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Findings in Brief

Cdliforniansdisplay acertain ambival ence and contradictori-
ness when it comes to matters of growth in their own
community. Whileresidentsoverwhel mingly supporttheidea
of encouraging commercia development (78%t018%), atthe
sametimeamajority feel spopul ationgrowthintheir commu-
nity should be discouraged (52% to 40%). Thisambivalence
is most prominent among those Cdifornians living in the
suburbs.

Byatwotoonemargin, Cdliforniansbdievethatnewsinglefamily
housing should be encouraged in their community. Rentersand
lowerincomeCdiforniansarethesubgroupsmostlikely tofed this
way.

About two in three residents describe suburban sprawl as a
very (40%) or somewhat (27%) important problem in their
region. Thisviewissharedby mgjoritiesinall areasof thestate
andisparticularly strongamongthoselivinginthenine-county
San Francisco Bay Area.

When Californians are asked to describein their own words
what they believe are the main causes of suburban sprawl,
most frequently citedispopul ationgrowth (26%), followed by
alack of affordable housing (13%). Other factors cited by
significant proportionsof thepublicincludedevel opersencour-
aging sprawl (7%), peoplewanting to get out of thecity (6%),
alack of planning (6%), and uncontrolled immigration (6%).

Moretraffic and longer commuting time (22%) is mentioned
most often as the biggest problem associated with sprawl.
Two other problems frequently cited include a loss of open
space/poor land management (13%) and increasing costs to
local communitiesto provide public services(11%).

WhileCdiforniansoverdl areevenly dividedwhenaskedwhether
their own county has reached its growth limit, there are large
regiond variationstothisview. Whilemgjoritiesof LosAngdes
County and Bay Arearesidents agree thet their growth limit has
been reached, most residentsin other aress disagree.

By a 70% to 25% margin, Cdifornians overwhelmingly
support the idea of the state requiring cities and counties to
create aregional plan to manage growth and land useissues.

Opinionsaremoredividedwhenitcomestowhether aregional
plan should be used to guide growth and land use decisionsor
whether such decisions should be left up to each city and
county. Statewide, 53% support making such decisionsat the
regional level, while43%favor retaining thisauthority within
their ownlocal governments. Residentsof rural areasor small
and medium size towns are more apt to favor retaining local
control.
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Californians ambivalent with regard to growth

Cdliforniares dentsdisplay acertainambiva enceand contradic-
torinesswhen asked about growth and devel opment matters. By
a greater than four-to-one margin (78% to 18%) residents
strongly support theideaof encouraging commercid growthin
their communitiesover thenext severa years. Ontheother hand,
amgjority of Caifornians(52%o) feel sthat oneof thebyproducts
of commercia growth— population growth—should bediscour-
agedintheir community.

Whilelargemajoritiesof residentsinall areasof thestatesupport
theideaof encouraging commercia development intheir com-
munities over the next severd years, some differences are
evidentinpublicattitudestoward popul aiondependingonone' s
placeof residence. Thoselivinginthesuburbs, whilejustaslikely
asother Caiforniansto favor commercia development, arethe
most likely subgroup tofeel that population growthintheir area
should bediscouraged (62% discouraged vs. 31% encouraged).
By contrast, peoplewho residein small or medium sized towns
orwholiveinrural areasholdmoredivided opinionswithregard
to population growth, with 45%fedingit should beencouraged
and 47% saying it should be discouraged.
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Opinionsof Californiaresidentson
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Support for more new single family housing

By atwoto onemargin (60% to 30%), Caiforniansbelievethat
new singlefamily housingshouldbeencouragedintheir commu-
nity.

Anexaminationof thepopul ationsubgroupsfindsthat support for
new single family housing is greatest among rentersand lower
income Californians, while homeowners living in higher end
homesand personswith annua incomesof $80,000 or moreare
moredividedintheir viewsonthis.

Table 2
Opinionsregardingnew singlefamily housing

Shouldbe Shouldbe No
encouraged discouraged opinion

Statewide 60% ) 10
Homeownership/value of home

Renter 63% 2 10

Homeowner (total) 54% 37 9

L essthan $300,000 60% 3 9

$300,000 or more 45% 47 8

Household income

L essthan $40,000 71% 21 8

$40,000-$79,999 57% <) 8

$80,0000r more 50% Vivj 8

Sprawl an important regional problem in all areas of
the state

About twointhree Californianscurrently believe that suburban
sprawl isavery important (40%) or somewhat important (27%)
problemintheir region. Thiscomparesto 30%of thepublicwho
fed sprawl isnot an important problem wherethey live.

The belief that sprawl isamajor regiona problem is shared by
majoritiesof residentsinall areasof thestate, particularly among
thoseliving in the nine-county San Francisco Bay Area.

Table 3
I mportanceof theproblem of subur ban“ sprawl”
intheregion whereyoulive

Very Somewhat  Not No
important important important opinion

Statewide 40% z7 0 3
Region
Los Angeles County 40% 2 2 4
Other SouthernCalifornia 36% 24 A 6
Centra Valey* 36% 2 K 3
San Francisco Bay Area  48% 0 0] 2
Other NorthernCalifornia* 37% 2 3 3

* 9mall sample size

Population growth and lack of affordable housing
seen as main causes of sprawl

When Californiansareaskedtodescribeintheir ownwordswhat
they believe arethe main causes of suburban sprawl, they offer
a wide range of comments. Respondents answers were
recorded verbatim during the survey and werelatter coded into
general categories of response.

Most frequently cited asacause of sprawl ispopulation growth,
volunteered by 26% of the public. Next most frequently
mentioned arecommentsrel atingtoalack of affordablehousing
and the availability of cheaper land in outlying areas (13%).
Other factors cited by significant proportions of Californians
relateto theview that devel opersare encouraging sprawl (7%),
peoplewant to get out of the city (6%), alack of planning (6%6)
anduncontrolledimmigration (6%6).

Table4
What ar ethemain causesof sprawl?
(volunteeredreplies)

S

Population growth/more people wanting to live here 26%
Lack of affordable housing/cheaper cost of land
Developers encouraging it

People wanting to get out of the city

Lack of planning

Uncontrolledimmigration

High costs of living

Work, employers are spreading out
Peoplewanting less crime, drug problems

People want a better way of life

The booming economy

Government policiesencourageit

Peoplewanting to avoid traffic, parking problems
People wanting better schools for their kids
Other mentions

Don’t know/no answer
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(Adds to more than 100% due to multiple mentions)

Traffic seen as the biggest problem associated with
Sprawl

When Cdifornians are asked to statein their own wordswhet they
believe are the higgest problems associated with sprawl, the mogt
commonly volunteered response rdatesto moretraffic and longer
commutingtime(22%). Twoother problemsfrequently citedinclude
thelossof open gpace/too many housesor mals/poor land manage-
ment (13%) andincreased cogtstol ocal communitiesassociatedwith
providing public services such as sewers, roadsand schools (11%).

A long ligt of other problemsiscited by between 4% and 7% of the
publicinthissetting. Theseinclude: too many people/overcrowding
(7%), the deterioration of the cities (6%6), more pollution, poorer air
qudity (6%0), affordablehousingbecomingmoredifficulttofind (5%),
alack of water (4%), and aloss of jobsin the cities (4%).




Table5
What ar ethebiggest problemsassociated with sprawl?
(volunteeredreplies)
%
22%

Moretraffic/longer commutes

L oss of open space/too many houses, shopping malls/
poor land management

Increased costs to suburban governments to provide
new sewers, roads, schools, services

Too many people/overcrowding

Deterioration of thecities/leading to more crime,
more drug problems

More pollution, poorer air quality

Affordable housing becoming harder to find

Lack of water/water supply problems

Loss of jobsin the cities

Loss of a sense of neighborhood, community

Other mentions

Don’'t know/no answer
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(Adds to more than 100% due to multiple mentions)

Views about whether their county has reached its
growth limit vary by region

Thegtatewidepublicisabout evenly divided, with47%agreeing
and 49% disagreeing, when asked whether their county has
reached its limit with respect to the amount of growth and
development it can handle.

However, therearel argeregiona variationsabout thisacrossthe
state. For example, mgjorities of residents of Los Angeles
County aswell asthoselivingin the nine-county San Francisco
Bay Area agree that their county has reached its growth and
developmentlimit.

Ontheother hand, majoritiesof residentsinthe Centrd Vdlley,
areas of Southern Cdlifornia other than Los Angeles, and in
Northern California outside the Bay Area disagree with this
assessment.

Broadsupportfor thestaterequiringcitiesandcounties
to create a regional plan to manage growth

By a nearly three-to-one margin (70% to 25%), Cdifornians
favor theideaof the state requiring citiesand countiesto create
ajoint regiond plan to manage growth and land useissues.

Whilethereistwo to one support for thiskind of state policy in
all areasof thestate, resdentsof largecitiesfavor it by agreater
than four to one margin.

Table7
Shouldthestategover nment require
citiesand countiesin aregiontocreateajoint regional plan
ongrowth and land useissues

Yes, No, No
goodidea badidea  opinion
Statewide 70% ) 5
Place of residence
Largecity 8% 17 5
Suburb near large city 64% 3 5
Small/mediumtown/ruralarea  70% 5 5

Closer division of opinions about whether local
governments should give up control over land use
decisions

Opinions are more divided when dtate residents are asked
whether a regiona plan should guide growth and land use
decisonsinthereareaor whether decisionsabout thisshould be
left up to each city and county. Statewide, 53% favor the idea
of making growth and land use decisions at the regional leve,
while43%favor retainingthisdecis on-makingauthority within
their ownlocal city or county government.

Whilemajoritiesof theresidentsof largecitiesandthoselivingin
suburban areas around large citiesfavor aregional approach, a
pluraity of theresidents of rural areasor small or medium size
townsfavorsretaining loca control.

Table 6
“Thecounty wherel livehasreacheditslimitin respect
totheamount of growthand development it can handle.”

No
Agree Disagree opinion

Statewide 4% 49 4
Region

Los Angeles County 55% 41 4

Other Southern California 42% 57} 4

Central Valey* 36% 57 7

San Francisco Bay Area 57% 0 4

Other NorthernCalifornia* 21% 74 5

* Small sample size

Table 8
Should your areamakejoint regional decisions
on growth and land useissuesor should each city or county
beallowedtomakeitsown decisions?

Cities/counties

Regional  makeown No
control decisions Opinion
Statewide 53% 43 4
Place of residence
Largecity 61% ) 4
Suburb near large city 56% 1 3
Small/mediumtown/rural area 46% 0] 4




About The Survey

The findings in this report are based on a survey conducted April 19 — 25, 2002 among a representative sample of 510
California adults. Professor Robert W. Wassmer of California State University, Sacramento assisted in the development
of the issues and questions posed as part of the Field Ingtitute’ s Academic Fellowship Program. Interviewing was completed
by telephone in English and Spanish using a random digit dial sampling methodology, which sdlects telephone exchanges
within all area codes serving California in proportion to population. From each exchange a random sample of telephone
numbers are created by adding random digits to the telephone exchange selected, thus permitting access to all telephone
numbers, both listed and unlisted. Within each household one adult is selected using a systematic respondent selection
procedure. Up to six calls are made to each randomly sdlected household to reach an digible adult. During the data
processing phase the overall sample was weighted dightly to adjust the survey sample to known parameters of the sate's
adult population.

According to satigtical theory survey results from the overall statewide sample have a sampling error of +/- 4.5
percentage points at the 95% confidence level. Subgroups reported in this release, which have the following sample sizes,
are subject to wider sampling error ranges: large cities (119), suburbs (133), small/medium sized town/rural (251), Los
Angees County (134), other Southern California (165), Central Valley (75), San Francisco Bay Area (107), other Northern
California (29), renter (185), homeowner (315), home value less than $300,000 (179), home value $300,000 or more (119),
household income less than $40,000 (185), household income $40,000 - $79,999 (137), household income $80,000 or
more (144). The reader is cautioned that there are other possible sources of error in any survey. Different results could
occur because of biases in question wording or sequencing, or through undetected errors in sampling, interviewing or
data processing. Extensive efforts were made to minimize such potential errors.

About The Fidld I nstitute

TheFieldIngtituteisanon-partisan publicpolicy researchorgani zation devotedtothestudy of publicopiniononavariety
of social, economic and political issues. Thelnstitute undertakesregularly scheduled opinion and attitude surveysas
well asad hoc studiesin Cdlifornia, its primary areaof focus. The Institute’ s services are availableto all sectors of
the public. In addition to its own ongoing research programs, it accepts research contracts from public or private
organizations but not from partisan interests. All datafrom Institute studies are archived for use by scholars, policy
makers, and other persons or organizations. Archived data sets are available from more than 250 statewide studies
conducted by The Field Ingtitute and The Field Poll since 1956.

Media Sponsors

A number of leading Californiamediaproperties contributeto the operationsof TheField Ingtitute assponsorsof The
Field Pall.

AcademicConsortium

Thelngtitute' s Academic Consortium servesingtitutions of higher learning on anannual contract basis. Thelnstitute
providesConsortium membersdatafil esand codebooksof surveysundertaken by Thel ngtitutewhich arewidely used
for instruction and research. Current membersinclude the University of California system and the Cdifornia State
University system.

Officers
Officers of The Field Institute are Mervin Field, Mark DiCamillo and Dr. E. Deborah Jay.
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