likely to have attended a
meeting (44%) or public hearing (38%), and only 25 percent have ever written or e-mailed a local
public official about a land use and development issue.

Latinos are much less likely than non-Hispanic whites to get involved in local land use
decisions. Particularly noteworthy is the lack of Latino participation in areas in which non-Hispanic
whites are highly active, such as voting on local land use decisions (26% to 57%) and signing
petitions concerning local development issues (25% to 48%); however, the racial/ethnic gap is also
evident in other areas—writing or e-mailing a local official (11% to 20%), attending hearings on land
use issues (18% to 31%), and attending a meeting on land use and development (21% to 34%).

Participation in all kinds of local land use and development activities tends to increase with
income, age, education, homeownership, and years of residence. For the most part, men and women
are equally as likely to get involved, although women are slightly more likely than men to sign
petitions (44% to 37%).

Most of those who have signed local petitions (81%) and voted on local initiatives (79%) favor the
citizens’ initiative process over local elected officials making land use and development decisions.

"Please tell me whether you have ever done any of the following."

Income Race/Ethnicity
All Likely $40,000 Non-Hispanic
Adults | Voters | <$40K -79,999 $80K+ White Latino
_\/c_)t_ed_on aland use or development 47% 67% 330 5106 63% 570 26%
initiative on the local ballot?
Signed a petition concerning a local land a1 53 30 46 52 48 o5

use or development issue?

Attended a meeting organized by local
residents about a local land use and 31 44 22 31 43 34 21
development issue?

Attended a public hearing held by a local
public official about a local land use or 27 38 17 30 37 31 18
development issue?

Written or e-mailed a local public official

about alocal land use or development 18 25 14 17 25 20 11
issue?
I
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Infrastructure

Most Californians have heard of the term “infrastructure,” but only 22 percent say they know a
lot about it. Detailed knowledge of this subject is relatively rare even among likely voters (30%).
San Francisco Bay Area residents are the most likely (34%) and Central Valley residents the least
likely (17%) to say they know a lot about infrastructure. Knowledge increases with age, education,
and income. More than six in 10 Latinos (64%) said that they were not familiar with the term.

"Have you heard of the term "infrastructure," and if so,
do you know a lot or a little about this subject?"

Region
Other
All Central SF Bay Los Southern _
Adults Valley Area Angeles California Latino
Yes, alot 22% 17% 34% 19% 21% 8%
Yes, alittle 40 39 39 40 41 28
No 38 44 27 41 38 64

When we defined infrastructure for the survey respondents and asked them which type of
infrastructure should have the highest priority for public funding, a broad consensus emerged.
Nearly half of Californians (48%) say that school facilities should have top priority. (This response is
consistent with others in recent PPIC Statewide Surveys in which Californians have stated that
education is the most important issue facing the state.) Fewer respondents say surface
transportation (23%) and water systems (16%), and 5 percent or fewer name sewer systems, airports,
or other infrastructure projects. Notably, among those who say they know a lot about infrastructure,
schools (36%) and surface transportation (36%) share the top spot among infrastructure priorities.

School facilities are named as the top priority in every region of the state. Latinos are more likely
than non-Hispanic whites to consider school facilities a top priority (57% to 43%), while non-Hispanic
whites are more likely than Latinos to consider surface transportation as most important (27% to
14%). Republicans (39%) are less likely than Democrats (47%) and independent voters (54%) to say
that schools should receive the highest priority. Although mention of surface transportation increases
with age, education, and income, schools remain the top priority in every demographic category.

"What should be the top infrastructure priority?"

All Party Children at Home
Adults Democrat  Republican Independent Yes No

School facilities 48% 47% 39% 54% 59% 41%
Surface transportation 23 22 29 25 17 27
Water systems 16 16 21 12 13 18
Sewer systems 5 5 3 6 5 4
Airports 3 3 2 1 3 3
Other / Don’t know 5 7 6 2 3 7
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Surface Transportation

One of the most controversial issues in infrastructure planning is the allocation of public funds
for surface transportation projects such as freeways and highways, local streets and roads, and
public transit systems. Each of these three types of transportation projects has substantial public
support. While the largest share of California residents believes that freeways and highways should
have the highest priority for funding (36%), nearly one-third of respondents say that public transit
should receive primary consideration (31%), and nearly one in four Californians indicates that local
streets and roads should have precedence (24%).

San Francisco Bay Area residents are particularly committed to public transit, with 44 percent
claiming this should receive highest priority and only 35 percent saying that freeways and highways
are most important. Fewer than three in 10 residents in the state’s other regions indicate that
public transit should receive highest priority among surface infrastructure projects.

Democrats (38%) and independents (34%) are much more supportive of public transit than
Republicans (22%). On the other hand, Republicans are more focused than other political groups on
freeways and highways. There are no significant differences by age, education, or race and ethnicity
in how residents rank surface infrastructure projects.

Residents of large cities who live outside the central core (35%) and those in suburbs (36%) place
the highest emphasis on public transit. Town and rural area residents rank local streets and roads
as a higher priority than public transportation systems.

"Which of the following types of surface transportation projects
do you think should have top priority for public funding?"

Party Region
Other
All Central  SF Bay Los Southern
Adults [ Dem  Rep Ind Valley Area Angeles  California
Freeways and highways 36% 30% 45% 34% 31% 35% 36% 40%
Public transit systems 31 38 22 34 27 44 29 26
Local streets and roads 24 23 27 21 31 12 26 25
Walkways and bicycle paths 7 7 5 7 9 7 7 7
Other / Don’t know 2 2 1 4 2 2 2 2
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Most residents view infrastructure as an important issue. When asked how important roads
and other infrastructure are to their quality of life and the economic vitality of their region, 59
percent of respondents said that they were very important, nearly four in 10 (37%) said they were
somewhat important, and only 3 percent rated them as unimportant. This response was consistent
across all demographic groups and regions of the state. However, only about half of the residents of
small cities and towns said that roads and infrastructure are very important to quality of life,
compared to more than 60 percent of the residents in large cities, suburbs, and rural areas.
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Local Taxes for Transportation

While roads are seen as important to the quality of life and to the economy, are people willing to
pay for them? The local sales tax is one of the major funding sources for local transportation
projects, and majorities of Californians say that they would vote to extend the current transportation
sales tax (568%) and would vote for a one-half cent increase in the tax (57%). Moreover, probable
voters are just as likely as Californians overall to support both the tax extension (59% to 58%) and
the increase (56% to 57%). Most of those who support an extension of the local sales tax would also
support a half-cent increase of the local sales tax for transportation purposes.

Support for local transportation taxes is unrelated to familiarity with the term “infrastructure,”
but there are significant differences across Californians with different infrastructure priorities. For
instance, of those who think that roads and other infrastructure are very important to the quality of
life and economic vitality of the region, 61 percent support a sales tax extension and 57 percent favor
a one-half cent sales tax increase for local transportation purposes. Those Californians who name
surface transportation as the state’s top infrastructure priority for public funding strongly support
the hypothetical sales tax extension (67%) and a one-half cent sales tax increase (66%). Those who
highlight public transit as the top surface transportation priority are also strongly in favor of both
extending (68%) and increasing (67%) the local sales tax.

The sales tax extension receives similar support from men (59%) and women (57%) and from
non-Hispanic whites (58%) and Latinos (60%), as well as consistent majority support across age,
education, income, homeownership, and length of residence categories. The same trends are evident
for the question pertaining to increasing the local sales tax for transportation by one-half cent.

Across the state, San Francisco Bay Area residents are more likely than residents in the state’s
other major regions to support both the tax extension (63%) and the increase (62%). Democrats give
strong support for the tax extension (65%) and the increase (64%), while Republicans give slim
majority support to the extension (54%) and are evenly divided on the increase (49% to 48%).
Independents give slim majority support to both the tax extension (54%) and increase (55%). Similar
to the support by party, liberals are much more likely than conservatives to support the tax
extension (65% to 53%) and the tax increase (65% to 50%).

"Would you vote yes or no if there was a measure on your local ballot to ..."

Region
Other _
All Central SF Bay Los Southern | Likely
Adults Valley Area Angeles  California | Voters
Extend the existing sales tax for
transportation projects for another 10
years?
Yes 58% 55% 63% 57% 57% 59%
No 34 38 28 35 35 34
Don't know 8 7 9 8 8 7
Increase the local sales tax for
transportation projects by one-half cent?
Yes 57% 52% 62% 57% 56% 56%
No 38 41 32 39 39 39
Don't know 5 7 6 4 5 5
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The Supermajority Vote for Local Transportation

Although solid majorities of Californians, including likely voters, say they would vote to extend
and increase by one-half cent the local sales tax for local transportation projects, California state law
currently requires a two-thirds supermajority vote in any locality in order to approve either local tax
extensions or local tax increases. Only in the San Francisco Bay Area does support for the local tax
extension (63%) and local increase (62%) approach the two-thirds support required to pass.

Even though the supermajority vote requirement might stand in the way of funding for local
transportation projects, nearly seven in 10 Californians (69%) think that the two-thirds mandate is a
good thing. Most Californians, regardless of partisanship, political ideology, gender, race/ethnicity, or
region, believe that the supermajority requirement for local transportation sales taxes is a good thing.

However, there are some interesting differences in opinion on the supermajority requirement,
although none is indicative of a sufficient willingness to alter the current law. For example, although
a solid majority of Democrats (65%) think that the two-thirds requirement is a good thing, they are
significantly less likely than Republicans (73%) to think so. Likewise, liberals (64%) are less likely
than conservatives (74%) to say that the supermajority law is a good thing. San Francisco Bay Area
residents (65%)—the state’s residents most supportive of extending and increasing local transportation
sales taxes—are the least likely to say that the two-thirds requirement is a good thing.

"Do you think that requiring a two-thirds majority vote—instead of a simple majority or 50 percent-plus-one
vote—for passing a local sales tax for local transportation projects is a good thing or bad thing?"

Al Party Likely

Adults | Democrat  Republican Independent | Voters

Good thing 69% 65% 73% 69% 68%
Bad thing 25 31 24 26 29
Don’t know 6 4 3 5 3

Californians’ attachment to the supermajority requirement translates into only lukewarm
support for a hypothetical initiative that would reduce the two-thirds requirement to a 55 percent
threshold. Forty-nine percent of Californians say they would vote yes on this initiative, and 45
percent say they would vote no. Latinos give solid majority support to the idea of reducing the
supermajority requirement (63%), especially compared to non-Hispanic whites (45%). Democrats
(54%), independents (48%), liberals (56%), and renters (55%) offer narrow majority support to the
initiative. As might be expected, 69 percent of those who think that the two-thirds requirement is a
bad thing support reducing the requirement to 55 percent.

"Would you vote yes or no on a measure to change the two-thirds majority to a 55 percent
majority for passing local sales taxes for transportation projects?"

Al Party Likely

Adults | Democrat Republican  Independent | Voters

Yes 49% 54% 41% 48% 47%
No 45 41 56 47 49
Don’t know 6 5 3 5 3
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State Infrastructure Funding

When asked whether the state should continue to fund infrastructure programs at current
levels in the face of a large budget deficit that will require program cuts, 44 percent of Californians
say yes—the state should continue to fund infrastructure programs at current levels—while
43 percent say no. However, a majority of likely voters (51%) say that infrastructure funding should
be maintained at current levels, compared to only 37 percent who think it should be reduced.

A majority of Republicans (58%) say that infrastructure spending should continue as is, even at
the expense of other state programs. By contrast, Democrats are evenly divided between continuing
(42%) and reducing (45%) funding, and independents are more likely to favor spending reductions
(46%) than continued funding (39%). Older and more educated Californians are more likely than
younger and less educated respondents to support continued infrastructure funding.

"The state is facing a large budget deficit next year, and program cuts are needed to balance the budget.
Should the state continue to fund roads and other infrastructure projects at current levels, even if it
means fewer funds are available for other programs, or should it reduce funding for roads and
other infrastructure projects, so that more funds are available for other state programs?"

All Party
Adults Democrat Republican  Independent | Latino
Continue current funding 44% 42% 58% 39% 33%
Reduce funding 43 45 32 46 59
Other / Don’t know 13 13 10 15 8

One way that the state can fund infrastructure at current levels is to cut funding elsewhere, but
new infrastructure programs may require additional funding sources. Moreover, with tax increases
and extensions dubious propositions, it is essential that the state explore alternative ways to finance
local transportation projects specifically and infrastructure more generally.

And how do Californians think the state should pay for infrastructure improvements? A large
plurality (42%) thinks that the state should set aside a percentage of the state budget. Nearly one in
five (18%) thinks that the state should pay for infrastructure improvements by issuing bonds, 12
percent think that only surplus budget funds should be used, and 10 percent say that the state
should increase user fees. Only 8 percent think that the state should increase taxes.

Preference for a percentage of the budget being set-aside is highest in Other Southern
California (46%) and Central Valley (46%). In contrast, residents of Los Angeles (39%) and the San
Francisco Bay Area (37%) are less likely to think that a set-aside is the way to go, although this is
still the preferred means of funding in both regions. Los Angeles residents are the most likely to say
that only surplus budget funds should be used (16%), and San Francisco Bay Area residents are the
most likely to say that the state should increase taxes (10%) or user fees (16%) to pay for
infrastructure improvements.

Interestingly, while there are no significant differences in preferred funding methods between
liberals and conservatives, there are partisan differences. Republicans (46%) are more likely than
Democrats (39%) to favor a budget set-aside, and Democrats (20%) are more likely than Republicans
(15%) to favor state bonds. Women (46%) are more likely than men (37%) to support set-asides.
Non-Hispanic whites (13%) are more likely than Latinos (4%) to say user fees but less likely to prefer
using only budget surpluses (9% to 16%) or state bonds (18% to 22%).
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"How would you most prefer that the state government pay for roads and other infrastructure projects?"

Party
All

Adults Democrat Republican  Independent Latino

Eet aside a percentage of state 42% 39% 26% 26% 42%
udget

Issue state bonds 18 20 15 16 22
Use only surplus budget funds 12 13 12 10 16
Increase user fees 10 13 11 12 4
Increase taxes 8 8 8 7 7
Other / Don't know 10 7 8 9 9

When asked how they would vote on a state initiative that would guarantee a portion of the
budget for infrastructure spending, a majority of Californians (56%) said they would support the
measure and one-third (33%) said they would not. Although in the abstract, Republicans are more
likely than Democrats to support a budget set-aside, they are less supportive than Democrats (52%
to 60%) of the initiative planned for the 2004 statewide ballot that would set aside 1 percent of
general fund revenue starting in 2006 and rise to as much as 3 percent of revenue in 2013.

Support for this measure is unrelated to political ideology, region of the state, education,
income, or race and ethnicity. However, younger Californians ages 18 to 34 (61%) are much more
likely than those age 55 and older (48%) to support this general fund set-aside. Sixty-two percent of
those who think that budgetary set-asides are the best way to fund infrastructure projects say that
they would vote for this particular set-aside, as would 68 percent of those who think that tax
increases are the best way to fund roads and other infrastructure projects.

"A measure that will be on the ballot in 2004 would require part of the state’s general fund to be transferred

annually to an infrastructure fund, which would set aside money to be allocated by the legislature for state-

owned and local government infrastructure. The fund would start at 1 percent of general fund revenues in
2006 and rise to up to 3 percent in 2013. If an election were held today, would you vote yes or no?"

Party
All Likely
Adults | Democrat Republican Independent | Voters
Yes 56% 60% 52% 57% 55%
No 33 28 40 35 35
Don’t know 11 12 8 8 10
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Survey Methodology

The PPIC Statewide Survey is directed by Mark Baldassare, research director at the Public Policy
Institute of California, with assistance in research and writing from Jon Cohen, survey research
manager, and Dorie Apollonio, Lisa Cole, and Eliana Kaimowitz, survey research associates. The survey
was conducted in collaboration with The William and Flora Hewlett Foundation, The James Irvine
Foundation, and The David and Lucile Packard Foundation and benefited from discussions with staff at
the foundations and their grantees and colleagues at other institutions; however, the survey methods,
questions, and content of the report were solely determined by Mark Baldassare.

The findings of this survey are based on a telephone survey of 2,010 California adult residents
interviewed from October 17 to October 28, 2002. Interviewing took place on weekend days and weekday
nights, using a computer-generated random sample of telephone numbers, ensuring that both listed and
unlisted telephone numbers were called. All telephone exchanges in California were eligible for calling.
Telephone numbers in the survey sample were called up to five times to increase the likelihood of reaching
eligible households. Once a household was reached, an adult respondent (18 or older) was randomly
chosen for interviewing by using the “last birthday method” to avoid biases in age and gender. Each
interview took an average of 20 minutes to complete. Interviewing was conducted in English or Spanish.
Casa Hispana translated the survey into Spanish.

We used recent U.S. Census and state figures to compare the demographic characteristics of the
survey sample with characteristics of California’s adult population. The survey sample was closely
comparable to the census and state figures. The survey data in this report were statistically weighted to
account for any demographic differences.

The sampling error for the total sample of 2,010 adults is +/- 2 percent at the 95 percent
confidence level. This means that 95 times out of 100, the results will be within 2 percentage points
of what they would be if all adults in California were interviewed. The sampling error for subgroups
is larger. The sampling error for the 1,427 registered voters is +/- 2.5 percent. The sampling error
for the 913 likely voters is +/- 3 percent. Sampling error is just one type of error to which surveys are
subject. Results may also be affected by factors such as question wording, question order, and
survey timing.

Throughout the report, we refer to four geographic regions. “Central Valley” includes Butte, Colusa,
Fresno, Glenn, Kern, Kings, Madera, Merced, Placer, Sacramento, San Joaquin, Shasta, Stanislaus,
Sutter, Tehama, Tulare, Yolo, and Yuba Counties. “SF Bay Area” includes Alameda, Contra Costa, Marin,
Napa, San Francisco, San Mateo, Santa Clara, Solano, and Sonoma Counties. “Los Angeles” refers to Los
Angeles County, and “Other Southern California” includes the mostly suburban regions of Orange,
Riverside, San Bernardino, and San Diego Counties. These four regions were chosen for analysis because
they are the major population centers of the state, accounting for approximately 90 percent of the state
population; moreover, the growth of the Central Valley and “Other Southern California” regions have
given them increasing political significance.

We present specific results for Latinos because they account for about 28 percent of the state’s adult
population and constitute one of the fastest growing voter groups. The sample sizes for the African
American and Asian subgroups are not large enough for separate statistical analysis. We do contrast the
opinions of registered Democrats, Republicans, and independents. The “independents” category includes
those who are registered to vote as “decline to state.”

We used earlier PPIC Statewide Surveys to analyze trends over time in California, including our
November 2001 Special Survey on Land Use.
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PPIC STATEWIDE SURVEY: SPECIAL SURVEY ON LAND USE
OCTOBER 17-28, 2002
2,010 CALIFORNIA ADULT RESIDENTS; ENGLISH AND SPANISH
MARGIN OF ERROR +/- 2% AT 95% CONFIDENCE LEVEL FOR TOTAL SAMPLE

First, I would like to ask you some questions about
where you live. Is the place you currently live a
single-family detached home, an attached home such
as a condo or townhouse, an apartment, or another
type of dwelling?

65% single-family detached home
21 apartment
11  attached home
3 another type of dwelling (specify)

How long have you lived at your current address—
less than five years, five years to under 10 years, 10
years to under 20 years, or 20 years or more?

50% less than five years

19 five years to under 10 years
17 10 years to under 20 years
14 20 years or more

Do you own or rent your current residence?

59% own
39 rent
2  neither

Overall, how satisfied are you with the house or
apartment you live in? Are you very satisfied,
somewhat satisfied, somewhat dissatisfied, or very
dissatisfied?

62% very satisfied

29 somewhat satisfied
6 somewhat dissatisfied
3  very dissatisfied

If you had your choice, would you most prefer to live
in a single-family detached home, an attached home
such as a condo or townhouse, an apartment, or
another type of dwelling?

86% single-family detached home
8 attached home
4  apartment
2 another type of dwelling (specify)

-21 -

9a.

Do you currently live in a large city, a suburb of a
large city, a small city, a town, or a rural area?
(if city: Would that be in the central part of the
city? if suburb: Would that be an older suburb or
a newer suburb?)

24% small city
21  city, central part
17  suburb, older
14  city, other part
9 town
8 rural area
5  suburb, newer
2 don’t know

Do you live in a community that has a
homeowners’ association?

35% yes
52 no
13  don’t know

Overall, how satisfied are you with the
neighborhood you live in? Are you very satisfied,
somewhat satisfied, somewhat dissatisfied, or very
dissatisfied?

57% very satisfied

32 somewhat satisfied
8 somewhat dissatisfied
3  very dissatisfied

If price were not an issue, what would you say are
the top two things that matter to you in choosing a
house and neighborhood (rotate)—living space,
safety, schools, parks and open space, length of
commute, or stores and shops? (Record up to two
mentions in order of mention) (first mention below)

37% safety
20 living space
16  schools
9 parks and open space
9 length of commute
4  stores and shops
2  other
3 don’t know



9b. (second mention) If price were not an issue, what
would you say are the top two things that matter to
you in choosing a house and neighborhood (rotate)—
living space, safety, schools, parks and open space,
length of commute, or stores and shops?

22% safety

21  schools

15  living space

14 length of commute

13  parks and open space
13  stores and shops

2 other

Many people say they face tradeoffs when choosing a
place to live—meaning that they have to give up some
things in order to have other things. How do you feel
about the following tradeoffs? Other things being
equal ... (rotate questions 10 to 12; also rotate pairs)

10. (a) Would you choose to live in a small home with a
small backyard, if it means you have a short
commute to work, or (b) Would you choose to live in
a large home with a large backyard, even if it means
you would have a long commute to work?

49% small home, short commute
47 large home, long commute
4  don’t know

11. (a) Would you choose to live in a mixed-use
neighborhood where you can walk to stores, schools,
and services, or (b) Would you choose to live in a
residential-only neighborhood even if it means you
have to drive a car to stores, schools, and services?

47% mixed-use neighborhood
50 residential-only neighborhood
3 don’t know

12. (a) Would you choose to live in a high-density
neighborhood where it was convenient to use public
transit when you travel locally, or (b) Would you
choose to live in a low-density neighborhood where
you would have to drive your car when you travel
locally?

31% high-density neighborhood, use public
transit
66 low-density neighborhood, drive a car
3 don’t know
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Next, we are interested in your opinions about the
region or broader geographic area that you live in.

I am going to read you a list of problems other people
have told us about. For each one, please tell me if you
think this is a big problem, somewhat of a problem,

or not a problem in your region.

(rotate questions 13 to 18)

13. How about traffic congestion on freeways and
major roads?

51% big problem
30 somewhat of a problem
19 not a problem

14. How about the availability of housing that you can
afford?

44% big problem
25  somewhat of a problem
28  not a problem

3 don’t know

15. How about population growth and development?

32% big problem
31 somewhat of a problem
35 not a problem

2 don’t know

16. How about the availability of recreational parks
and open space?

11% big problem
21 somewhat of a problem
67 not a problem

1 don’t know

17. How about the lack of opportunities for well-
paying jobs?
28% big problem
31 somewhat of a problem

36 not a problem
5 don’t know

18. How about air pollution?

27% big problem
33  somewhat of a problem
39 not a problem

1 don’t know



19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

Which of the following do you think contributes the
most to problems your region is having with issues
such as traffic, housing, development, open space,
and air pollution? (rotate)

34% too much growth and development

17  current economic conditions
16 lack of public funds
15  poor local land use planning
8  too much competition between local
governments
1 other

9 don’t know

And what do you think is most needed to solve
problems your region is having with issues such as
traffic, housing, development, open space, and air
pollution? (rotate)

22% slowing down growth and development

19 more coordination between local
governments

18 improving local land use planning

16 change in economic conditions

15 more public funds

1 other
9 don’t know

In general, how confident are you that your local
governments can solve the problems that are facing
your region—very confident, somewhat confident,
not too confident, or not at all confident?

7% very confident

41 somewhat confident
31 not too confident
19 not at all confident

2  don’t know

Would you say that your region is in an economic
recession or not? (if yes: Do you think that it is in a
serious, a moderate, or a mild recession?)

13% yes, serious recession

23  yes, moderate recession
11  yes, mild recession
49 no

4  don’t know

Thinking about the quality of life in your region,
how do you think things are going—very well,
somewhat well, somewhat badly, or very badly?

21% very well

61 somewhat well

15 somewhat badly
3  very badly

Many people say there are tradeoffs involved in land
use and development issues—meaning that you have
to give up some things in order to have other things.

For each of the following, please tell me which comes
closest to your views.

(rotate questions 24 to 27; also rotate pairs)

24. (a) Local governments should work together and

25.

26.

27.

28.
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have a common plan for regional land use and
development, or (b) Local governments should
work independently and each have their own plan
for local land use and development.

74% local government should work together

22 local governments should work
independently
4  don’t know

(a) Local governments should steer growth to
already developed areas of your region in order to
preserve open space and encourage the use of
public transit, or (b) Local governments should
allow growth in undeveloped areas in your region,
in order to avoid high density and traffic
congestion.

50% steer growth to already developed areas
44  allow growth in undeveloped areas
6 don’t know

(a) The state government should provide
guidelines for local land use and development, or
(b) The state government should not be involved in
local land use and development.

49% state government should provide
guidelines
45  state government should not be involved
6 don’t know

(a) Local elected officials should make local land
use and development decisions, or (b) Local voters
should be making local land use and development
decisions at the ballot box.

18% local officials make decisions
77  local voters make decisions
5 don’t know

Next, I am going to ask you about a term that not
everyone will have heard of. Have you heard about
“infrastructure”? (if yes: Do you know a lot or a
little about it?)

22% yes, alot
40 yes, a little
38 no
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29.

30.

31.

32.

33.

You may know the term “infrastructure” refers to a
variety of public works projects—such as surface
transportation, water systems, school facilities,
sewers, and airports—what type of infrastructure do
you think should have the top priority for public
funding?

48% school facilities
23  surface transportation
16 water systems

5  sewer systems

3  airports

1 other

4  don’t know

Which of the following types of surface
transportation projects do you think should have top
priority for public funding?

36% freeways and highways

31 public transit systems

24 local streets and roads
7  walkways and bicycle paths
2  don’t know

How important is the condition of the roads and
other infrastructure to the quality of life and
economic vitality in your region—is it very
important, somewhat important, or not important?

59% very important

37 somewhat important
3  not important
1 don’t know

Which level of government should have the primary
responsibility for roads and other infrastructure in
your region—the federal, state, regional, county, or
city government?

27% state

26 city

23  county

12 regional
6 federal

6 don’t know

On another topic, the local sales tax that is collected
by local governments is one of the major funding
sources for local transportation projects, and state
law requires that it must be approved by two-thirds
of the voters in a local election. Do you think that
requiring a two-thirds majority vote—instead of a
simple majority or 50 percent-plus-one vote—for
passing a local sales tax for local transportation
projects is a good thing or a bad thing?

69% good thing
25  bad thing
6 don’t know
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34.

35.

36.

37.

38.

What if there was a state measure that would
change the two-thirds majority to a 55 percent
majority vote for passing local sales tax for
transportation projects? Would you vote yes or no?

49% yes
45 no
6 don’t know

What if there was a measure on your local ballot to
extend the existing local sales tax for
transportation projects for another 10 years?
Would you vote yes or no?

58% yes
34 no
8 don’t know

What if there was a measure on your local ballot to
increase the local sales tax for transportation
projects by one-half cent? Would you vote yes or
no?

57% yes
38 no
5 don’t know

On another topic, how would you most prefer that
the state government pay for roads and other
infrastructure projects (rotate) (a) use only surplus
budget funds, (b) set aside a percentage of the
state’s general fund for roads and infrastructure,
(c) increase taxes, (d) increase user fees, or

(e) issue state bonds.

42% set aside a percentage of the state
general fund
18 issue state bonds
12 use only surplus budget funds
10 increase user fees
8 increase taxes
1 other
9 don’t know

A measure that will be on the ballot in 2004 would
require part of the state’s general fund to be
transferred annually to an infrastructure fund,
which would set aside money to be allocated by the
legislature for state-owned and local government
infrastructure. The fund would start at 1 percent
of general fund revenues in 2006 and rise to up to
3 percent in 2013. If an election were held today,
would you vote yes or no?

56% yes
33 no
11  don’t know



39.

40.

41.

42.

43.

44.

The state is facing a large budget deficit next year,
and program cuts are needed to balance the state
budget. Should the state (rotate) (a) continue to
fund roads and other infrastructure projects at
current levels, even if it means fewer funds are
available for other state programs, or (b) reduce
funding for roads and other infrastructure projects,
so that more funds are available for other state
programs?

44% continue to fund at current level

43  reduce funding
1 other
12  don’t know

On another topic, do you think that low-income and
minority neighborhoods are more likely than other
neighborhoods in your region to have roads and
other transportation infrastructure that are in need
of repair and replacement?

64% yes
30 no
6 don’t know

Are low-income and minority neighborhoods more
likely than other neighborhoods in your region to
have school facilities that are in need of repair and
replacement?

71% yes
23 no
6 don’t know

How about when it comes to government efforts to
revitalize the residential and commercial areas in
your region—would you say that low-income and
minority neighborhoods get fewer resources than
other neighborhoods?

61% yes
29 no
10 don’t know

And in your region, are low-income and minority
neighborhoods less likely to have new housing and
commercial development than other neighborhoods?

68% yes
26 no
6 don’t know

On another topic, do you think that things in
California are generally going in the right direction
or the wrong direction?

49% right direction
41 wrong direction
10 don’t know
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45. Turning to economic conditions in California, do
you think that during the next 12 months we will
have good times financially or bad times?

44% good times
46  bad times
10 don’t know

On another topic, some people are registered to
vote and others are not. Are you absolutely certain
that you are registered to vote? (if yes: Are you
registered as a Democrat, a Republican, another
party, or as an independent?)

35% Yes, Democrat (skip to q.48)
24  Yes, Republican (skip to q.49)
4  Yes, other party (skip to q.50)
14  Yes, independent (ask q.47)
23  No, not registered (ask q.47)

(if independent, not registered, don’t know on q.46)
Do you think of yourself as closer to the
Republican party or Democratic party?

25% Republican party (skip to q.50)

46.

47.

35  Democratic party (skip to q.50)
30 neither (volunteered)(skip to q.50)
10  don’t know (skip to q.50)

48. (if Democrat) Would you call yourself a strong

Democrat or not a very strong Democrat?

53% strong (skip to q.50)
45  not very strong (skip to q.50)
2 don’t know (skip to q.50)

(if Republican) Would you call yourself a strong
Republican or not a very strong Republican?

56% strong (ask q.50)
42  not very strong (ask q.50)
2 don’t know (ask q.50)

49.

[60-51: November election questions]

52. Would you consider yourself to be politically very
liberal, somewhat liberal, middle-of-the-road,
somewhat conservative, or very conservative?

11% very liberal

22  somewhat liberal

30 middle-of-the-road

24  somewhat conservative
10 very conservative

3 don’t know

53. Generally speaking, how much interest would you
say you have in politics—a great deal, a fair
amount, only a little, or none?

19% great deal

42  fair amount
31 only a little
8 none
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54. How often would you say you vote—always, nearly
always, part of the time, seldom, or never?

49% always

21 nearly always

10 part of the time
6 seldom

14  never

55. Do you plan to vote in the election on November 5th?
(if yes: Will you vote at your local polling place or by
absentee ballot? if absentee: Have you already
mailed in your absentee ballot?)

57% yes, local polling place

7  yes, absentee ballot—already mailed in
13  yes, absentee ballot—not yet mailed in
18 no

5 don’t know

The next set of questions is about your local activities.
Please tell me whether you have ever done any of the
following. (rotate questions 56 to 60)

56. Written or e-mailed a local public official about a
local land use or development issues?

18% yes
82 no

57. Signed a petition concerning a local land use or
development issue?

41% yes
59 no

58. Attended a public hearing held by a local public
official about a local land use or development issue?

27% yes
73 no

59. Attended a meeting organized by local residents
about a local land use or development issue?

31% yes
69 no

60. Voted on a land use or development initiative on the
local ballot?

47% yes
53 no
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61. Do you recall seeing, reading, or hearing about any
recent controversies or conflicts over local land use
or development issues in your city or community?

58% yes
42 no

62. Where do you get most of your news and
information about land use and development
issues? (rotate)

43% mnewspapers
28  television
11 talking to people
6 radio
5 magazines and newsletters
4  the Internet
3 don’t know

[63-65: demographic questions]

66. (asked of all employed adults) How do you usually
commute to work—drive alone, carpool, public bus
or transit, walking, or bicycle?

75% drive alone

11  carpool
6  public bus or transit
5 walking and bicycle
3 other (volunteered)

67. (asked of all employed adults) Overall, how
satisfied are you with your commute to work? Are
you very satisfied, somewhat satisfied, somewhat
dissatisfied, or very dissatisfied?

54% very satisfied
28 somewhat satisfied
10 somewhat dissatisfied
7  very dissatisfied
1 don’t know

[68-74: demographic questions]
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