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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This is the seventh year of the Orange County Annual
Survey. The theme of this year's survey is "Orange County: A
Change of Course," which reflects changes seen in several
survey trends. There also are several new areas of inquiry
this year. The 1988 survey, conducted in September, asked 90
questions of 1003 adult residents. Here are the highlights
of the findings:

*PERCEPTIONS OF ORANGE COUNTY. In a dramatic shift of
opinion, pessimism about the future of the county declined
16 points in one year. Residents now are divided about the
county's future: 38 percent say it will be a worse place to
live, 35 percent expect it to become better, and 27 percent
see no change. The shift stems, in large part, from a
brightening outlook among those who view "traffic" as the
county's most serious problem. Ratings of current quality of
life in the county, meanwhile, are unchanged from 1987.

*MOST IMPORTANT PROBLEM. Transportation continues to
be the county's most important problem, but the crisis may
have peaked. Unlike past years, when the proportion
mentioning this problem climbed each year, the 48 percent
citing traffic first in 1988 is virtually unchanged from
1987. Growth continues to be second, mentioned this year by
20 percent. And in a question on the county's most important
social problem -- asked for the first time this year -- drug
abuse is the clear leader, mentioned by 45 percent.

*TRANSPORTATION AND TRAFFIC CONGESTION. After years of
steady increases, the 48 percent calling for new freeways
this year represents a 3-point decline in favor for this
solution. The 47 percent opting for adding lanes to existing
freeways, meanwhile, grew 6 points since last year --
reaching a level of support not seen since 1984. Once again,
satisfaction with Orange County's freeways has reached a new
low, and now only 5 percent say the current systenm is
satisfactory. In other results, the proportion commuting to
work by freeway has climbed 7 points since 1982 and now
stands at 58 percent. Since 1986, the percentage combining
work and residence in the same region remained at about 50
percent, while the percent commuting to central or south
county jobs has grown from 38 percent to 43 percent.

*POPULATION GROWTH AND DEVELOPMENT. In the wake of the
Measure A campaign, support for growth restrictions
continues, but residents now express skepticism about the
impact of slow=-growth initiatives. Sixty-four percent this
year favor slowing the pace of development in their
community =-- virtually unchanged from 1986 figures -- and 67
percent approve of slowing development countywide. Fifty-two
percent now say that local growth restrictions are not
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strict enough, which is a 12-point increase from 1982. At
the same time, 31 percent cite higher housing costs and 26
percent mention worse traffic as drawbacks of slow-growth
policies. Residents are divided on whether road improvements
alone will satisfy their concerns about growth. As for where
improvements are most needed when new developments are
approved, 51 percent pick freeways over local streets.
Meanwhile, 66 percent favor the current arrangement of city
and county government having the biggest role in managing
local growth and transportation.

*HOUSING. The gap in payments between renters and
homeowners is closing. In 1988, 49 percent of homeowners and
37 percent of renters paid more than $750 a month. This 12-
point difference is a marked narrowing from the 20-point gap
found in 1983. The cost of housing continues to climb faster
than the rate of income growth. The median mortgage rose 8
percent last year, to $738, while the median rent grew by 6
percent, to $680.

*EDUCATION AND CHILD CARE. Orange County's public
schools get a favorable rating from 56 percent of residents..
Residents oppose raising taxes to pay for public school
improvements, by 55 to 42 percent, although they favor state
bonds for education. As for child care, 11 percent of county
households have children who need day care. Of those, 53
percent use paid facilities outside the home, 27 percent
have paid, in-home care, 11l percent have an unpaid
arrangement and 4 percent do not currently have day care.
Most of those using day care are satisfied with the quality
and convenience of their arrangements. But 67 percent also
say that it poses a financial burden on their families.

*CHARITY. The median annual donation to charity was
$182 -- a 30 percent drop from the average of $262 given in
the 1987 survey. The average household gave .4 percent of
its total income to charitable causes in the past year. Ten
percent gave nothing at all, and 29 percent gave less than
$100. College graduates, married people, and older and
wealthier residents gave the biggest donations to charity.
But donations have declined in all demographic groups.

*ECONOMIC WELL-BEING. Orange County's median household
income is now $44,000, a $2,000 rise from 1987. This income
growth is about even with the inflation rate and is
considerably short of the jump in county housing prices.
This is the third year of a slowed rate of income growth in
the county, indicating that the local economy has cooled
from its tremendous expansion of the first half of the
decade. Nonetheless, incomes have grown 52 percent since
1982, and now 40 percent of households earn more than
$50,000 a year. The south county continues to be the most
affluent region. )
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INTRODUCTION

The theme of this year's report is "Orange County: A
Change of Course." In planning the 1988 Orange County Annual
Survey, we decided to ask questions that would allow us to
both examine previous trends and explore new topics. The
survey was designed to provide a comprehensive analysis of
county issues.

With so much public attention given to transportation,
growth and housing this year, it seemed more critical than
ever to continue monitoring residents! opinions on these
topics. The campaign surrounding Measure A, the
controversial "Slow-Growth Initiative," raised many issues
that may have made a lasting impression on residents. We
gathered our data shortly after the measure's defeat,
putting us in an ideal p051t10n to see what kinds of
changes, if any, were evident in publlc opinion toward
growth and traffic.

At the same time, we were interviewing residents in the
midst of a housing market that sent prices to unprecedented
levels. Therefore, we could obtain recent information about
how the current housing market was affecting residents'
monthly mortgages and rental payments.

As it has done every year, this annual survey includes
several questions that have been asked previously. These
"tracking" questions make it possible to see trends over
time. In 1988, we have included tracking questions on the
key issues of traffic and transportation, perceptions of the
future, most important problem, housing, growth preferences
and quality of life. In addition, we continue to measure
economic well-being, both through the consumer confidence
index and actual trends in household income distributions.

The results of the tracking questions hold some
surprises this year. Many of the county's long-term trends
appear to have come to a halt. Some actually have
experienced a reversal. Attitudes on topics such as traffic
solutions, growth policies, the county's most important
problem and the future of Orange County now appear to be
undergoing changes. The county thus seems to be embarking on
a different course than the one it has been on for the
latter half of this decade.

What is in store for the county's future? This topic
will need much discussion in the coming months as the
county's new direction becomes more clear. With this annual
survey, we attempt to measure the momentum of these changes
and illuminate the factors leading up to them.



This year's survey also includes a new emphasis on
reporting the social issues Orange County residents deem
most important. To this end, we have added a tracking
question parallel to the question about the county's most
important public policy issue that we have asked since 1985.
The new question asks residents what they think is "the most
serious health and social issue" facing Orange County. The
answers, no doubt, will add greatly to our understanding of
residents' concerns.

We also have repeated a question on charitable
donations asked in last year's survey. This question now is
a regular part of our tracking of social issues. This year,
we analyze the two-year trends in giving to charity. In
addition, we analyze differences across several demographic
groups, in an effort to determine who are the most and least
generous givers in Orange County.

This year, we place special emphasis on two social
issues, that is, education and child care. The public
schools increasingly are becoming a major topic of
discussion, both locally and statewide. November's ballot
included several measures dealing with education issues.
Thus, this year is an opportune time to investigate
attitudes toward the public school system in Orange County.
This year's survey provides information on the households
with children, as well as with children in private and in
public schools. We also have repeated a question asked in
the 1982 annual survey about local school quality, to see if
there has been any shift over time. And we asked a question
found in national surveys about support for raising taxes to
improve the local schools. Finally, the survey examines
local support for the three education measures on the 1988
California ballot, and compares Orange County- voters with
voters statewide.

Child care, meanwhile, has for some time been
considered an emerging social problem in the county. This is
a reflection of the increase in dual-career families, as
well as a perceived shortage of "affordable" child-care
providers. To look at this issue, we asked residents with
young children at home about their current child-care needs
and arrangements. Thus, we are able to measure met and unmet
need for child care, and to determine what type of service
is most commonly used. Finally, we examine satisfaction with
child care, including quality, convenience and cost.

As we have done in the past, we rely on several
approaches in reviewing the 1988 survey results. We examine
trends over time in the answers to our "tracking" questions.
We contrast local attitudes with the findings from the same
questions asked in state and national surveys. Finally, we
analyze the differences in attitudes between the various
groups, with a special focus on age, income and residence.



METHODS

The Orange County Annual Survey was directed by Mark
Baldassare, a professor of social ecology at UC Irvine. For
the survey, 1,003 adult Orange County residents were
interviewed by telephone Sept. 6 to 22. In Orange County,
where more than 97 percent of households have telephones,
this method of interview gives highly representative data.

Interviewing was conducted on weekend days and weekday
nights, using a random sample of 4,500 listed and unlisted
telephone numbers. These telephone numbers were generated by
computer from a list of working blocks of telephone
exchanges. The telephone sample was generated by Pijacki and
Associates of Shoreham, N.Y. The field work was conducted at
the Center for Survey Research by UCI's Public Policy
Research Organization.

Of the telephone numbers called, 22 percent resulted in
completed interviews and 13 percent were refusals. The
completion rate for the survey (completions divided by
completions plus refusals) was 62 percent.

Other telephone outcomes included the following: 21
percent disconnected numbers; 15 percent businesses and
government agencies; 7 percent persistent no answers; 2
percent persistent telephone answering machines; 2 percent
computer lines; and 2 percent persistently unavailable
respondents. Three percent were not completed because of
language problems, including Spanish and other non-English
speaking households, and hearing impairment.

Within a household, respondents were chosen for
interview using the Troldahl-Carter method. This method
randomly selects a household member from a grid that
includes information on the number of adult household
members and the number of adult men in the household.

Each interview contained 90 questions and took an
average of 17 minutes to complete. Length of interview
ranged from a low of 10 minutes to a high of 30 minutes.

The surveys were designed in three stages over several
months. In the first stage, UCI undergraduate students
conducted face-to-face interviews on Orange County topics
with randomly selected adult residents. The second stage
involved feedback on questions and topics from the annual
survey's Steering Committee, Advisory Committee and
colleagues. The final stage included pre-tests, followed by
final revisions of the questions.



The interview began with questions about housing,
consumer confidence and perceptions of life in Orange
County. These were followed by questions on growth, traffic
and transportation issues. Later in the interview, we turned
to the topics of charities, public education and child care.
The conclusion of the survey was devoted to questions about
work and commuting patterns, personal characteristics,
household status and political views.

The survey's validity was checked by comparing the
sample's characteristics to available information on Orange
County's population. We compared the 1987 survey results to
the 1980 U. S. Census, previous annual surveys and other
recent survey data. Age, income and other demographic
features of our sample were comparable with those noted in
other studies.

For data analyses, we statistically weighted the sample
to represent the actual regional distribution of Orange
County residents.

Other efforts were made to correct for possible errors
in the process of interviewing and data processing.
Approximately 10 percent of the completed interviews were
verified through callbacks. All questionnaires were checked
by the interviewer supervisor immediately after completion.
Finally, keypunched data were double-checked for all cases
in the survey sample.

The sampling error for this survey is +/- 3 percent at
the 95 percent confidence level. This means that 95 times
out of 100, the results will be within 3 percentage points
of what they would be if all adults in Orange County were
interviewed. The sampling error for any subgroup would be
larger.

Sampling error is just one type of error to which
surveys are subject. Results may also influenced by factors
such as question wording, survey timing and other aspects of
survey design.



RESULTS
PERCEPTIONS OF ORANGE COUNTY

The trend toward increasing pessimism about Orange
County's future, which we first noticed in 1986, has ended.
No longer do a majority of residents perceive Orange County
as becoming a worse place to live in the future than it is
today. Now, 38 percent say Orange County will be a worse
place to live, 35 percent answer that it will be a better
place, and 27 percent expect no change from today's
conditions.

These figures represent a dramatic shift from the views
in 1987, when 54 percent thought the county would become a
worse place to live, 26 percent thought it would get better,
and only 20 percent said there would be no change in
conditions. In all, those answering "worse place to live"
dropped 16 points this year, while those answering "better
place to live" increased 9 points and those saying "no
change" increased 7 points.

The responses to this question today are similar to the
answers given four years ago, well before the trend of
waning confidence in the county's future began. In 1984, 37
percent believed Orange County would become a better place
to live, 37 percent thought it would get worse and 26
percent saw no change in the county's conditions in the
future.

What accounts for the significant drop in pessimism
since last year? The reversal does not appear to stem from a
change in the county's quality of life ratings. This year,
35 percent perceive things in the county as going "“very
well," 50 percent say "somewhat well," and 15 percent say
"somewhat or very badly." These percentages are all within
two points of what they were last year and thus do not
represent a significant change.

The single biggest shift in future orientation we could
find was, surprisingly, among the group of people who cite
"transportation and traffic congestion" as the county's most
serious problem. This group includes about half the county,
both this year and in 1987. Of those calling traffic the
county's worst problem, 40 percent this year say Orange
County will be a better place to live, while only 32 percent
say it will become worse in the future. Last year, 50
percent of those naming traffic as the top problem thought
that Orange County would be a worse place to live in the
future, and only 29 percent thought it would become a better
place. Among people citing other problems, including growth
and housing, the growth in optimism was much smaller, from
22 percent to 29 percent.

L]



We can only speculate as to the reasons for this
improved outlook among those citing traffic as the county's
most important problem. It is possible that, with roadwork
now visible in several areas of the county, especially along
the Costa Mesa and San Diego freeways, residents are
beginning to take heart in the belief that transportation
projects are underway. People also may be hearing more about
future transportation projects, such as the new freeways in
the south county and planned improvements to the Santa Ana
Freeway.

An interesting difference also emerges between the two
major political parties. Since 1987, the percentage of
Republicans saying that Orange County will become a worse
place to live declined from 54 percent to 35 percent -- a
19-point drop. Among Democrats, on the other hand, the
decline was only 12 points =-- from 54 percent to 42 percent.
So optimism about the future of Orange County improved more
among Republicans, who are the majority party, than among
the outnumbered Democrats.

As for age, income, education and residence,
perceptions of the future have improved uniformly across all
these groups since 1987. And there are no significant
differences between these groups in their current attitudes
about the county's future. The shift thus does not appear
linked to any particular demographic or geographic group.

Nor has any socio-demographic group undergone a
significant shift in quality of life ratings since last
year. Age, income and residence do, however, continue to be
important factors in determining satisfaction with the
current quality of life in the county. Ratings improve with
income; the proportion saying things in the county are going
"very well" rises from 30 percent among those making less
than $36,000 a year to 42 percent among households earning
more than $50,000. Ratings also improve with age: 28 percent
of residents aged 18 to 34 give top marks to Orange County's
quality of life, rising to 37 percent in the 35-to-54 group
and to 44 percent among those 55 and older.

Finally, assessments of the quality of life in Orange
County differ between the county's various regions, with the
south county, where 41 percent say things are going very
well, emerging as the most positive. In the rest of the
county, the proportion giving equally positive ratings are:
35 percent in the west; 34 percent in the north; and 27
percent in the central region.
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MOST IMPORTANT PROBLEM

In another dramatic departure from the trends in recent
annual surveys, the percentage of residents who name
"transportation and traffic congestion”" and "population
growth and development" as the county's most serious
problems did not increase over figures in previous years. In
fact, mention of these two problems actually decreased.

These two topics nonetheless remain the clear leaders
on the list of the county's most critical problems. This
year, 48 percent cite traffic and 20 percent mention growth
as the most important public policy issues in Orange County.
Another 10 percent name housing as the county's top problen,
while 8 percent mention crime, 5 percent schools, 4 percent
immigration and 4 percent give other answers.

Though traffic and growth remain the county's top
issues, fewer people mention them this year than last. In
1987, 49 percent named traffic as the most important problem
and 23 percent cited growth. In contrast, between 1985 and
1987, the percent mentioning transportation and traffic
congestion rose 16 points =-- from 33 percent to 49 percent.
And the percent naming population growth and development
rose from 13 percent to 23 percent, for a gain of 10
percentage points.

This trend of increasing emphasis on traffic and growth
has reversed in part because of gains in the number
mentioning housing prices. The 1988 figure is a 4-point
increase from the 6 percent calling housing the top problem
in 1987.

Residents also appear to be losing interest somewhat in
the growth issue ~-- at least in three regions of the county.
In the north, west and central areas combined, the percent
naming growth as the most important problem declined from 22
percent in 1987 to 18 percent this year. In the south
county, meanwhile, the percent mentioning growth is
virtually unchanged. These differences may be a reaction to
the campaign waged last spring by the forces opposing
Measure A, which depicted growth as an issue of little
impact outside the south county.

Identification of the top public-policy issue varies
significantly by household income, but not by age. The
percent mentioning traffic rises with income, from 41
percent in the under-$36,000 bracket to 55 percent among
households earning more than $50,000 a year. Lower-income
groups, meanwhile, are much more concerned with housing and
crime than are the county's more affluent residents.

L)



This year we added a new question to our examination of
issues facing the county: we asked residents to name the
most important "health and social issue." We expect this
also will become a tracking question for future analysis,
much as we have used the above question concerning the most
serious public-policy issue.

Drug abuse is named as the most serious health and
social problem by 45 percent of the public, indicating
strong consensus on the importance of this issue. The
homeless emerge second, but much farther down on the 1list,
with mentions by 16 percent. Child care is named by 13
percent, health care by 10 percent, AIDS by 6 percent and
race relations by 5 percent. Another 5 percent give other
answers.

Opinions of the most serious health and social issue
vary significantly by region. Residents in the south and
west are considerably more concerned with drug abuse, which
is named the top problem in these regions by 51 percent and
48 percent respectively. In the central and north county,
drug abuse is named by 43 percent and 41 percent
respectively. Residents in the central and north areas,
meanwhile, place relatively more emphasis on the homeless.
This is called the most pressing social issue by 20 percent
in the central county and 19 percent in the north, compared
with 14 percent in the west and 11 percent in south county.
For the most part, responses to other questions were fairly
evenly distributed. The biggest differences, as would be
expected, are between the central county and the relatively
more affluent south county area.

The identification of critical health and social issues
also varies significantly by residents' age and income. The
proportion mentioning drug abuse increases with age: 39
percent among 18- to 34-year-olds; 47 percent among 35- to
54-year-olds and 53 percent among those aged 55 or older.
Focus on this problem also rises with income: 39 percent for
those earning less than $36,000; 44 percent for those making
$36,000 to $50,000; and 51 percent for households with
incomes greater than $50,000 a year. As for health care,
emphasis on this issue also increases with age, but declines
as residents' income rises. Expectedly, the focus on child
care drops in the older groups. And the homeless receive
less attention in the higher income brackets.
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TRANSPORTATION AND TRAFFIC CONGESTION

Since 1984, the number of residents calling for the
construction of new freeways has steadily climbed each year.
At the same time, support for adding lanes to existing
freeways has consistently dropped. Now, however, those
trends appear to be reversing: fewer residents want new
freeways, and the number calling for adding lanes has
increased to levels not seen since 1984. Meanwhile, as it
has every year since the annual survey began, satisfaction
with Orange County's freeways dropped again this year.

Satisfaction with existing freeway conditions this year
now stands at 5 percent, 3 points lower than last year's
all-time low of 8 percent. Since 1982, the percent saying
they are satisfied has shrunk from 32 percent to 5 percent -
- a 27-point decline.

The proportion calling for construction of new
freeways, meanwhile, had more than doubled since the defeat
of the one-cent sales tax initiative in 1984, reaching a
peak of 51 percent in 1987. This rise in favor for new
freeways came from two sources: dropping satisfaction with
the current system, and a decline in the percent who wanted
existing freeways widened but no new freeways. This year,
however, only 48 percent say new freeways should be built.
This 3-point drop from 1987 marks the first time support for
building new freeways has declined in the past four years.

This adds new momentum to the bid for adding lanes to
existing freeways. Forty-seven percent now favor this as a
solution to Orange County's traffic problems, which is a 6-
peint increase over 1987. The level of support for this
traffic solution has not been so high since 1984.

In the past, much of the growth in support for building
new freeways came from the central and south regions, where
most of the new freeways were planned. But this year,
support for “adding lanes only" has increased 5 points in
the south and 10 points in the central county, while favor
for new freeways and satisfaction with the current ones have
dwindled. In the north and west county areas, meanwhile,
support for new freeways is unchanged and support for
widening the current ones has increased by about 3 points,
while freeway satisfaction has declined by a similar amount.

The same forces that improved the outlook among
residents most concerned about traffic may be responsible
for this shift in desired solutions. Visible evidence of
transportation projects now underway raised public
awareness. These projects may be convincing some residents
that building new freeways is too radical an approach and
may not be necessary after all.
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In the 1988 survey, we also looked for evidence of
changes in commuting habits. One finding of note is that,
despite growing dissatisfaction with the county's freeways,
more people commute via freeway now than in 1982, Fifty-
eight percent this year say they use a freeway in travelling
to and from work, up from 51 percent in 1982.

There are no differences in reliance upon freeways by
region of residence or by age. Use of freeways in commuting
does, however, increase with affluence. Among those earning
less than $36,000, 52 percent drive freeways to work, while
that figure rises to 57 percent among those earning $36,000
to $50,000, and to 66 percent for those making more than
$50,000 a year.

In a repeat from the 1986 annual survey, we asked
commuters where their workplace is located. This year, we
found that 38 percent work in the north and west county, 43
percent work in the central and south county, and 19 percent
work outside Orange County. In 1986, only 38 percent worked
in the central and south county, representing a 5-point
increase in two years. Clearly, jobs are following residents
in the development of the county's more southern regions.

Interestingly, we found significant differences in
region of workplace by age and by income. The northern
region is the workplace of the county's oldest employees,
while the south has the youngest workforce. And those who
make more than $50,000 a year are more than twice as likely
as those earning less than $36,000 to work outside the
county.

Finally, we examined patterns of living and working in
the various regions of the county. Getting people to live
near their work has been described as an important factor in
reducing traffic congestion. In 1986, 50 percent of the
employed residents lived and worked in the same region.
Today, that figure is 48 percent =-- virtually no change from
two years ago. One encouraging trend is that in the county's
newest region, south of the Costa Mesa Freeway, 63 percent
both live and work in the area. In the west and central
sections, meanwhile, fewer than half live in the region
where they work, and in the north, the proportion is 51
percent.
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POPULATION GROWTH AND DEVELOPMENT

In the wake of the defeat of Measure A, the so-called
"Slow-Growth Initiative," the public remains strongly
committed to slowing down development. However, there is now
much skepticism about the impacts of new policy initiatives.

Although growth lost some of its stature as a public-
policy issue in the last year, slow-growth attitudes remain
dominant. This year, 67 percent say they would vote "yes" on
a measure to slow down the pace of development in Orange
County. Sixty-four percent of county residents also say they
would vote "yes" on a measure to slow down the pace of
development in their city or community. In 1986, when asked
the same question, an almost identical 63 percent also said
they would vote "yes" on a local slow-growth measure.

As was the case with the vote on Measure A, support for
growth restrictions is strongest in the south county. In
this region, support for slowing down growth in the local
area climbs to 73 percent, while favor for countywide
restrictions rises to 72 percent. There are no differences
in support by either age or income level.

We also asked a question from the 1982 annual survey,
to see how much attitudes have changed in six years. When
asked about current government regulations in their city or
community, 52 percent this year describe them as "not strict
enough, 42 percent say local laws are "about right" and 6
percent think they are "too strict." In 1982, 40 percent
answered "not strict enough," 51 percent said "about right"
and 9 percent said "too strict." So, perceptions of the need
for more restrictions have risen 12 points over the last six
years.

Interestingly, there are no differences in preferences
for local growth regulations by age, income or residence.

What accounts for the strong sentiment to slow down
development and the belief that local government regulations
are not strict enough? The widespread discrepancy between
residents' preferences and perceptions on the issue of how
quickly the area is growing. .

Seventy two percent of residents describe the current
rate of growth in their cities as "rapid." However, only 8
percent prefer rapid growth, while 40 percent want slow
growth, 40 percent want no change and 12 percent would
rather the area be losing population. As for the county, 88
percent perceive the growth as "rapid," but again, only 8
want the county to be growing rapidly. Fifty-seven percent,
meanwhile, prefer slow growth, 25 percent want no change,
and 10 percent would like the county to be shrinking.
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Perceptions of the growth rate vary somewhat by region,
with south county residents more likely to perceive growth
as rapid in their local. However, all regions are the same
when it comes to preferred growth rates.

But what residents want for their local areas is not
what they would like for the county as a whole. The majority
of residents, 52 percent, want population to stay about the
same or decline in their city or local area. However, only
35 percent want the county to stop growing, while 65 percent
want slow to rapid growth. This points to an obvious policy
problem -- how to achieve the dual public wish of growth
throughout the county but not in their own backyards.

While slow-growth preferences do persist, the June
election campaign seems to have left the public with a
negative impression of the impacts of slow-growth
initiatives. This raises doubts about whether a slow-growth
measure in the county would now stand a chance of passing.

When asked to name the biggest drawbacks of growth
controls, only 4 percent volunteer the answer "none."
Thirty~-one percent mention higher housing prices, 26 percent
say worse traffic, 14 percent say loss of jobs and 7 percent
name higher government costs. In fact, these were all
campaign messages used to defeat Measure A in June. The
issue of higher housing prices appears to have registered
especially strongly with 18- to 34-year-olds, among whom 37
percent cite this as a problem. North county residents,
meanwhile, are especially concerned with the potential loss
of jobs, with 17 percent mentioning this as a problem. Among
the affluent residents, the chief worry is traffic -- 30
percent name this as the biggest drawback of growth control.

The public also is divided on whether or not road
improvements, the major emphasis of Measure A, would satisfy
their biggest concerns about growth. Forty-eight percent say
yes, 46 percent say no and 6 percent are not sure. Those
least likely to be satisfied with road improvements alone
are younger and more affluent residents.

Residents were asked to name the greatest need for road
improvements when new developments are approved. In another
rejection of Measure A, freeway improvements are the choice
of 51 percent, while 19 percent choose thoroughfares, 12
percent say local streets, 14 percent opting for more than
one type of improvement and 3 percent giving other answers.

Finally, whatever complaints they have about growth or
current requlations, 66 percent favor giving the biggest
role in managing local growth to county and city government
-- essentially the status quo. Eleven percent ‘favor a state
authority and 15 percent a regional authority.
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TRAFFIC AND GROWTH

If local government required road improvements before approving new
developments, would this by itself satisfy your biggest concerns about
growth in Orange County?

Yes 48%
No . 46
Don't Know 6

What kind of road improvements are most needed when new developments
are approved?

Freeways 51%
Major Thoroughfares 19
Local Streets 12
More Than One 14
Other Answer 3

What level of government do you think should have the biggest role in
managing local growth and transportation?

County Government 36%
City Government 30
State Government 11
A Regional Authority 15
Other 2
Don't Know 6

SOURCE: 1988 ORANGE COUNTY ANNUAL SURVEY
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HOUSING

The cost of housing rose substantially this year, as
the average increases in rents and mortgages outpaced gains
in incomes. Of equal importance, the gap between mortgage
and rental payments in the county continues to shrink.

The median mortgage payment in 1988 is $738 a month.
This is an 8 percent increase over last year's median of
$686. Since 1985, when mortgages began to climb sharply, the
median monthly payment has risen by $196, or 36 percent.
Eighteen percent of county households now pay a mortgage of
$1,001 to $1,500 a month, and 11 percent pay more than
$1,500. In 1987, those figures were 20 percent and 9
percent, respectively.

As for rents, the median payment now is $680, up 6
percent from 1987. In 1988, 13 percent of renters are paying
more than $1,000 a month, which is nearly double the number
paying such rents in 1987. The median rent has risen $102,
or 18 percent, since 1985.

In the past five years, the percent of homeowners
paying $750 or more per month has risen from 26 percent to
49 percent -- a 23-point rise. The proportion of renters
paying that amount, meanwhile, rose from 6 percent in 1983
to 37 percent today -- a rise of 31 percentage points. Only
12 points now separate the proportion of owners and renters
in this high payment category. Five years ago, these groups
were separated by 20 points.

The south county continues to outpace all other areas
in housing costs. Sixty-one percent of south county
households pay more than $750 a month in mortgage payments,
comparéd to 43 percent in the north, 45 percent in the west,
and 49 percent in the central parts of the county. And 60
percent in the south county have rental payments of more
than $750, in contrast to 24 percent in the central county,
30 percent in the north and 41 percent in the west.

The amount residents pay for housing also is strongly
linked to the amount of time they have lived at that '
address. Three in four residents who have owned their home
for five years or less are paying a mortgage of more than
$750 a month, compared with 60 percent of those who have
been in their residence for six to 10 years and 12 percent
who have been there for more than a decade. The trend is
similar for length of residence in the county. For renters,
however, the differences are far less dramatic, since
landlords have tended to adjust rents over time.

With spiraling home prices making it increasingly
difficult to enter the housing market, first-time buyers are
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finding themselves restricted to attached homes and
townhouses. Most owners of attached homes and townhomes --
42 percent in all -- pay $751 to $1,000 a month. Only 17
percent of residents owning single-family, detached homes
currently make payments in this range.

Even though the costs of homeowning are rising, we see
no drop in the proportion of county residents who own
instead of rent. This year, two in three residents describe
themselves as homeowners. This is not a statistically
significant change from the 64 percent homeownership rate
found in the 1982 annual survey.

There also has been very little change since 1982 in
the percentage of homeowners in various age groups. Today,
47 percent of 18- to 34-year-olds are homeowners, compared
with 43 percent in the past. And 79 percent of residents
aged 35 and older now own homes, which is almost identical
to the 78 percent found in the annual survey six years ago.

Prices, of course, have become a greater deterrent to
owning a home, especially for the middle-income households.
Today, 47 percent of residents earning less than $36,000 are
owners, in contrast to 61 percent of those making $36,000 to
$50,000 and 82 percent in those with incomes of more than
$50,000. In 1982, however, 50 percent in the lowest bracket,
78 percent in the middle bracket and 88 percent in the
highest bracket were able to own their homes.

Renters this year appear quite concerned about the
housing market in Orange County. Fifteen percent of renters
say that housing is the county's most serious public policy
problem, compared to 10 percent overall. And 42 percent of
renters cite "housing prices" as the biggest drawback of
growth controls. These concerns no doubt contribute to the
fact that, compared to homeowners, renters give considerably
bleaker assessments of the quality of life in the county.
Renters also are more likely to say that Orange County will
be a worse place to live in the future.
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EDUCATION AND CHILD CARE

This year, we decided to supplement our focus on
concerns such as growth, transportation and housing with
attention to another public policy issue that is attracting
increasing attention throughout California -~ education and
child care.

We asked residents to rate the quality of their local
public schools, a question that had previously been asked in
the 1982 annual survey. This year, 56 percent of residents
rate the schools as excellent or good, while 20 percent say
fair, 8 percent say poor and 16 percent have no opinion.

Six years ago, only 45 percent of residents gave the
local schools high marks =-- 11 points fewer than today.
Fourteen percent called the schools fair and 8 percent said
poor. One in three, meanwhile, had no opinion. Attitudes
toward public schools thus appear to be improving. And,
interestingly, residents are more likely now than in 1982 to
have an opinion on the subject.

South county residents are the most positive about
their local schools, with 64 percent giving ratings of
excellent or good. In the west, 56 percent give their
schools such ratings, compared to 52 percent in the central
county and 51 percent in the north. People at middle-age
also give higher ratings, with 61 percent of residents aged
35 to 54 giving local schools top marks. This group is most
likely to have an opinion on schools. And, surprisingly,
there are no income differences in local school ratings.

We also looked into residents!'! willingness to fund
local schools. We asked residents whether they would be
willing to raise local taxes if the schools needed more
money -- a question that had been asked nationwide in a 1986
survey by the Gallup Organization. In Orange County, 55
percent oppose raising taxes, 42 percent are in favor and 3
percent have no opinion. Nationwide, the Gallup survey
found, 52 percent were opposed to raising taxes, 37 percent
were in favor and 11 percent had no opinion. Orange County
thus differs little from the nation in opposition to
increasing school funding through taxes.

In no region of the county or income group does a
majority support raising taxes to pay for local school
improvements. Nor is there a majority in any age group
favoring tax increases. Younger people, however, are more
likely to support a tax increase, whereas among residents
aged 55 and older, only 29 percent are in favor.

Prior to the November election, we tested support for
the three ballot measures relating to educational funding:

15
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*Proposition 78, the $600 million bond issue for
university and college construction, was favored by 55
percent, with 30 percent opposed. Statewide, a California
Poll conducted around the same time showed, the measure led
by a similar 57 to 30 percent margin.

*Proposition 79, the $800 million bond issue for
acquisition and construction of elementary and high school
facilities, was supported by a narrower margin of 50 to 38
percent. The California Poll showed a 69 to 20 percent lead.

*Proposition 98, which would guarantee public schools
with a fixed amount of state funding, was supported by 68
percent, with 22 percent opposed. The California Poll showed
the proposition ahead by 58 to 27 percent statewide.

In general, Orange County residents showed support for
the statewide measures to improve education, and, with
Propositions 78 and 98, did so by a greater margin than did
voters statewide. Among the biggest supporters locally were
college graduates and upper-income residents. As for the
actual election results, a majority of Orange County voters
supported both education bond measures. However, support for
Proposition 98 diminished sharply, perhaps because
Republican leaders in the state endorsed a "no" vote.

All together, 39 percent of respondents say their
households include children under the age of 18 years. This
percentage varies little by region. Twenty-four percent of
households have children in public schools (K-12), 5 percent
in private schools (K-12) and 7 percent in preschools.

Day care, meanwhile, is a concern to 11 percent of
county households overall and to 29 percent of those with
children living at home. The percentage of households with
children needing day care does not vary significantly from
region to region.

The majority (53 percent) of Orange County's households
with day-care age children use paid providers outside their
homes. Twenty-seven percent, meanwhile, have a paid provider
who comes into their home, while 11 percent are in unpaid
care outside the home, 5 percent have unpaid at-home care
and 4 percent currently have no day-care arrangement.

Those using day care generally have a favorable opinion
of the quality and convenience of their current arrangement.
Sixty seven percent are very satisfied with the quality of
the care their children receive and 29 percent are somewhat
satisfied. As for convenience of their current arrangement,
68 percent are very satisfied and 25 percent are somewhat
satisfied. The biggest problem day care poses in Orange
County is fiscal strain -- 67 percent say their arrangement
causes them "a lot" or at least "some" financial burden.

.
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ATTITUDES TOWARD PUBLIC SCHOOLS
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SCHOOL AND DAY CARE ATTENDANCE

Household with Children Under 18: 39%

K-12 Public School 24
K-12 Private School 5
Nursery or Pre-School 7
Households in Need of Day Care: 11%
Current Day Care Arrangement

Outside the Home, Paid 53
In the Home, Paid 27
Outside the Home Unpaid 11
Inside the Home, Unpaid

None Currently 4

SOURCE: 1988 ORANGE COUNTY ANNUAL SURVEY



ATTITUDES TOWARD CURRENT DAY CARE

Quality of Day Care

Very Satisfied 67%
Somewhat Satisfied 29
Dissatisfied 4

Convenience of Day Care

Very Satisfied 68%
Somewhat Satisfied 25
Dissatisfied 7

Financial Burden of Day Care

A Lot 40%
Some 27
A Little 17
None 16

SOURCE: 1988 ORANGE COUNTY ANNUAL SURVEY
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CHARITY

Last year, we measured charitable behavior for the
first time in Orange County and were surprised to learn that
the average annual donation was $262. The amount seemed
unduly low in proportion to the county's $42,000 median
income that year. This year, we repeated the question and
found that rate of giving had dropped even further. The
median charitable donation now is $182 -- a 30 percent
decline since 1987.

This drop in donations contrasts sharply with the 5
percent growth in county incomes this year. With the median
household income now at $44,000, we see that the rate of
donation has declined from .6 percent of income in 1987 to
.4 percent today.

This year, 10 percent of Orange County households say
they gave nothing at all to charity, while 29 percent gave
less than $100, 38 percent donated $101 to $500 and 23
percent gave more than $500. In 1987, 7 percent donated
nothing, 21 percent donated less than $100, 43 percent gave
$101 to $500 and 29 percent donated more than $500. In other
words, while 72 percent reported giving more than $100 in
1987, only 61 percent say they gave that amount in 1988.

Even last year's biggest givers made smaller donations
to charity this year. College graduates made a median
donation of $311, down 21 percent from 1987. Residents aged
35 to 54 gave an average of $249 -- a 40 percent drop. And
in households earning more than $50,000, this year's median
donation was $374, 21 percent below the level given last
year.

Nonetheless, age, income and education continue to be
the strongest indicators of who gives most to charity.
Residents aged 18 to 34 gave an average of $85 this year.
Households earning less than $36,000 donated a median of
$83, and those earning $36,000 to $50,000 gave $148. And
residents without college degrees made a median donation of
$110 in 1988.

What other factors predict the amount given to charity?
Only some life-cycle factors are related. Married people
donated an average of $268, while single never married
residents gave only $76 last year. The presence of children
at home, however, appears to make no difference.

Place of residence has only a slight effect. South
county residents donated $218 in 1988, compared to $188 in
the north county, $152 in the west county and $147 in the
central county. Also, the longer that people lived at their
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current address, the more money they tended to give to
charity.

The length of time one has lived in Orange County has
no effect on the amount of money given. Views on the
county's most serious problem also show no relationship to
the amount of charitable donation.

We looked at mortgage payments to see if the high cost
of housing in Orange County was reducing the amount
residents gave to charity. But we found just the opposite --
donations actually increase with home ownership and size of
mortgage payments. Homeowners gave $236, compared with $85
for renters, And owners paying more than $1,000 a month gave
$391 to charity, while those paying less than $500 gave
$213, those paying $501 to $750 gave $223 and those paying
$751 to $1,000 gave $231. Monthly rental payments, on the
other hand, are unrelated to how much money a person has
donated to charity.

Is money donated to charity a function of the political
profile in Orange County? We find that self-described
liberals gave $155 last year, moderates gave $174 and
conservatives gave $230. As for party affiliation,
Republicans donated $229 and Democrats gave $151, on
average. These figures probably reflect higher median
incomes among Orange County's conservatives and Republicans.
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ECONOMIC WELL-BEING

Orange County's median household income now stands at
$44,000 -=- up $2,000 from the median one year ago. This 5
percent increase is about the same as the rise in the
Consumer Price Index over the past year.

This year's rise in median income, although somewhat
higher than last year's increase, still lags far behind the
increases experienced early in the decade. Between 1982 and
1985, one-year increases in median incomes ranged from 8
percent to 12 percent. But since 1986, increases have only
been between 2 percent and 5 percent.

The rise in median income this year, significantly, has
not kept pace with the much higher annual increases in both
monthly mortgage payments and rents.

Still, the median household income has climbed from
$29,000 in 1982 to $44,000 this year, a gain of 52 percent.
In 1982, one in six residents earned more than $50,000 a
year, and 4 in 10 earned $25,000 or less. Today, four in
ten residents earn $50,000 or more, while 16 percent earn
$25,000 or less. The proportion in the middle-income bracket
of $26,000 to $50,000 is virtually unchanged. Thus, the
household income distributions today are basically the
reverse of what they were six years ago.

The south county continues to have the highest
proportion of affluent residents. Forty-eight percent of
south county residents earn more than $50,000 a year,
compared to 27 percent in the central, 40 percent in the
north, and 41 percent in the western region. The central
county, meanwhile, has the highest proportion of residents
earning less than $36,000 -- 45 percent, compared to 35
percent in the north, 31 percent in the west and 26 percent
in the southern part of the county.

In the year since the stock market crash, county
residents' pessimism about the national economy has
subsided. Now, 16 percent think the nation will have bad
financial times in the coming year and 35 expect a faltering
national economy within the next five years. Compared to the
findings of the 1987 Orange County Annual Survey, which was
taken one month before the October crash, the number of
residents now thinking the nation is headed for bad times
either in the next year or the next five years has dropped
by about 10 percentage points.

However, the earlier pessimism has been replaced by
uncertainty, rather than optimism. The drop in the number of
residents predicting bad times is mirrored by-:a rise in the
percentage saying "don't know." The number foreseeing good



20

times, meanwhile, has remained constant since 1987: 65
percent for the coming year and 43 percent for the next five
years.

As for personal finances, only 57 percent say they are
better off this year than they were last year. This is a 5-
point drop since 1987. And only 52 percent think they will
be better off next year -- an ll-point drop.

The climate for major purchases also appears to have
cooled since 1987. Seventy percent this year say now is a
good time to buy major household items, down 8 points from
1987.

Consumer confidence continues to be highly related to
income, with the more affluent also the more optimistic.
There are no differences by region of residence that are not
accounted for by income. Residents aged 55 or older,
meanwhile, are more likely than younger people to report
uncertainty about the future.

Overall, the five-question Consumer Confidence Index is
up slightly -- from 104 in 1987 to 106 today. This rise is
related to diminished pessimism about the U. S. economy,
rather than to optimism about personal finances. The index
remains depressed from its 1986 level of 109 points. But it
continues to outperform the nation -- the most current
figures from the University of Michigan report a national
score of 95 points.
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CONCLUSIONS

The results of this year's survey indicate, as our
theme suggests, that public opinion has indeed changed
course in several important ways.

First of all, we have seen a dramatic shift in
residents' outlook concerning the future in Orange County.
Since the mid-1980s, a steadily rising number of residents
had come to believe the county will be a worse place to live
in the future. By 1987, the proportion taking a negative
view had reached a 54 percent majority. This year, pessimism
suddenly took a sharp decline. And now, about the same
number believe that the county will be a better place to
live in the future as think it will become worse.

No other social indicator has undergone such a radical
one-year change in the history of the annual survey. And the
shift is all the more unexpected because ratings of the
current quality of life are the same in 1988 as in 1987.

Several factors are related to this change in future
perceptions. But the one that emerges foremost is the change
of heart among residents naming traffic as the county's most
important problem. This group, which amounts to half the
adult population, has gone from extreme pessimism to guarded
optimism about the future.

The brightened outlook fits with two transportation
attitudes that changed course in 1988. One is the halt to
the rising proportion of residents naming traffic as the top
policy issue. The other is the decline in those favoring new
freeways, while the number supporting adding lanes to
existing freeways rose to a level not seen in years.

In other words, residents appear to have regained some
hope that Orange County's traffic problems can be solved.
The reason may be improvements they have seen or heard
about, notably lane additions on the county's freeways. This
would best account for the decline in support for new
freeways, the halt in the increase in those mentioning
traffic as the biggest problem, and the rising optimism
among those who view traffic as the top issue.

Despite these trends, residents are still divided as to
whether the county will be a better or a worse place in the
future. And optimism has not reached the levels found in
1983, when we began asking this question. Nevertheless, the
more positive outlook offers new opportunities for a
dialogue with the public about what is needed to make Orange
County a better place to live in the 1990s and beyond.
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On another critical issue, residents favor slowing
growth in their cities by 2-to~-1; about the same margin as
we found in 1986. They also strongly favor slowing down
development countywide. And they are more in favor of
increasing local growth restrictions now than they were at
the beginning of the decade. Thus, the defeat of Measure A
in June does not signal the end of slow-growth attitudes.

But beneath the surface of support for slow growth lies
public confusion about actual growth policies. Most
residents think current growth rates are too rapid and 52
percent favor no growth for their own locality. At the same
time, however, 65 percent want some growth in the county as
a whole. Local officials are left with the dilemma of
interpreting these conflicting demands. And despite public
favor for slowing growth, residents also see a downside to
stricter controls. Many fear higher housing prices, worse
traffic and loss of jobs will result. Most think continued
growth will necessitate freeway improvements, but they are
divided as to whether road improvements really satisfy their
worries about growth.

In the current context, the public will probably favor
ballot measures and candidates promising to slow down
development in their local areas. The more complex issue of
a countywide strategy to balance the demands of growth and
the quality of life will probably be avoided. Clearly, the
public's view that the city and county should continue to be
the leaders in growth planning leaves the more difficult
tasks of coordination in the hands of local government.

This year, we broadened our focus on social issues
facing the county. The findings suggest the need for more
detailed inquiry in several areas. First, we found that drug
abuse was named the most serious social problem facing the
county. Is this perception supported by any factual evidence
and, if so, are current programs adequate?

Next, we found that the low rate of charitable giving
noted in the 1987 annual survey was not a statistical fluke.
In fact, the rate of giving in our survey this year declined
from the previous year. While we did look into some of the
predictors of giving, it will be important for agencies and
volunteer organizations to explore all the dimensions of
charitable giving in Orange County.

Finally, the issues of education and child care deserve
further attention. While residents give the schools good
ratings, a majority are opposed to increasing taxes if funds
are needed. And while most users are satisfied with their
child-care arrangements, many also say it is a financial
burden to the household. Even though we find a minority of
people are directly affected by these problems, these are
both issues that affect the future of Orange County.
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1988 ORANGE COUNTY ANNUAL SURVEY
BY MARK BALDASSARE

(ID #)
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THE SURVEY TAKES ABOUT 15 MINUTES AND ALL YOUR ANSWERS ARE COMPLETELY
ANONYMOUS AND CONFIDENTIAL. IF I HAVE YOUR PERMISSION,
BEGIN BY ASKING YOU SOME QUESTIONS ABOUT YOU, YOUR COMMUNITY AND ORANGE
COUNTY IN GENERAL.

l.

IS THE PLACE WHERE YOU CURRENTLY LIVE A:

SINGLE FAMILY DETACHED HOME.:¢eseocecsssssss5=1
ATTACHED HOME (eg.condo, townhouse)...ccceee.=2
APARTMENT .. e ceensesvsncccsscsssnsssosscssassssssee—3
MOBILE HOME. ¢ 2 esosccacecsssssssscsnsscassasesa—d
Other..ceveeeeeesscooscsccecssecssssoccsssconnsss—bd

refuse.'.....l...l.'.....'..l.."l....'...‘..-g
HOW LONG HAVE YOU LIVED IN ORANGE COUNTY?

2 YEARS OR LESS.cceecesscscesssccancscssscsscsab=l
3 TO 5 YEARS e eeoceseeecscsossssascsncsnascsssasae=2
6 TO 10 YEARS . ¢ceoececcesccsccsccsoscssossossssse—3
11 TO 20 YEARS :tseeetocacstscsasncsscsnanscnssees—id
MORE THAN 20 YEARS . ¢t et ceeesccssscsccsssascscssee=Dd
refusSe. .o veeeeeessssceccccesscscscssssanssssase=9

HOW LONG HAVE YOU LIVED AT YOUR CURRENT RESIDENCE?

2 YEARS OR LESS . eeeececcccesenssassosscsnnsssl=l
3 TO 5 YEARS . tevecsoocsatsessascccssosnssoscsscss=2
6 TO 10 YEARS .t ¢t e eeeeeessssssascsssssassssnces™l
1l TO 20 YEARS .t cecoceesocscssscssccsasssascsscssssas—id
MORE THAN 20 YEARS .:s et cesssscsscesasscsssosssses=h
refUSe. ceeetessevsssessssescescssonsssassascas=9

DO YOU OWN OR RENT YOUR PRESENT RESIDENCE?

OWN (SKIPTOQ. 6)..........l.........llll..s-l
RENT.o.0.lo...o..oololoooooon.o..tinlo.oo.o.u-z

don't know, refuse (SKIP TO Q. 7)cececccaceess=9
WHAT IS YOUR CURRENT MONTHLY RENTAL PAYMENT?

UNDER $500¢.ccsscccssccsccocccassasesssssssssd=l
$S501 TO S$750..ccceccccsscsccncsnscsscsssscsases=2
$751 TO $1,000.cccscescccsssccsssccssssccssas=3
$1,001 TO $1,500ccceccecccssssssasscsssssocss—d
MORE THAN $1,500ccc0css0cccccccssncsssscssess=h
don't know, refuse....eeeeescesscssccscccscses=9

(SKIP TO Q.7)

I WOULD LIKE TO

.



6. WHAT IS YOUR CURRENT MONTHLY MORTGAGE PAYMENT, NOT INCLUDING TAXES AND
INSURANCE?

NOTHING.: ¢eeeeeeoosoosscssssonsosssssssnseseslO=l
S1 TO $500.ccceeecececcnessesscsscocasancese=2
S501 TO $750.ccececeeeccccscsssasscscsccncces=3
$751 TO $1,000.cccecesccccssccescsscascccacse—d
$1,001 TO $1,500.cceeccsccscnsecssccsccssassa=h
$1,501 TO $2,000.cccceeccccscsaccscnnsaccnsse=6
OVER $2,000. .. c0ccecevsccscossscssosnsssscsaee=7
don't know, refuse....cceceeeeccesossssasscss=9

7. WOULD YOU SAY YOU (AND YOUR FAMILY) ARE FINANCIALLY BETTER OFF OR WORSE
OFF THAN YOU WERE A YEAR AGO?

BETTER OFF.cceccaccsceascsssascscssasesnssnacsll=l
WORSE OFFcceeceososcecoscsosncsscssssnccasosssscese=2
SAME . coeoeveecscoscsosscsnsscatsscscansscssascsess=3
don't KNOW. ceeesteoveccscscosssssssssssscssse=8
refUSe. it veeestercnscsrssnsescscncssscsssscsncss=9

8. NOW LOOKING AHEAD, DO YOU THINK THAT A YEAR FROM NOW YOU (AND YOUR
FAMILY) WILL BE BETTER OFF, WORSE OFF, OR JUST ABOUT THE SAME AS NOW?

BETTER OFFcecctessccscesssacsassnsscsncnsssescll2=l
WORSE OFFeeeeetoosssssnscanscsscancssoscsssncssse=2
SAME . . ccevevesocssssssssnsssossssssasosssces=3
don't KNOW. e eevesvesosscsscsssssnssnssaansese=8
YefUuSe.iceeresscecssocosossosssescncasscsense=9

9. TURNING TO BUSINESS CONDITIONS IN THE COUNTY AS A WHOLE, DO YOU THINK
THAT DURING THE NEXT 12 MONTHS WE WILL HAVE GOOD TIMES FINANCIALLY OR BAD
TIMES?

GOOD TIMES . :ecesossssccsssssssssssssnsesesl3=l
BAD TIMES . eeescecacsosscascsscsnssssoscsascsaacccse=2
don't KNOW. ceeeecesctsstsocscasscsasssscscssese=8
FefUSE@. i eessvecssssosssssncscsscsssnssssasanse=9

10. LOOKING AHEAD, IN THE COUNTRY AS A WHOLE WILL WE HAVE CONTINUED GOOD
TIMES DURING THE NEXT 5 YEARS OR WILL WE HAVE PERIODS OF WIDESPREAD
UNEMPLOYMENT OR DEPRESSION?

GOOD TIMES. ceeevecossscessscssasnssssssesessld—-l
DEPRESSION OR UNEMPLOYMENT .. ¢ceesoscscssoncsse=2
don't KNOW..eiecveesvactoccossssasscscsscsossase—8
refUSe. i eceovteossccanssscsssscsscsssesossasse=9

11. ABOUT THE BIG THINGS THAT PEOPLE BUY FOR THEIR HOMES, SUCH AS
FURNITURE, A REFRIGERATOR, A STOVE, TELEVISION AND THINGS LIKE THAT--
GENERALLY SPEAKING, DO YOU THINK NOW IS A GOOD OR A BAD TIME FOR PEOPLE TO
BUY MAJOR HOUSEHOLD ITEMS?

GOOD TIME:.eceoessavssvscsosassscsossscscsossosssessld=l
BAD TIME. .. cecoessaccscascacscosscsnsssscssnnsese=2
neither, don't KNOW...ccieoecssccecccseseeca—=8
refUSe.: v e eeeeosessssaccsossssasessssassacsasnss=9

.



12. THINKING ABOUT THE QUALITY OF LIFE IN ORANGE COUNTY, HOW DO YOU THINK
THINGS ARE GOING?

13.

VERY WELL. o coeevoccoassocsonsscsnsosssssnsseelbml
SOMEWHAT WELL. ¢ v eeeeeesscccesccsssccsasacase=2
SOMEWHAT BADLY . :seceveccsossosssossscssonscssses=3
VERY BADLY ..t eeveevcescscsacssccsscsscssscncese=d
don't KNOW...eeeeecoeesososnscccscsssssascccass=8
refuUSe. i tieieteeeestoosstosncccssoscosancesnse=9

CONSIDERING ALL THE PUBLIC POLICY ISSUES IN ORANGE COUNTY, WHICH OF
THESE DO YOU THINK IS THE MOST SERIOUS PROBLEM?

POPULATION GROWTH AND DEVELOPMENT.¢eeeees17-1
TRANSPORTATION AND TRAFFIC CONGESTION..:eeeo.=2
HOUSING. cceeecoecsscacescscsnssossscsscssscaccse=3
CRIME AND PUBLIC SAFETY .ececescrsocosesascsocse—=4d
QUALITY OF PUBLIC SCHOOLS :eeceseosasesssssee=b
FOREIGN IMMIGRATION OR::ccceossccccssacscsaces—6
SOMETHING ELSE (SPECIFY) R
don't KNOW..eeeevesesccacssossscssscscsncacasce=8
refUS@. et eeeeicesoceseccssscassscesscassnee=9

14. AS FOR HEALTH AND SOCIAL ISSUES, WHICH OF THESE
COUNTY'S MOST SERIOUS PROBLEM?

HEALTH CARE..vecseceasccnascasasscassssssesl8=1
CHILD CARE ..t cttescascsssnsssnssssssssssssssssss—d
RACE RELATIONS . vesescecosecosscsssonssscsssssses=3
THE HOMELESS . e e es ot esesccsssassssssssssscsee—4d
DRUG ABUSE. .ot vesecessscsassssssssasscscsssss=d
AIDS OR:cttecenroscastscssvccsncssssscssasscscasee=B
SOMETHING ELSE (SPECIFY) veae=7
don't KNOW.eeeeeoseeesocessssssoscssssccsscsse=8
refuSE. i eetencesesscccacsccsssssnsascsasesacs=9

DO YOU THINK IS ORANGE

15. IN THE FUTURE, DO YOU THINK ORANGE COUNTY WILL BE:

A BETTER PLACE TO LIVE THAN IT IS NOW.....19-1
A WORSE PLACE TO LIVE THAN IT IS NOW..eeeeso=2
OR THERE WILL BE NO CHANGE. :eceecsccsosscasses=3
don't KNOWe i e eovoosssososssssscasscsassssese—8
refuSe..icovesosvscscescscosocossanssosncnssocss—9



16. OVERALL, HOW WOULD YOU RATE EACH OF THESE FEATURES OF LIFE IN ORANGE
COUNTY? WOULD YOU SAY YOU ARE VERY SATISFIED, SOMEWHAT SATISFIED OR NOT AT
ALL SATISFIED? (ROTATE)

VERY SATISFIED.:cetaacaas=1l
SOMEWHAT SATISFIED......=2
NOT AT ALL SATISFIED....=3
don't KNOW.eeteeoeecess =8
refuse..cceececesccccsee=9

OUTDOOR RECREATION. . .cetecusseesssoasoansssannassssass20=
HOSPITALS AND HEALTH FACILITIES....eeeseeeeaaacsassses2lm
JOB OPPORTUNITIES . .ceecsuescassosossnoassancasasseosee2m
HOUSING CHOICES.:uu:vuecocsosssosssosocassssasnnoassses23=
SCHOOLS ¢ + st eeanssnasocasscssasssssssosasasssannossese2dm
MOVIES, RESTAURANTS AND ENTERTAINMENT....e0ceuosesssss25—
AIR AND WATER QUALITY.:eecvcoccocsosossncssanannsasass2br
SAFETY FROM CRIME....c0teotosssnccccsnascanaannssnsses2l=
CULTURE AND THE ARTS..scesoecsssococsasasssaassnsnsees28=
STORES AND SHOPPING MALLS..:eccuecscocassnosnonncenesa29=
TRAFFIC AND TRANSPORTATION. .::evcocesnasvosnssassassss30=

17. HOW WOULD YOU DESCRIBE THE RATE OF POPULATION GROWTH AND DEVELOPMENT IN
YOUR CITY OR COMMUNITY?

RAPID. s eevesssnsessssssssssssscsscnseadl=l
SLOW. cevasecessscsssssssssossssssssscsssses=2
STAYING ABOUT THE SAME. . ccccccescoscccese=3
IOSING POPULATION:. cceecccecccscssscssascaccac—4d
don't KNOW. cceeesscecctnssccsvcancsssscase=8
refUSC. e ceeoecsvesesscscsssassscsnscssascse=9

18. AND WHAT IS YOUR PREFERENCE FOR THE RATE OF POPULATION GROWTH AND
DEVELOPMENT IN YOUR CITY OR COMMUNITY?

RAPID. ccecoeovessossscsossscsscssascsssesd2=l
SLOW. s e eoeensssssssassssssssscsscscscscnees=2
STAYING ABOUT THE SAME. . ccccecccoascaceee=3
LOSING POPULATION: e cseseoscsvesscscnscsss—d
don't KNOW. i s ceeeeeccoccsoscscacsnsesscee—8
refuSe. e s eeerecesesscctsossnscasssscsese=d



19. AS FOR CONTROLLING GROWTH, DO YOU THINK THAT CURRENT GOVERNMENT
REGULATIONS IN YOUR CITY OR COMMUNITY ARE:

TOO STRICT . eeescescsasssssosssssscssseesldld=l
ABOUT RIGHT OR:ceecressvesncacsscsnsensese=2
NOT STRICT ENOUGH. . ¢ceeeceeocesccncsoccsse=3
don't KNOW.eeeeeeersesosscsoscsssvsesssscssssee—8
refUSe. . teerecercostsesacesssscssssasenss=9

20. IF A VOTE WERE HELD TODAY, WOULD YOU VOTE YES OR NO ON A MEASURE THAT
WOULD SIOW DOWN THE PACE OF DEVELOPMENT IN YOUR CITY OR COMMUNITY?

YES . ieeoeseasocaasosascassssssnsscscaseedsld=l
NO::eeeveaoeaeaosoosoasasosscsscsssssnsasssee=2
AoN't KNOW. e et essesescsscescsssssssscsscse=8
refUSe.coverereseessssecasssssscssassssese=9

21. HOW WOULD YOU DESCRIBE THE RATE OF POPULATION GROWTH AND DEVELOPMENT IN
ALL OF ORANGE COUNTY?

RAPID. ceeeeevseenscososcasnccasscasncseseldb=1
MODERATE TO SLOW. :eeceoessscsscasccsscsssce=2
STAYING ABOUT THE SAME...:ecescescccccese=3
LOSING POPULATION. v ccsoeesvosssscssccsess=4
Aon't KNOW.eeeeestvesacasscsecsscssonccassees=8
YefUSC. et eesseanssescccsssccsoscssnscasnce=9

22. WHAT IS YOUR PREFERENCE FOR THE RATE OF POPULATION GROWTH AND
DEVELOPMENT IN ALL OF ORANGE COUNTY?

RAPID. cetteeseescocssssosasscsssonsanseelb=l
MODERATE TO SLOW.ceeeosseosnsossssanssnss=2
STAYING ABOUT THE SAME. .c: et ceeescasccase=3
LOSING POPULATION. ¢t e ceceasnccsssccassasnsse~d
AOoN't KNOW. e coetecosscsoosscacsososcscanse=8
YefUSEe.ceeevstvsnsesoosascsssscssscascasasa=9

23. WOULD YOU VOTE YES OR NO ON A MEASURE THAT WOULD SLOW DOWN THE PACE OF
DEVELOPMENT IN ALL OF ORANGE COUNTY?

YES .t eeetenestoscsosvnasscssssssssasssacseald7=l
NO:.:oeeooeeosoeosossscasssassssossascsssnasasnees—2
doN't KNOW.eeeoseoooscscessssassnsscascsee=8
refuse..icceoecesosecccscnssoscsssssacsese=9

24. IF LOCAL GOVERNMENT REQUIRED ROAD IMPROVEMENTS BEFORE APPROVING NEW
DEVELOPMENTS, WOULD THIS BY ITSELF SATISFY YOUR BIGGEST CONCERNS ABOUT
GROWTH IN ORANGE COUNTY?

YES:eeeeesososoescsosessssossaanssssecesd8=l
NO:eooeoeeeoosssosossoscncsssoaesssosssasnosee—2
don't KnOW....eeeeeosecccesscscsvsncnanse=8
refuse.....iccvcisicrsrtesssccesrcacnens =9



25. WHAT KIND OF ROAD IMPROVEMENTS ARE MOST NEEDED WHEN NEW ORANGE COUNTY
DEVELOPMENTS ARE APPROVED- FREEWAYS, MAJOR THOROUGHFARES OR LOCAL STREETS?

freewaysS.. e ceeieesesssscnncscssssssssasnsssssaald=l
major thoroughfareS...cceeescosceccnsrcscsocesosa=2
local sStreetS.ceeeeecccecsosssssssccccssssanssss=3
more than one of the aboVe...cereevecscoscancces—id
none of the above..cietctterecestcteccacssssanse=b
don't KNOW. . eeeevsossosscccccasssssosssosncsssscscnseoe—8
refUSEe et eeaseessceesoscesssssssssosscssscassces=9

26. SOME PEOPLE ARGUE THAT ENACTING STRICTER GROWTH CONTROLS IN ORANGE
COUNTY WOULD HAVE CERTAIN NEGATIVE CONSEQUENCES. WHICH OF THESE POSSIBLE
DRAWBACKS DO YOU FEAR THE MOST?

HIGHER HOUSING PRICES .. e cteccscscccooesacnseesd0=1
LOSS OF JOBS e e eevesccesscsasscsssccsascscnssnsces=2
WORSE TRAFFIC CONDITIONS. . ceseeeestasassanscases=3
HIGHER COSTS OF RUNNING GOVERNMENT...:cecceecees.—4
OR SOMETHING ELSE (SPECIFY) P )
none of the aboVe. . ettt etrescestsscscsvssssscscese=b
more than one of the abovVe..tcveeeesssncsssccsce=7
don't KNOW. v eeevssessescscsssssssenssssscsnssscse=8

refuseooo.o'.on-ooo.o-loo.oo......cooo.noo.oltno-g

27. WHAT LEVEL OF GOVERNMENT DO YOU THINK SHOULD HAVE THE BIGGEST ROLE IN
MANAGING LOCAL GROWTH AND TRANSPORTATION?

CITY GOVERNMENT . . ¢ et ecccecetcosscsseassssssseesdl=l
COUNTY GOVERNMENT ¢ e e s eesvoescososscsssscsscsssossese—2
STATE GOVERNMENT OR..vicesusescessscscsessnnenoss—3
A SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA REGIONAL AUTHORITY.:ee¢eseo.~4
other answer (specify) cesesse=b
don't KNOW.:eeeeooosooscosssssssssssccccsccssscsese—8
FrefUSe. ceceeeeeccccsccesoscsonvscsssecsssoscscscsssece—9

28. NOW, I'D LIKE TO ASK SOME QUESTIONS ABOUT THE ORANGE COUNTY
TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM. FIRST, WHICH OF THE FOLLOWING BEST DESCRIBES HOW YOU
FEEL ABOUT THE FREEWAYS IN ORANGE COUNTY?

THE CURRENT FREEWAY SYSTEM IS SATISFACTORY....42-1
MORE LANES SHOULD BE ADDED TO THE EXISTING
FREEWAYS BUT NO NEW FREEWAYS SHOULD BE BUILT..-2
OR WE NEED TO BUILD NEW FREEWAYS..:ceseteecscececes=3
AON't KNOW.eeeeessesascssoscsssssssscesscsasscsses=8
YefUSC.eeeevosstsoscssossoscsssassssssassssansssasass—9

29. ON AVERAGE, HOW MANY TIMES PER WEEK DO YOU GET STUCK IN ORANGE COUNTY
TRAFFIC JAMS?

MORE THAN 5 TIMES . e eccecsesescccasssccensossssat3=l
4 OR 5 TIMES . ccsocesssscossssscocssscscsssssssssssses=2
2 OR 3 TIMES.ecesoccccscsossossssssssossosscssasass—3
ONCE A WEEK. e e o oeoeesasascessssosossssossscscncnsen—4
NEVER:. ¢ cteseececsvsscsscsnssssossssosscccssccsssnsssses=b
AON't KNOW. . veeeoooososcoscesssssscscscescsscscecee—8

refuse..nlocccooooonl..'cooolooooo..cooo.c--noon-g



THERE ARE SEVERAL WAYS TO RAISE MONEY FOR TRANSPORTATION PROJECTS SUCH AS
ADDING FREEWAY LANES, BUILDING NEW FREEWAYS, AND IMPROVING LOCAL STREETS.
WHICH OF THESE MONEY-RAISING MEASURES DO YOU FAVOR AND WHICH DO YOU OPPOSE?

30. INCREASING THE STATE GASOLINE TAX.

FAVOR. c c e s esescesossccosososcscssnsescoscsscsssssesdd=l
OPPOSE . st cotecssssasssossosssssscsssscssssssscnscse=2d
AoN't KNOW. .o cveeessosescsvsccecsssssasossscccssesse=8
refuSe. . cieeeeerssercssscossocnscsccssscssssccsssse=9

31. CHARGING TOLLS ON NEW HIGHWAYS.

FAVOR. ® @ 0 0 8 8 0 85 00 0 50 08050 0P E B 0 0SS Gt 0L PN S BSS 45-1
OPPOSE. ® @ ® 0 6 0 ¢ 5 P OSSO G P OO S B O S P O OOO VOO e NSO SES RSSO -2
don't know. ® 0 9 0 0 00 00 0 S P00 LS SO0 S E S NSO NE SO —8

refuseo..0..oo.co'..0...000-.0.00.-.0.0-ooo-.olo-g

32. INCREASING THE SALES TAX.

FAVOR. @ 6 0 ¢ 06 00 ¢ 00 6005080 T OO L LS E s O C s s 46-1
OPPOSE. ® 9 0 8 8 0 0 0 0 5 0 08 LS O 0 G L LS 0TS G L0 0L E LS L e * e -2
don't knOW- ® © 5 0 0 5 0 0 0 5 06 G 0 0 000G 00000 0SS0 s e 0 -8

refuse..........o.;..--.--.-.------...o....oo--.-g

33. CHARGING ALL BUSINESSES A TAX.

FAVOR: tceoeeasonesoscscssssssscassocscassnascnsceseld?=1
OPPOSE. ¢« cceesoscssosssscsssssascsssscsssscscsssosscse—2
dON't KNOW. e e eseoecocecronsstssscscsstscasssscsssocnsose=B
refUuSe.citcesoveocccscssscosscsccssssonsescsenseane=9

34. CHARGING ALL DEVELOPERS A FEE FOR BUILDING.

FAVOR. :ccoovooeasossssssssssscscsssssssssssssessd8-1
OPPOSE (SKIP TO Q. 36) ceccccccsccccccscsssssosnse—2
don't know (SKIP TO Q. 36)cceccscessaccsssescscea=8
refuse (SKIP TO Q. 36)ccececscscccssccccsassccea=9

35. WOULD YOU FAVOR OR OPPOSE THE DEVELOPERS FEE IF THE COSTS WERE PASSED
ON TO NEW HOMEBUYERS?

FAVOR: cceeseoceccscsacsscsscssscsnsssnssssnssccesdd—=l
OPPOSE .. ceeeoeoscsocscssoscssscssossssassscsssoescsses=2
AOoN't KNOW.eoeoeeecossassssessassescsosesassassses—8
refUSe. i ceeoctecscsecoscssossossosscssssssssssssscsocese=9

36. DO YOU THINK IT IS NECESSARY TO INCREASE LOCAL TAXES FOR ORANGE COUNTY
TRANSPORTATION PROJECTS OR DO YOU THINK THAT ENOUGH TAX MONIES ARE ALREADY
AVAILABLE?

INCREASE TAXES.eessceasosccscsoascessscsscssessbO=l
ENOUGH TAX MONIES...ccstceeecescssssascsssoocssoss=2
don't KNOW..:eeeoveossessessessessescescaseasnssn=8
refuSe...ciieeeeveceeeeososssesscossossossccnnoees=9



37. WOULD YOU VOTE YES OR NO ON A BALLOT MEASURE TO RAISE THE LOCAL SALES
TAX FROM 6 PERCENT TO 6 1/2 PERCENT FOR 15 YEARS FOR ADDING LANES TO THE
SANTA ANA FREEWAY, IMPROVING LOCAL STREETS, AND EXPANDING TRAFFIC
MANAGEMENT PROGRAMS?

YES (SKIP TO Q. 40) ® @ 5 6 000 00 0 0 00 eSS e 000 e e Sl—l
No. L B B B L I I I I I D O AR A B B SR S S AN B Y B B B I B R I B A B I R B R B L .-2
dOn't knOw. LR A A A DU Y I B BN B B B A I I B B R I Y Y B B B BN I K LR I B ) 0-8

refuseo.-uo..Qo'oooc.-.ooo.ooooooooooo--.ooacaooao-g

38. WHAT IF YOU LEARNED THAT THE 1/2 CENT SALES TAX INCREASE ALLOWED THE
SANTA ANA FREEWAY WIDENING TO BE COMPLETED IN 10 YEARS INSTEAD OF 20 YEARS?
WOULD YOU THEN VOTE YES OR NO?

YES' ® 0 5 0 0 0 ¢ 0 6 0 0 00 P OSSO OO 9 PSP S S 0SS 00T PN e SN e 052-1
No. LI I I B B A A A IR A Y B R B A Y S B B R R A B A B I B B N R AN Y K N Y N R I B B B AN ] 0-2
don't knOWo ® 0 06 0 0 0 000 45 506000050068 00600000000 s e 0-8

refuseo.otooo-.0llooooo-o.-'.oon.-ooo.c..ooooo-o-o_g

39. WHAT IF YOU LEARNED THAT 50 PERCENT OF THE SALES TAX INCREASE WOULD GO
TO IMPROVING LOCAL STREETS? WOULD YOU THEN VOTE YES OR NO?

YES. ® 5 0 © 5 0 08 9 0 0 0SS T S G C 0 e e T TR EEN ST TI R SRR .53-1
No. (B B R EE SE IR BN B IR I A K I 2 B B B R I B I BT I IR I A BB B I I I B I I I AN 0-2
dOn't know. ® 5 0 5 0 06 0 0 0 65 0 0 0 8 000 G0 E O LS LSO e LGS OO OO OEOSE 0-8

refuseu....Qot..c.OO.o‘.n'0.o..ooo..o.o.ooo.on.oo.-g

40. HOW ABOUT THE FOLLOWING: WOULD YOU VOTE YES OR NO ON RAISING THE LOCAL
SALES TAX FROM 6 PERCENT TO 6 1/2 PERCENT FOR 15 YEARS FOR NEEDED ORANGE
COUNTY TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENTS?

YES (SKIP To Qc 47) ® 6 0 0 0 ¢ 0 20 000000000000 0000000 '54-1
No. ® 8 8 8 0 0 0 0 05 0 0 0 0 0SS SO NP LN O LS E B e GO L L e SO s 0e --2
don't know. ® & 6 0 06 0 & 00 0 0 05 0 000000 P OO S0 S S OGSO 0N 0-8

refuse..o..o.to.o.ocooaoooooo.loool.ou........oo--—g

41. WHAT IF YOU LEARNED THAT YOUR COMMUTING TIME WAS GOING TO DOUBLE
BECAUSE NEEDED. TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENTS COULD NOT BE MADE WITHOUT A
SALES TAX INCREASE? WOULD YOU THEN VOTE YES OR NO?

YES..'.'Q..lll.'......0......‘.0'..00.......l...55-1
No-..0.l00..00.'..oollo'..-..oo'.'o..oolc...-oo.o.-z

don't know.o0‘..0.-oooo00000lu.'u.ooo.cnoi.o-ooclo-s

refuseo....cooo.nolo.o.t00000.0l'..o.o.oo'.ntoon..-g

42. WHAT IF YOU LEARNED THAT YOU MAY HAVE TO CARPOOL IN A FEW YEARS BECAUSE
NEEDED TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENTS COULD NOT BE MADE WITHOUT A SALES TAX
INCREASE? WOULD YOU THEN VOTE YES OR NO?

YESI.C..O0.0..0.......0......000000000000000000056-1
No...-o..oo-o.oto.oo-oo.-o..o.ooo.-oooooc.....oloo-z

don't know.oioooooo'ooo-oooO.l.oooo‘o.-'.lolooonio-8
rEfuseo-.....----oo-........-.o..o....--.---o.....-9



43. WHAT IF YOU LEARNED THAT RAISING MORE DOLLARS THROUGH A SALES TAX
INCREASE WOULD GENERATE MORE STATE AND FEDERAL MONIES FOR LOCAL
TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENTS? WOULD YOU THEN VOTE YES OR NO?

YESOQ....Q..0.0o.-.OQ---ooocon.onoo.ooo.ool-ouo.-0057—l
NO.-..-..--....-......--...............oo---o---....."z

don't know..ooo..o...'oooo--o...oot-o.o.'ono.co.noo.._s

refuse.-.o.....................-....-................"9

44. WHAT IF YOU LEARNED THAT A 1/2 CENT SALES TAX INCREASE MEANT $150 A
YEAR IN ADDITIONAL TAXES FOR THE AVERAGE ORANGE COUNTY HOUSEHOLD? WOULD YOU
THEN VOTE YES OR NO?

YES...Q............ooo.o...o.o.o-o.oo..00100000000058_1
No....lI......00.'.................l..ll..‘l.l.....'..-z

don't knOW-.o.............--o..........---.....--.-.o-a

refuse...o-oo.o..ol...‘0O'l..Q'Q.0-.-.-0...0000....00-9

45. WHAT IF NEW DEVELOPMENT IN ORANGE COUNTY WAS SUBJECT TO A GROWTH
MANAGEMENT PLAN? WOULD YOU THEN VOTE YES OR NO ON A SALES TAX INCREASE?

YES..Q.....Illl.....Q.l0..0..lC.0..................59-1
No.....oo-o-ooo-o.o-...o.ooo.o-..oo.o..fnc.o000000000_2

don.t knOWo.o....-......-....o--.......--............“8

refuse.col.otccoooo.oo.oo.ooo-'l-o.cooootolc-ocooooo.-g

46. WHAT IF YOU LEARNED THAT THE POLITICAL CAMPAIGN IN SUPPORT OF A SALES
TAX MEASURE WAS MAINLY FUNDED BY DEVELOPERS? WOULD YOU THEN VOTE YES OR NO?

YES' ® © 0 0 5 0 0 0 5 0 9 5 2 0 0P O OSSOSO T LSO E O G SOOGS0 e 060_1
No. ® 9 0 5 @ 00 0 0 8 0 GO SO S L SO O T DS 00BN 0 C S 600 0L OIS EL 0GOS e 0’2
dOn't knOW. ® 6 6 8 5 5 9 5 5 0 0 0 00 0 S 00 S LSS S OE LN E O 000 eSS --8

refuse'oalo.Oloo....-n-o.lul.otoooo...o000000000-00-0—9

47. IF YOU HAD TO CHOOSE ONLY ONE FUNDING METHOD, WHICH ALTERNATIVE FOR
PAYING FOR NEW HIGHWAYS WOULD YOU PREFER? =--

A 1/2 CENT SALES TAX INCREASE THAT EVERYONE PAYS OR...61-1
10 CENTS PER MILE TOLL PAID BY USERS OF NEW HIGHWAYS....=-2
combination Of the tWoO..eeeesteescccccccsosnssseosnsosoneee=3
AON't KNOWe .ot eseoososooscacssssssnssnsocssscssssasssssascse=8

refuse---.-.---.oo-..--....---o-o-........-o............"9

48. AND IF YOU HAD TO CHOOSE ONE OF THESE TWO METHODS, WHICH ALTERNATIVE
FOR PAYING FOR NEW HIGHWAYS WOULD YOU PREFER? --

A 1/2 CENT SALES TAX INCREASE THAT EVERYONE PAYS OR...62-1
A 10 CENT PER GALLON INCREASE IN THE GASOLINE TAX...:e0e..=-2
combination of the tWwo....cceeececocasscessccossessscnsee=3
AON't KINOWe e oo eoosssesoscsossssssasosssssscsssssesssssscse=8

refuseooo0.ol....to..'oo--o.ooo.oooo-.o.oocloo...o.oo-n._g



NOW WE WOULD LIKE YOU TO CONSIDER THE NEEDS FOR FUNDING COMMUNITY SERVICES.
THAT IS, IN ADDITION TO WHAT IT ALREADY GETS, WOULD YOU SAY THAT EACH
SERVICE SHOULD HAVE A HIGH, MEDIUM OR LOW PRIORITY FOR ADDITIONAL FUNDING?

49. CHILD CARE.

HIGH PRIORITY FOR ADDITIONAL FUNDING.::ceeoesaoseseoe63~1
MEDIUM PRIORITY FOR ADDITIONAL FUNDING..::ceeoeeoess=2
LOW PRIORITY FOR ADDITIONAL FUNDING..ceeeeeeossacese=3
AON't KNOW.: teesseesoscsescescesccscsscsncssssssscsssasnsce—8

refuse-....oo.o--.-...o--..-.-.-.--.....--........;.-9

50. ASSISTANCE FOR IMMIGRANTS AND REFUGEES.

HIGH PRIORITY FOR ADDITIONAL FUNDING.:eccoeceoseessb4-1
MEDIUM PRIORITY FOR ADDITIONAL FUNDING.:eocesoeosaee—2
LOW PRIORITY FOR ADDITIONAL FUNDING.::ccoeceossococee=3
AonN't KNOW. .t eeeeevensensosssssossnssansssssssncssscees—=8

refuse.o..'o-.o..o...otoo.oo-oo-o'o.coooo..-..oo-.o._g

51. DRUG AND ALCOHOL ABUSE PROGRAMS.

HIGH PRIORITY FOR ADDITIONAL FUNDING.:ecceoocsassesb65=1
MEDIUM PRIORITY FOR ADDITIONAL FUNDING..:ceccooseeee—2
LOW PRIORITY FOR ADDITIONAL FUNDING..eceoeeccccnsssee=3
AON't KNOW.: e e eeeeocasoceostsssossnsssssssssscscscscssees=8

refuseoo....o...o....ooooooo.o-ooooctlo'looclo.nct.--g

52. ASSISTANCE FOR ABUSED SPOUSES AND CHILDREN.

HIGH PRIORITY FOR ADDITIONAL FUNDING.::ecoeecsseess66=1
MEDIUM PRIORITY FOR ADDITIONAL FUNDING.:.seceoeosoese=2
LOW PRIORITY FOR ADDITIONAL FUNDING.::eeeseestesasess=3
AON't KNOWe e eeeosstssesssstscscsscssscsssssscssnnssnsess™~8

r.efuseoo.0.0.ol.'o.o.ooc..noucu-oo..oooo’oo.--00.0-0-9

53. HEALTH CARE FOR PEOPLE WHO CAN'T AFFORD IT.

HIGH PRIORITY FOR ADDITIONAL FUNDING.:vetoceseceees67=1
MEDIUM PRIORITY FOR ADDITIONAL FUNDING... ¢ ceeceeeese=2
LOW PRIORITY FOR ADDITIONAL FUNDING..::ceevoceveesee=3
AON't KNOW.: c e eesosessssossscsscssosscsscscsassosncsssosese—8

refuset..'lc.loooooo.o.'ol‘oooonol.uo.O..O...o.no.oo-g

54. ASSISTANCE FOR PEOPLE WITHOUT HOUSING.

HIGH PRIORITY FOR ADDITIONAL FUNDING.:seceeoeseess68-1
MEDIUM PRIORITY FOR ADDITIONAL FUNDING.:.:.:eeveveesse=2
LOW PRIORITY FOR ADDITIONAL FUNDING..:teeesscesccase=3
AOoN't KNOW. e o ceosevsossssnosensssnsssssssssnssssesese—8

refuse.o...ooo-o.ooo.tlotlao.ooo.-..oo‘ooo.!ooooo'co—g

55. AIDS TREATMENT AND RESEARCH.

HIGH PRIORITY FOR ADDITIONAL FUNDING.:¢ceoeesoeeeeb69-1
MEDIUM PRIORITY FOR ADDITIONAL FUNDING.::eeeeeeeoeass=2
LOW PRIORITY FOR ADDITIONAL FUNDING...:.:.cccecesocsse=3
Aon't KNOW.::eeeeeoeeeoscsarsssstsscstscesoscsesasssscsses=8

refusetOQQ....o-u-n0tooocoo-Qo..o.lOoil.‘...'.t"...-g



56. SUPPOSE THE LOCAL SCHOOLS SAID THEY NEEDED MUCH MORE MONEY. AT THIS
TIME, WOULD YQU VOTE TO RAISE LOCAL TAXES FOR THIS PURPOSE, OR WOULD YQU
VOTE AGAINST RAISING TAXES FOR THIS PURPOSE?

VOTE To RAISE TAXES- @ 8 8 ¢ 5 6 0 0 8 0000 0800000000t e .70-1
VOTE AGAINST RAISING TAXES:.::cceeesoccacccossssossaa—2
dOn't know.ooo.l.oo.ol!....0-.....oo.-.ooo.coo..ooo--s

refuseloooo-.0'0000o.oo.o..ooton.o...o.o.noooou-o..o-g

57. OVERALL, HOW WOULD YOU RATE THE QUALITY OF PUBLIC SCHOOLS IN YOUR CITY
OR COMMUNITY?

EXCELLENTQ..o........'.oo'...oooo..o.l.o.oo.on..‘.?l_l

GOOD. LA B AR L 2 I IR K BN RN BN I N B A IR R R B R R I N B I B I I Y I I BB B Y B K B B _2
FAIR. [ A I L A B O B B R I N B B B EE BN RN B I BN BN B Y B BN NN I BN AN R I I I I I I ) '-3
POOR. LA A B A 2R K 2 B B B B B I B I B B B N I B BN I B I I I I I I I I R I I IS I I ] -4

dOn‘t know.lot.l'c....l.....-........o.o.o-..o..oubc-s

refuse.o.oo..ooD.lo.ooo.oo'nooot.tco.o.-onol0000-100-9

58. HOW FAMILIAR ARE YOU WITH THE UNITED WAY OF ORANGE COUNTY?

VERY FAMILIAR:. ¢ ceseosossvscsccsssscsssscasscsossoscesll2=]
SOMEWHAT FAMILIAR. ::ecossceesossocasscsssossanssoscscsses=2
NOT TOO FAMILIAR: e ccacessssssceacssssssssssssscscsces=3
NEVER HEARD OF Il i e e eeectocceccscoscnsoscncnsscscncscses—ib
dAoN't KNOW.: eeeeseeeeavseessssssestsassssossssssssoscsces=8

refuseot'-c.oc-coo...ll.o..o.oo...oao.'..ot.looo.'oo-g

59. GENERALLY SPEAKING, HOW FAVORABLE AN IMPRESSION DO YOU HAVE OF THE
UNITED WAY OF ORANGE COUNTY?

VERY FAVORABLE. .t ceceseeocessoscesasoscssscsascssansseld3=l
SOMEWHAT FAVORABLE . c c e s cssesocoocssasvsscsscascscssces—2
SOMEWHAT UNFAVORABLE .« cecsssescescoccscsssescscscscsse=3
VERY UNFAVORABLE . ¢ c s ccesesocsoesoccssossnasnsasccsscase—bd
donN't KNOW. ceeesovaosssscescssssssassssassssasssseses—8

refuseo-.o'cooot....ol.clnooco..o..oauo.oo.oonooooo.-g

60. WHAT DO YOU THINK IS THE PRIMARY ACTIVITY OF THE UNITED WAY OF ORANGE
COUNTY?

SOLVING PROBLEMS IN THE COMMUNITY OR.:ccecccesscses’éd=1
RAISING MONEY FOR LOCAL CHARITIES. ¢ esccecsocsocasese=2
Other (SPECIFY) :ececessocsccsocsscoscscscoscsasscsossssese=l
AON't KNOW. s eooosossssosesstssssssssssssssssssssssse—8

refuseoonl.Ioc..ooo..0.-.o.oo.'...ooooottoo.o0000000—9

61. IN THE LAST YEAR, HAVE YOU DONATED TIME OR MONEY TO THE UNITED WAY OF
ORANGE COUNTY?

YESI'......O.I.‘QO.........I......‘..CClQ.'lO.IcOI?S-l

NO (SKIPTOQ. 63)...............-..............-...-2
don't know, refuse (SKIP TO Q. 63)ccecescscscsosscss=9

.



62. WHAT IS THE MAIN REASON YOU DONATED?

WORK PRESSURES OR INCENTIVES.:::cecccsosccssessslb-1
IT MAKES ME FEEL GOOD TO DONATE. .. cectceccsasoccee=2
UNITED WAY SOLVES COMMUNITY PROBLEMS...cceccae00e=3
UNITED WAY FUNDS LOCAL CHARITIES. :eeceesesssscsso—id
other (SPECIFY) Y
don't know, refuse...ccececcsccscccscsnsssssccssssa=9

63. WHAT IS THE MAIN REASON YOU DID NOT DONATE?

I WASN'T ASKED:::eveooccoosssssscnsosncecnscasnesl?=l
I FELT PRESSURED TO DONATE..:cccecccccocossasssse=2
I GAVE TO OTHER CHARITIES...cocseoccsccccccssccss=3
I WAS NOT AWARE OF MY DONATION'S IMPACTS.....c...-4
I JUST DIDN'T WANT TO.eceecescccscscscscasssccsssss=d
other (SPECIFY) cccteessssssssscscscsssssssssssssse=b
don't Kknow, refuse@.ceeicecsssccsssssssassccscsose=9

64. HOW MUCH MONEY DID YOU GIVE TO ALL CHARITIES LAST YEAR?

NOTHING. e ecoeceocsosesscsoscscssosncsscssscsscscnscsseesl8=1
81 TO S$100.cceecoescccecsascesossassocscaocsassseces=2
$101l TO $250.ccecccoosccssssscssssoscsssscssocsenccse=3
$251 TO $500.ccececccocosccscssssscocccoscnsscscscess—4d
$501 TO $999 . ¢ ccesccccccncosnonssssssssssscsasssee=Dd
$1,000 OR MORE.: e ceveecesssccsscscssosssscscscossscss=b
don't KNOW. e eeeeeersentsncssnstssasssvsossssssscscscee=8

refuse.coOoQ.O..Olo.ooc0.!.00..00..00.00000..0..._9
65. WHAT IS YOUR CURRENT WORK STATUS?

FULL-TIME EMPLOYED. cccvessccesrscccnossssscsssnsell]
PART-TIME EMPLOYED. e st cesescessososcsosnssosnosssasee=2
NOT EMPLOYED (SKIP TO Q. 68)ccecseccssncssccsnose=3
refuse (SKIP TO Q. 68).cctcecesscccsosscessscscces=9

66. WHAT IS THE CITY OR COMMUNITY OF YOUR WORKPLACE?

(CODE DIRECTLY) 80~ 8l-

67. DO YOU USE A FREEWAY IN TRAVELLING TO AND FROM WORK?

YES......O.Q......l..."...‘OOCQ.QOOOOQCIICl...82-l

No.lt-ooo.o.no.Qo.o..oooo.o.o.ucoo.oc.oo.tcono.-o-z

refuseo..o'.'oo-.0-..-.-0000..0..-.0.0..oooo--t00-9
68. WHAT IS YOUR AGE?

18 TO 24 .00 eeoccoscccessssssssosscssssensnnsssasB3-]l
25 TO 34 . ccieesoeccossoosvsoscsacssssssasossnsscsasenee—
35 TO 44.ccceeoesscsososcscscsasannscscscscsosssssavnssassse=3
45 TO B4.iuiveoereeosssocsssnssossssscsssosscssesncss—id
B5 TO 64.ccececoceocnssccssosssosnsossoscsssassoncssesoac=hd
65 OR OLDER:. cssovesosossosssoscsssssssscsanssscsas=b

refuseo----...--...o.-.........-_..-.....o.-ao-..."g



69. WHAT WAS THE LAST GRADE OF SCHOOL THAT YOU COMPLETED?

70.

71.

SOME HIGH SCHOOL OR LESS.:cccececesssoscssscscsosse84=1
HIGH SCHOOL GRADUATE.:::ccececoscscocscscsossssconsse=2
SOME COLLEGE. e ccceesesossssoscssocssssosnssasscsassssee=3
COLLEGE GRADUATE. ¢ ccccccecosssssssccscsccscsnscscnsssss—d
POST-=GRADUATE DEGREE.:cccccescccsscccccscosssosscsossse=d

refuse.00o..o..-o..Qloccnu-no.uonuo--oo...o.0..--..--9

HOW MANY PERSONS, INCLUDING YOURSELF, LIVE IN YOUR HOUSEHOLD?

85- __ (CODE DIRECTLY, 1 TO 8 OR MORE; 9= REFUSE)

HOW MANY ADULT FULL-TIME WORKERS, INCLUDING YOURSELF, LIVE IN YOUR

HOUSEHOLD?

72.

73.

74'

75.

76.

77.

86~ (CODE DIRECTLY, 1 TO 8 OR MORE; 9= REFUSE)

WHAT IS THE CITY OR COMMUNITY OF YOUR CURRENT RESIDENCE?

(CODE DIRECTLY) 87~ 88~

WHAT IS YOUR CURRENT MARITAL STATUS?

CURRENTLY MARRIED::eocococeossosossossssasasssssssssesB89-1
DIVORCED OR SEPARATED..cccccscosesacssoscssesccccanse=2
WIDOWED. e eeseocsoccscscscssosscstsoscscssscsssososnsosssssees~3
SINGLE, NEVER MARRIED.:.:cccececccsscconccssasccconss—4d

refuse.....'.'.l............I..Q.Q.......'C......l.._g
ARE THERE CHILDREN, 18 AND UNDER, LIVING IN YOUR HOUSEHOLD?

YES-o..n...o.oo..ooo.-oc..o...ooo..oo..-o-.oo.lo..go-l

No (SKIPTOQ. 83)nooooco-o.oooo.--on-.o-oooo-o--..u-z
refuse (SKIPTOQ- 83)o-o-.--oooooooooooooc.o-o-oo-c-g

ARE ANY ATTENDING NURSERY SCHOOL OR PRE-SCHOOL?

YESO.-o.t--o..-oo....l.oo.o.oo..o-.l'o.ooo.-.oo.nogl—l

NO...-...-.......--...............----.--.o...--...."z

don't know’ refuse.Oo..i..o-.oc.ool-."n.u..ooo-.ouo-g

ARE ANY ATTENDING PUBLIC SCHOOL, KINDERGARTEN THROUGH 12TH GRADE?

YES!I.o.l'ooooo.a.oooo..o.ooo.oo.-tuu.ocot..t..o--gz-l

No..looonoooon...'oo00'Qa.o..ncoooo‘oooloooo'.oo0000-2

don't know’ refuse..-ooo.oc.o-..0-0.0-.00.-...00..o--g

ARE ANY ATTENDING PRIVATE SCHOOL, KINDERGARTEN THROUGH 12TH GRADE?

YES-...-.‘o..o-o..l.coooouoo-oo.oo00.-...-.....00093-1

No."..‘.""..Qll...‘..'l.‘l..l.'.‘.".I.'.'........-Z

don't Know, refuse....cceeeteenscessossosssscsscsees=9



78. ARE THERE ANY CHILDREN IN YOUR HOUSEHOLD WHO NEED TO HAVE DAY CARE?

YESD...'..ll....‘..l..0...'.‘...l................l94-1

NO (SKIPTOQ. 83)I......l'................."...I..-z
don't know, refuse (SKIP TO Q. 83).csceccccccsceccss=9

79. WHAT KIND OF DAY CARE ARE YOU CURRENTLY USING?

INSIDE THE HOME FOR A FEE..¢:cesceesveccscsscscasesasldb=1
OUTSIDE THE HOME FOR A FEE.c¢ccccecsceacasosesnssnnse—2
INSIDE THE HOME AT NO COST TO YOU.veeesoeevsacescsacee—3
OUTSIDE THE HOME AT NO COST TO YOU..veeeeescscocccaee—d
OR NOT USING DAY CARE (SKIP TO Q. 83)csvcsccsasssses=D
don't know, refuse (SKIP TO Q. 83).tcescscccsccccase=9

80. HOW SATISFIED ARE YOU WITH THE QUALITY OF TﬁE DAY CARE YOU ARE USING?

VERY SATISFIED:. ccococorsesasscssasscasssasssscsssasasdb=1
SOMEWHAT SATISFIED. e eeeeecscsscscosasscsosssosanoncsnene—2
SOMEWHAT DISSATISFIED:. . s ecscecsecscccscassscsssssancse—3
VERY DISSATISFIED. e esesoceescsssassscsssasscnsssncsse—d
don't Know, refusSe...e.cceeteecssccsscsssrsnsssccsscee=9

8l. HOW SATISFIED ARE YOU WITH THE CONVENIENCE OF THE DAY CARE YOU ARE
USING?

VERY SATISFIED::ccessecccoososassssasssssssssassscsed7=1
SOMEWHAT SATISFIED::cscscrscsceccsssssscscssnssssacsee—2
SOMEWHAT DISSATISFIED. :ceeecosocssosassasssssssssscses—=3
VERY DISSATISFIED:ecscsssccccoasssssssssssssssoccccse—d
don't Xnow, rYefusSe....ceeceeasssssssserssssssccccesas=9

82. HOW MUCH OF A FINANCIAL BURDEN DO DAY CARE NEEDS PLACE ON YOQUR
HOUSEHOLD?

A LOTQ0.000.‘0l....o.oc.ooo-o..no-ooo-ool.lonoloo.gs-l
SOME.'.l..O'co.oo.0tQ.o.ooco-u.ool..ucotc-.oc.-.ooo--z

A LITTLE ORQco000.ltooolnIolol.-.o.ooon.oo.-oo-uo0-0-3

NONE".o..o..oo.ooto'.onoolo.c-n-oo-000000-00000-0000-4

don't know' refuse....-o.-.....-..-....-..-.-.o....."9

83. WHICH OF THE FOLLOWING CATEGORIES BEST DESCRIBES YOUR TOTAL HOUSEHOLD
INCOME?

UNDER $25,000 00 ceececosacscnsesescnanseoeseoseseadd=1
$25,000 TO $35,999 ccuerecesenconasossocesoacosnseee=2
$36,000 TO S$50,000 0 ceeecesescccecesescanessnsassssse=3
$50,001 TO $65,999ceveresecascscncessscerossosasnec—d
$66,000 TO $80,000cc0ueeuecesseccscccasascssascsasese=5
OVER $80,000 . cceeeecescesesoscacocosesaasssancnsonse=b

refuse.oooa0lo-.c-oooo.o..oo.o..ao-oolo.ooool.ou-..o_g



84. IF YOU ARE CURRENTLY REGISTERED TO VOTE, ARE YOU REGISTERED AS A
DEMOCRAT OR A REPUBLICAN?

DEMOCRAT ¢ ¢ e eoooscossasessosnsssoscssassassccsssseall0=1
REPUBLICAN. . coeesescsessssoscscscsosscscascsssasscssosses=2
INDEPENDENT OR OTHER PARTY..ccevceescscessccssoaccccse=3
not registered (SKIP TO Q. 88)ccceesscccssnsacsssses—d
refuse (SKIP TO Q. 88)ccceceessccccccosnosssssesscsse=9

85. IF THE VOTE WERE HELD TODAY, WOULD YOU VOTE YES OR NO ON A 600 MILLION
DOLLAR STATE BOND ISSUE FOR CONSTRUCTION AT THE UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA,
THE STATE UNIVERSITIES AND COMMUNITY COLLEGES?

YES..l.oon..o.ooo.co00........oooo..-o.a.o..noo.-lol-l

No.oc.-o..000.o'Ooooaaoooocoo.o.o.o-.ou0000000000000-2
don't know..'....ooo-oo.oo.l...oO.Q‘o...oo.o.oo.ﬂ.oo-s

refuseo........0...0.0-.0...oo.'co.o....oo.oo-.oo..o—g

86. WOULD YOU VOTE YES OR NO ON AN 800 MILLION DOLLAR STATE BOND ISSUE FOR
ACQUISITION AND CONSTRUCTION OF ELEMENTARY AND HIGH SCHOOL FACILITIES?

YES.Q.Io.Iol...ooO...toc..co..o.oo.oc.‘.c..o.-oooloz-l
No..oon.Q.oo.oocc-0.0.0‘....o--c..oooooloo.ooo..!olu-z

don't know.-o...o-.............-.......-.-.....-.-..-8

refuseo.lo.lo.o...0.-.-....0-...0.00..o..c.-a-lioonn-g

87. WOULD YOU VOTE YES OR NO ON AN INITIATIVE THAT WOULD GUARANTEE PUBLIC
SCHOOLS A FIXED PORTION OF THE STATE BUDGET AND ANNUAL INCREASES TIED TO
INFLATION AND PUPIL ENROLLMENT?

YESO..o'ooooon.oooo.o.ootccool..o--oo-o-o-o.u'ol-lo3-l

No...O0.Qo.o..oooootlcoooooo-.coooo.oopcc-nooo!l..-n-z

dQn't know.oo.oo.QC.lcOo.oocoo-00000..00.-&.....0000-8

refuseo..oo.lo.olo.noouootoonoo-o---onoo-o-o..o.o.-.-g

88. WOULD YOU CONSIDER YOURSELF TO BE POLITICALLY

LIBERAL. e cscasosssssssassccccoscssscsassssssassaoesslOd=1
MIDDLE=OF=THE~ROAD OR:ccesscesssnccasscsnssssssnsnsse=2
CONSERVATIVE .. cececoocoscsscsssasescsccsossasasanscssssse=3
don't Know, refuSe.ceesecccccessecsccccosssssssnsssnsse=9

89. WOULD YOU BE WILLING TO BE CONTACTED FOR A FOLLOW-UP INTERVIEW AT A
LATER DATE?

YES (GET FIRST NAME: Jeeeseesa105-1

NO..o.t..t..n.oc.ou'coo..o..u.oi..lo-oo-o...00..00.10_2

refuseotooo..o.v.oooouoooono.o-.u.ooo.o-0'..:.0....0-9

90. INTERVIEWER RECORD SEX:
MALE. ® 6 6 0 0 8 0 5 0 8 6 0 O 6 65 O 8 O 8 0S8 G OO S 0L OL e LSOOG Oe s tE 0106-1
FEMALE- ® 8 6 00 6600066006868 00606868 0000000 06e0000000ss000000 0-2

THANK YOU FOR YOUR COOPERATION
WE APPRECIATE YOUR TAKING THE TIME TO PARTICIPATE



