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Introduction and Summary

In the last 20 years, voters in hundreds of localities have chosen to increase their own taxes to
finance billions of dollars of investment in transportation, and especially public transportation.
In November 2016 alone, state and local voters decideHwrdreds ofsucha f 2 OF f 2 LJ0A 2y €
transportation taxesNot all of these taxes financed public transportatidimerica remains a

highly automobileoriented country, and some of these initiatives wdess about transit and

more about roads. But many were not: at least 50 large initiatives dedicated most of their
revenue to transit (APTA 2016), and by one estimate these 50 measures collectively
represented ovefb300billion in transit investmentOver 70 percent of these measures,
representing over $200 billion, were approved (Eno Center for Transportation 2016). Nor was
2016 uniquein mostof the last 15yearsvoters have decided on scores of local option
transportation taxes, the majority of which cmmned heavy public transit components. Each

year between60and 70 percentof these ballots have been approvédenter for

Transportation Excellenc2p06, also Center for Transportation Excellence, nd; Scauzillg.2016

Even as transit finance has surgédwever, transitisehas fallen. American transit use has

long been relatively stagnarind has defiedncreases ifiunding and service. While ridership
sees mall increases in some yeatheseare usually counterbalanced by small decreases in
others.From 1970 to 2014, per capita transit service (measured in vehicle revenue miles) rose
46 percent, but per capita ridership fell 6 percent. Even between 2004 and 2818re period
where driving fell while the economy grewtransit use did not rise (Manwdlet al 2017). After
2013, transit ridership began to fall, first in per capita and then absolute terms. That decline
continues today (Manville et al 2018).

It is possible, of course, that transit use has fallen nationwide but risdrose places where

people turned out to vote for it. Yet this does not appear to be the case. Manville and Cummins
(2014), for example, showed that places with successful transit ballots in the early 2000s had no
discernible mode shifts by 2012, and a cursory examinatiqriagies that have approved

ballots since 2012 suggests that little has changed. Almost every urban area has seen ridership
fall in recent years, and places that have approved transit ballot measures am@lance

seem to be different

7 z

The juxtapositiyy 2F GNI yAAGQa NARaAAY I LIRLMzZ I NRdGe oAy |
raises the question of why people vote for it. Critics of public transportation have long argued
that transit struggles because political elites force it on voterswhé @i ¢+ yi AG® DSy S

1 There are exceptions to this trend, but they are not, upon closer examination, reassuring. Voters in Phoenix, for
example, approved atransitballdtS | 8 dzNB Ay wHampX YR AY HamT tK2SYyAEQ&
percentt making it one of only three urbanized areas where ridership increased. This was a real accomplishment,

YR t K2SyAEQa RSOA&AZ2Yy (2 Ay Obpedcapkayfideishipin Rhogdix id2® i SY 61 &
was still lower than it had been in 2015 (19 rides per capita compared to 20) and lower in both years than it had

been in 2006 (22). Phoenimoreoverhad also approved a transit ballot measure2004 after that victory

ridership fell steadily for years (APTA Fact Books, 2008 and 2017).
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federal incentives, in this view, combined with lobbying by influential insiders, lead elected
officials to supply transit in places where little demand for it existg.(Kotkin and Cox 2017;
Levine et al 199Balaker and Kim 20D68Nhatever the merits of this critique, it has less

traction when voters explicitly approve higher taxes to furahsit. Transit ballots arthusa

small rebuke to the idea that transit supply is the result of elite imposition. The government, in
these caes, seems to be giving voters what they want. Voters just seem to want transit for
reasons other than riding it.

What might those reasons be? The answer to this question is obviously of interest to transit
advocates. Knowing what makes voters turn oustgpport transit can hip advocates win

more electiond YR FAY I YOS Y2NB aSNBAOS® . dzi GKS Fyags
longerterm trajectory. If political support for transit finance is largely divorced from any desire

to ride transit if it isrooted in partisanship, or a desire to help lemcome people who already

use transit, or a belief that better transit will make driving easi#ren even large ballot box

victories may not imply changes in mobility or travel behavior.

This report examinethe motivations behind transit ballots by analyzing Measure M, a large
transportation sales tax that voters in Los Angeles County approved on Election Day 2016. The
aSladsaNB g1 a FROFIYOSR o0& [! aSiNR>X GKS [2a !y13
and won with 71.5 percent of the vote, easily exceeding the difficultttwwals threshold that

California requires for new taxes or tax increa®@® NI t f & GAGE SR GKS a[ 2a
¢CNI FFAO LYLINRBOGSYSyYyld tflysé aslaasdaNBy Yacentd@dNY I y Sy
also made an earlier, temporary transportation sales tax increase permafkold,

proponents estimate that Measure M will generate $860 million a year, or more than $120

billion over 40 years. The measure is multimodal: in adidito transit, it will fund road

projects, as well as bicycle and pedestrian infrastructure. But fully 65 percent of its funding is

for transit, and transit dominated both the coverage and rhetoric of its campaign.

Los Angeles is just one region, andddere M is just one ballot measui®o,there are limits to

GKS IASYSNIfATlIoAfAGeE 2F GKA&A NBLR2NIQA FTAYRAY3
three reasons. First, it is a large and prominent transportation measure, with most of its

revenue ai rhetoric focused on transit. Second, Measure M is not the first trdosiised

local option tax that LA County has approved. Even before Measure M, over 40 percent of LA
aSUNR Q& I yeyak from MEaEsSes taxethe result of three additionabical option
transportation sales taxes, approved in 1980, 1990 and 2008, that each raised the sales tax by %2
cent. All of these measures devoted at least a plurality of its revenue to transit (especially rail)

and each was accompanied by political rhetatout reducing congestion and pollution, and

shifting LA away from its primarily automobfiecused patterns of moving around.

Because Los Angeles is not new to ballot box transportation finance, using Measure M as a case
study helps control for at least one potential confounding fatttiansportation transitions

take time. Expecting residents to immediately shift from automabitetrains and buses is in

many cases simply not realistic, meaning that start examinations of places where transit
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ballots passed is unlikely to be informative. In such places changes may occur slowly as systems
are built, people become accustomedusing transit, and so on.

Los Angeles, in contrast, has had ample time to begin this transition. Figure 1 shows that while

GKS NB3IA2YyQa LREAGAOFE @A OO0 2 N&visgitheKHa@beedh SR 2
less successful in delivering tmédnded outcomes of more ridership and less congestidhe

GSEG Fd GKS 2L 2F GKS 3N LK RAALIX I &&a GKS &KL
GNF YALRNIIFGAZ2Y oFff20aT Ay NBOSyid @&SINAR (NIya
Prop@@AGA2Yy & ! YR MdppnQa t NBLRAAGAEWMS04 62y FlL AN
percent of the vote, respectively), Measures R and M, in 2008 and 2016, both captured over
two-thirds of the vote.

¢KS FTAIAINBEQa GSNIAOIf idetshifsuggestiiatdie redeku? somLIS NJ O
GKSaS olftft2d0 YSI&adz2NBad KI& FdzSt SR |y dzyRSyAl of
Los Angeles had no heavy or light rail. By 2016 it had over 110 miles of rail, with more under
construction. In 1991, whett KS O2dzy e Qa FANRG NI Af fAYyS 2LISy S
a S i NP QGverihe\dext 25 @ears, rail ridership grew over 1,200 percent (from an
FRYAGGOSRE & avlrftf oFaSov YR o0& Hnanmc NIAf | 002 dz

.dzi NI AfQa SELI yarzy 61 a y2(wasdoddmpdnidd gyXafing o0& T
ridership. The solid line that trends upward across the top of the graph shows the Texas

CNF yaLRNIOFGAZY LyadAaddziSQa ¢ NéswSdelayovasyoer LY RSE
ten percent higher in the 2010s than it was in the early 1980s. The TTI index is an admittedly
imperfect metric of congestion, but by most metricaverage delay, reliability, and soof ! Qa
congestiorhas worsened over tim&.Finallz,. (1 KS 3ANJ LIKQa KSI g& RIakKSR
2OSNI ff NARSNBKALI LISNJ OFLMAGEE akKz2ga GKIG GKS
FTNRY mMopyn (2 mpyp ol LKSy2YSy2y L gAtt SELX A
recovered. By2mMc X aSGNR Q& LISNJ OF LIAGIE NARSNEBEKAL) 6+ & H
40 percent below its 1985 peak. In sum, LA voters have consistently voted for transit and
consistently not used it.

2 For most variables 1980 is set to 100, except rail ridership (which did not start until 1991) and the congestion
index (which did not begin until 1982).

3The TTI measures thatio of peak driving time to ofpeak driving time: a TTI of 1.4, for example, suggests that it
takes 40 percent longer to make a trip at peak hours tharmpe#fk. The TTI attracts a good deal of criticism, and
much of that criticism is justified. Onelesant issue is that the methodology used to build the TTI has changed

over time; Figure 1 shows a dramatic spike in the TTI after 2012, and this probably represents a change in
measurement, rather than a huge leap in congestion. The most persuasiviseritiof the TTI, however, are not

that it inaccurately measures road delay, but that a) people inappropriately use it as a metric of mobility, and b)
LIS2LIX S dzaS Ad Fa | F2dzyRIGA2Y F2N) 6dzAf RAyYy 3 OAigfma® OdzNIF S
2014). | believe both these criticisms are valid, but they have little bearing on my use of the index in Figure 1. Rail
transit was supposed to reduce road delay in Los Angeles, and the index is a reasonable (although, again,
imperfect) metric é road delay.
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Figurel: Trends in Transit Ridéip, Rail Ridership, Traffic Congestion and Ballot Sudaess,
Angeles County, 198016
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Sources: National Transit Database, US Census, Texas Transportation Institute. Base years are set to 100. Trips are
unlinked passenger trips. The TTI congestidejirhas seen its methodology change periodically, although it is
designed to be consistent. A pea913 methodological change, however, may account for the notable congestion
spike.

The third factor that makes Measure M a useful case study relates®aLA G NI yaA G NARSN
boom between 1980 and 198Broposition A, the transportation tax voters approved in 1980,

contained gprovision mandating that in itlrst five yearstherevenue collected for rail would

be used tosubsidize bus fare©nly when thee five years ended would the money be used for

rail constructionBecause ofthis provision, bus fares were cut in half, and ridership increased.

When the fare subsidy ended in 1985, the tax revenue was spent on rail, bus fares rose, and

ridership declind (Elkind 2014; Southern California Rapid Transit District 1986).

[ dzGGAyYy3 o0dza FIFNBX& AYONBFaSR NARSNBKALI 0SSOI dza s
disproportionately poor, and thus extremely sensitive to the price of travel. LA, in this way,
differssubstf GA I f £ &8 FNRY GKS yI GA2yQaKS NG tRIFAQRY 4 t OXN
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New York, San Francisco and Boston that grew up around public transportation. In these places,
older built environments with narrow streets and scarce parking give traglsitive

advantages over driving, leading middle class and even affluent people use public
transportation regularly.

Los Angeles, despite once boasting a vast public transportation network (Wachs 1996), is not a
legacy transit city. In absolute terms, LAisgeles has largednsit ridership, one thagxceeds

the ridership inmany of thesmaller legacy regions. But its built environment and

transportation culture are oriented resolutely around the automobile, and as a result transit in
Los Angeles is usediparily by lowincome, often foreign born, people who laakcess to

private cars. Public transportatian Los Angeles is more a social service than it is a widely
shared form of mobilityThe success d98MX2 fare reductionshould be understooth this
O2yGSElG® [26SN) FI NBa LINRPolofe AyONBLF&ASR [! Q&
used transit to use it more frequently, rather than by encouraging people who once drove to
begin taking transit insteadCutting fares in 1980 created more ridéip, but not necessarily

many newriders There is at least some reason to think the cutting faretjowould have a

similar result.

aSladz2NB aQa A Y LIs #if@dernt. M8adurefMs nkt 2esign@dafdfieba more

generous transportation social safety net, nor to convince current riders tomigie often.

The goal instead was transition LA from a social service model of transit to one where transit

is a more universal waof moving around, a modetore closely resemblintpe transit systems

of the legacy northern cities S I & dzNBmpaigd éetddic frequentlinvoked the idea of

less congestion, and a Los Angeles where more people wouldhinaneechoices about how

they move around. Intheruopt2 G KS St SOGA2y > aSIiNRQ& /9h NBI
goals was to make 25 percent of LA County residents regular transit riders (Nelson 2016).

The ambition of this goal should not be understated. Los Angeles is trying to accomplish,

through electorapolitics and public policy, what cities like Boston and New York accomplished
fFNEBESfte G§KNRdzZAK GKS | OOARSY (i igdrotdkdrckthe NB d® ! YSN.
automobile.They were married to transit from the start. The tension that LA musigade, in

trying to maintain its social service while also attracting drivers, is felt less acutely in legacy

cities.

| NHzOA L ft&% [! Qa OK InmodtAngraa citiesiwillfakeSshauid théytlsoy IS (G K
attempt to move away from driving andward transit. Just as it is in LA, public transportation

in most American cities is a social service, so Los Angeles represents a potential future for these
places a bellwether for the broader effort to remake America cities in a lesseatric image.

LAmay offer few lessons for how a transportation tax would play out in San Francisco or
Philadelphia, but almost certainly offers insight into the political prospects for public

transportation in Atlanta or Nashville or Houston.
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Examining Measure M requsaunderstanding it as a transportation proposal, a tax proposal,

and a political problem since it was all these things. My analysis of the measure draws on

some publichk @+ Af 6t S F2BSNYYSyid RIEGE YR I 0NARST NJ
materials. | lnild most of the analysis, however, on two surveys that | wrote and supervised: a
probability survey of LA County adults carried out immediately after the election, and a survey

of transit riders conducted a few months later. | use these surveys, comhittiedhe other

data, to draw some broad conclusions about why Measure M passed, and what that might

mean for transit use in LA County.

My findings, in brief, are as follows:

Support for Measure M fell heavily along ideological and especially partisandjdiderals and

Democrats supported the measure, while conservatives and Republicans didSedt.

identified liberals and especially sédfentified Democrats were much more likely to support

Measure M than were conservatives, Republicans, or people mdioated a preference for

small government. This relationship was robust: Democrats supported Measure M more than
wSLJzoft AOFY&aZ YR GaidNRPy3I 5SY2O0NF Gaé¢ adzldld2 NI SR
accord with some newer work in political scienbkall 2017) suggesting that transportation

issues have become increasingly partisan, and more likely to be decided by party identity rather

than personal relevance.

Support for Measure M was support for public transportatiokleasure M, like many local

option transportation taxes, was multimodal. Most of the revenue it raised would go towards

transit, but its spending plan included considerable funding for roads and freeways. The

presence of automobile improvements in local option transportation taxegsaaspotential

explanation for why their approval is not accompanied by rising transit ridership: transportation

taxes might succeed despite, rather than because of, their transit components. In short, voters
approve transit spending, but are actually nvatied by road spending (e.g. Manville and

Cummins 2014). This explanation, however, does not appear to hold with Measure M. Support

for Measure M was strongly associated with positive attitudes toward public transportation.

Attitudes toward transit, in fag are one of the major differences between supporters and
2LIRYSyGad ¢KAA O2yOf dzaAz2zy R2Sa y2aG YSIy aSl a
unnecessary. Given the high voter threshold Measure M needed to clear, road funding may well
have delivered some&asSy G Al f @2GSad . dzi aSlI adz2NE aQa &dzLJLJ
enthusiasm for transit.

Concerns about traffic congestion did not, by themselves, predict support for Measure M. But

people concerned about congestion who also felt positively about transiteveery likely to

support the Measurea S & dzZNB3 aQa OF YLI A3y KSIF@GAf& SYLKI &a
notorious traffic congestionMy survey results suggest that this message was effective, but not

simply because voters dislike congestion. Virtuallgryone in LA County appears to dislike

congestion, so concerns about congestion, by themselves, had little assoaiath support

for Measure MlIndeed, the peoplenostconcerned about traffic congestionpeople who

15



volunteered, unprompted, thatcongésh 2y gl a 2yS 2F [! [/ adzydeQa
were nomore likely than others to support Measure M. What set Measure M supporters apart

was a concern about congesticombinedwith positive ideas about transit. People who had

positive beliefs about tnasit were more likely t@ssociateMeasure M with congestion, and

muchmore likely tosupport the measureThis finding accords with broader findings from

political science: to succeed, political entrepreneurs must both define a problem and frame

their preferred policy as a solution to that problem. The latter is harder than the former, but

when people concerned about congestion become convinced that transit can help reduce it,

they vote for transit.

Both supporters and opponents of Measure M want publiarisportation to reduce
O2y3aSaidArzy YR AYLINRBYGS (GKS SYyg@ANRBYYSyilw CSs A
helping provide mobility to lowincome peopl& as a high priority.Almost 70 percent of

Measure M supporters, and over 75 percent of opponeat§ S (NI yaA i Qa G2 L) LINR
reducing congestion or improving the environment. Only 20 percent of supporters and 16
LISNODSy G 2F 2LIRyYySyida @AS¢é (NI yaAd-fcomei 2 LI LINR 2 N
people.

Demographically, the average Mease M supporter does not resemble a likely transit rider.
Riding transit in Los Angeles is largely a function of socioeconomic status, and particularly of
access to private vehicles (Manville et al 2018). Support for Measure M, in contrast, is
associatedess with socioeconomic status and more with particular beliefs and attitudes. Most
Measure M supporters, like most county residents, live firmly aariented lifestyles. They

own automobiles and have free parking at home and work. Many have high incéihes.

these attributes predict driving. Measure M supporters are more likely than opponents to say
that they would like to drive less, but in regression analysis the association between this
attitude and support for Measure M is inconsistent. In contraéiseé differences between

Measure M supporters and opponents become much larger, and statistically significant, when
they express beliefs about themciak | & 2 IR ASR (2 GKS LISNAR2YIFf I ¢
support does not appear to stem fronmawidespread desire to personally ride transit more,

but instead from a belief that if the region has more transit, some people will ride it, and that as
a result progress will be made against various social problems.

¢CKS LlzofA0Qa adNRBy3d &dzlILI2NI F2NJ aSlk adzZNBE a Aa
complementary policies building more housing, reforming parking, or tolling freeway<ghat

would make the measure effectivéinancing transit is a necessary but not sight condition

for robust transit ridership. The American cities where transit captures a substantial share of

travel combine transit investment with policies that make riding transit easier and driving

private vehicledharder. In thesglacescentral ¢ty housing and population densities are high,

streets are narrow, blocks are short, and parking is scarce and expensive. None of these
characteristics describe Los Angeles. Foralaitgg ! Qa OSYy(iN}r f RSyaAxdASa |
roads are wide, iad parking is abundant. These factors, which arise at legsnrfrom
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RSEAOSNIGS LRtAOE RSOAaAAZ2Yaxr y20 2yfteée YI1S RN
Without changes in these policies, even a vii@idnced transit system is unlikelly lure many

riders. But public support for such changesxpressed in beliefs about the costs and benefits

of more housing development or parking reforns far lower than support for Measure M.

Il adzadlyadAlt YAY2NAGE 2 Friddrdwauld pefdekuNE/g. § LJdzo £ A O
aSUNR QA NARSNI adzNBSea O2yaraidSyidfte akKz2g GKIFQ
vehicle to make their transit trip; my own survey of riders shows the same. My results,

moreover, suggest that over 40 percent of thaghiclefree riders would not ride transit (or

would ride less) if they had accessto cafsus) t Y2ald on LISNOSydG 2F [ ! Qa
would rather not beon transit, or be on it less.

How should we interpret these results? For transit acgtes, they clearly suggest a path

toward political success in cariented cities. The dominant transportation concern in such
places is often traffic congestion. Most voters are drivers, and the typical prablendrivers
encounter is congestion. Tamg into frustration with congestion (and to a lesser extent into
concerns about the environment), and depicting public transit as a solution, could encourage
people who have little personal experience with transit to support it. The results also suggest
that transit advocates should be mindful of trends in local partisanship. To the extent transit is
increasingly associated with Democratic identity, advocates can time transit ballots around
other elections that promise strong Democratic turnout.

More broady, however, the results might give advocates some pause. If support for transit
finance is fueled by concern about congestion and partisan identity, then it may not be
motivated by a desire to use transit. If this is the case, then the political projesetoniring

transit funding may be orthogonal to, or even at odds with, the policy project of encouraging
transit ridership. Victory in a transit election is both a political end and a policy means: an
electoral win is the final step in the political pr@se but an intermediate step in the
transportation policy process, where the desired outcome is (presumably) a successful transit
system. If the factors that determine the former do not necessarily determine the latter, then
we cannot extrapolate from vioty at the polls to expectations about changed mobility.

For example, if people vote for transit largely out of allegiance to Democratic priorities, there is

little reason tothink the electoral outcome will translate into different travel behavior. And if

LIS2LX S @2GS F2NJ 0Nryaaid o0SOlFdzasS GKSe ¢yl tSa
support might actuallynhibit changes in travel behavior. People who vote for trabhsitause

they believe it reduces congestion are often voting for transit because they want driving to be

easier. But transit works best in places where drivifgaigsler. Transit, again, thrives in dense
environments where walking is easy and parkingffgcdit. These environments help transit by

making transit itself more effective (more people can more easily access stops) but also
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because they raise the price of driving, in time or stress or money, by taking some space away
from vehicles'

Selling tansit as a way to reduce congestion, in other words, is a strategy with a contradiction
embedded in it. Voters who support transit because they want their driving to be easier are
unlikely to support policies that will make transit effective, because thpadieies will

intrinsically make driving harder. A broad agreement about finantcangsit will mask

dzy RSNX @Ay3 RA&FINBSYSYy(d Io2dzi GNIyarAsdQa LizNLIR2
across modes. If an electorate agrees about financing tréasiremains divided over policies

that would support it, then transit service can increase even as transit effectiveness remains
low. In these circumstances the typical resident is unlikely to be drawn out of their car and onto
transit. Transit will conhue to be a social service, and because its service quality and
convenience will remain low relative to driving, many of the-ia@ome people who ride

transit will leave it when they are able. Transit riders will aspire to drive, and drivers will not
aspre to ride transit. In manyays,this is the pattern we have seen play out in Los Angeles.

The remainder of the report proceeds as follows. The next section highlights the profound
RATFSNBYyOSa o0SiG6SSy [2& ! y3ISt Gthenkeyidvthe KS | YSNR
history of transit ballots in LA, and summarize the Measure M campaign. Section 1V introduces

my survey data and methods, and the fifth section presents the results. In the final section |

discuss the implications of these findings fartsit policy in LA and cities like it.

4| discuss this point further throughout the report, but for now a caveat is in order. In some waysistransit
might do better in places where driving is easier, since many buses share road space with private vehicles,
and if private vehicles are moving unimpeded then so too are buses. At the same time, if private vehicles are
moving unimpeded then most people (if they have cars) will have little incentive to be on a bus. In congested
areas, bus transit is more effective when driving is mordifficult relative to buses (the buses have their own
lanes) or more expensive (roads are congestieoharged and buses are exempt).
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lI. Transit in America and Los Angeles: Mass Mobility or Redistribution?

Most people in most parts of America do not use public transportation. The average American

took 36 transit trips in 2016, but the median anmebdal American took zero (Manville et al

2018). Tis divergence between the mean and mode arises becausty/ieal American does

y2i0 NARS GNYXyaaxd +adG Fftfx gKAES | ayvylrff akl NS
of transitowesnparti 2 GNI yaAidQa O2YLIX SGS +6aSyO0S Ay azy
I YSNAOlIYya R2y QG tAGS ySIEN LlzofAO GNIYaALRNILFGA
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Americans, when asked, say they do not support more spending on public transpoPtation.

While transit often looms large for people concerned about transportation policy, it plays little
NREES Ay Y2al LIS2L)X SQa f A @S antthevasSmajoytyioll SR { G G S
personal travel occurs by private car.
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access to a private car is difflcurhis difficulty can arisedm some combination of two

reasors: because driving itself is expensive (an attribute of a place), or because incomes are low
(an attribute of people). Driving is expensive in only a handful of places: dense central cities
with narrow streets, heavy congestion, and little parking. In qulebes.even affluent people

ride transit, because the cost of regular car (isemoney, time or stress3 prohibitive. Outside

these areas, transit is demographically concentrated among people witinlcemes, or

people who have medical or legal corents that prevent them from driving. We can thus

draw a distinction between mass market mobilitynodelof transitt places where transit is a
relatively convenient way to move aroundand asocial servicenodel places where transit is

a safety net fopeople locked out of the dominant form of mobility (Glaeser et al 2008; Taylor

and Morris 2014).

In the US, the social service model describes most tragstems while the mobility model
accounts for most transiiderst because, again, transit ridershgpheavily concentrated in a
few places. Most systems are sparsesed, and used mostly by poorer people, while a handful
are heavily used, and used by people of all socioeconomic strata. The National Transit
Database tracks transit service in 531 urizad areas. 12016,just seven of these areasNew
York, Los Angeles, Washington DC, Philadelphia, San Francisco, Boston and @bamagued

5 The General Social Survey asks a representative sample of Americans this question every two years. Since 2000,
theshare2 ¥ NBaLRyRSyi(ia aleAya adG22 tAG0GfSe¢ 60APSPY (KSe gl y
This proportion has sometimes climbed to 45 percent, but never exceeded 50 percent. The share of people who

prioritize transit over roads who support nore transit spending but do not support more highway spending

averages closer to 20 percent. The American Public Transportation Association (APTA) has occasionally

commissioned surveys showing that far higher shares of Americans (upwards of 70 perceéntjoratransit

spending, but the &S is a higlesponserate goldstandard survey, and its results are likely more accurate. Other

surveys, some reviewed in Manville and Cummins (2014) also suggest that national support for increased transit

spending is witbelow 50 percent.
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for 46 percent of transit servickand 69 percent of transit ridership, despite holding just 25

percent of the ppulation. New York alone, which is 8 percent of the population, accounts for

over 40 percent of all US ridership and 20 percent of se/Mieen these figures understate

GNI yaAidQa 3S23aNIF LIKAO O2y OSYy G NI (A2 ycHiesdA yOS GKS
these urban areas.

Among these seven tranditeavy regions, Los Angeles stands out. Unlike the other regions, LA

is not a legacy transit city, and operates with a social service model of transit, as Tables 1 and 2
illustrate. Table 1 shows ridehip data for each of these seven regions, as well as data on the
YSRAIFY SIENYAYy3Ia YR LR OSSN -ta-kadt rovdzdmpards LO® Y Y dzi S
the unweighted average of the other six cities. Because New York is such an outlier, the final

row compares LA to the unweighted average of the five regions other than New York.

¢CKS GlrofSQa FANRG O2fdzvy akKz2ga SIHOK NBIAZ2Y QA
contribute more to US transit ridership: New York is first, LA seconds@od. The second

column, however, shows per capita ridership, and here we see that New York is truly a region

unto itself. With 233 trips per capita, New York far outdistances the-higitest region, San

Francisco (135 trips). LA, meanwhile, plungemfsecondplace in absolute terms to dead last

in per capita terms, at only 56 trips per capita. The rawrallest per capita ridership is found in
Philadelphia, a smaller region whose central city has struggled for decades with population loss,
butwhose A RSNAKALI NBYlFAYya Hm LISNOSYyld KAIKSN (KIy |
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source of total US transit ridership, but no¢cause a large share Ahgelinosuse transit. The

NB 3 A 2 ¥ Q don iOsPegdistddisdromiLA simply having many people, and particularly many
LI22NJ LIS2L S® 2SS OFly 4SS GKA&a 020K o6& O2YLI NRY
20KSNI NBIA2yaT YR o0& O2YLI NARyYy3A [! Qa UGNIXyaardl
comnuters in Los Angeles have lower earnings and higher poverty rates than transit

O2YYdzi SNE Ay GKS 20KSNJ NBIA2YAaZE |YyR GKS St NYyA
LA workforce overall is much larger than the gap in the other regions. Transit cersmutos

Angeles have less than half the median earnings of transit commuters in the other six regions,

even though earnings for workers in overall are closer to thqearters the earnings of

workers in the other regions. The average LA worker, meaewés twice the median

earnings of the average LA transit commuter (almost $33,000 compared to $17,400). In the
20KSNJ AAE NBIAzZ2yas Ay O2y (Nl adGs GNIlyaaid O02YYdz
sometimes exceed, the median earnings of workergalée.g., transit commuters in Chicago

KIFdS YSRAFY SIENYyAy3a p LISNOSYyd KAIKSNI GKIFy GK
transit commuters are more than twice as likely to be poor as LA workers overall (19.5 percent

to 8.5 percent)andalmost three times as likely to be poor as transit commuters in the other

6 Measured in vehicle revenue miles.
It Odzf  GSR FNBY blidA2ylrf ¢NXyaiAd 5FdloFaSQa wnanmc | %! |

20



regions. The poverty rate among LA transit commuters is almost 20 percent, and never exceeds
10.5 percent in the other six regions.

These differences do not arise because poor people do setmansit in the six legacy regions.

To the contrary, lowncome people in these regions use tramabrethan they do in LA. The
GroftSQa FAylf O2fdzvy akKz2ga GKIFIG S@Sy Fa [!Q
poor workers ardesslikelyli 2 02 YYdziS o6& (NryaAirde hyte c LIS
transit commuters less than onehird the average in the other six regions. The legacy regions
stand apart because their large numbers of {meome riders are diluted by large numbers of
affluent riders. This is indicative of a masarket mobility transit systemin Los Angeles, transit

is used heavily by loamcome people, but even losmcome people are unlikely to use it. These
attributes are the hallmark of a social service transit system.

Tablel: Socioeconomics of Transit Use in Los Angeles and Six-HeasjtUS Regions

Socioeconomics of Transit Use in Los Angeles and Six Transit-Heavy US Regions

Ridership  Unlinked Transit Median Earnings Share in Poverty Share of Poor Worke

Rank (Absolute) Trips per Capita Transit Commuters Al Workers Ratio  Transit CommutersAl Workers Ratio  Commuting by Trans
Los Angeles 2 56 $17,421 $32,820 053 19.5% 85% 229 6%
New York 1 233 $39,691 $41,274  0.96 8.1% 59% 137 40%
Chicago 3 75 $41,511 $39,505 1.05 8.9% 89%  1.00 13%
Washington DC 4 104 $50,273 $54,108 0.93 5.8% 37% 157 3%
San Francisco 5 135 $52,434 $49,809 1.05 5.1% 6.4%  0.80 17%
Boston 6 96 $44,788 $45475  0.98 4.3% 75% 057 14%
Philadelphia 7 68 $31,792 $40,675 0.78 10.5% 50% 210 12%

Ratio of Los Angeles to:

Six-City Average nla 0.47 0.40 0.73 0.55 2.74 1.36 2.01 0.27
Five-City Average na 0.58 0.39 0.71 0.55 2.82 1.35 2.09 0.32

Sources: NTD 2014-2015, APTA Fact Book 2016 (Table 4), US Census ACS 2016. Census Data are for MSAs
Six-city is average is unewighted mean of all non-LA cities. Five-city average is unweighted mean excluding New York.

The discussion above comes with an important caveat: the earnings and poverty statistics are
only for commuters. Commuting data are collectgdthe Census, and as a result have the
advantage of being both highly reliable and regularly updated. But commuters are an imperfect
proxy for transit riders overall. Commuters are a minority of rideirsleed, commuting

appears to be a falling share toftal transit tripst and commuters tend to be more affluent

than riders at large. Many poor riders do not work, and commuters are more likely than the
typical rider to use expensive and suburbsgrving commuter rail. To get a fuller picture of

[ 1 Q& NXaRIE Ndripared demographic and economic characteristics of LA Metro riders
OFNRBY aSiNRQa 2yo02FNR adzNwSeauv G2 [! [ 2dzyae
to all US transit riders (using data assembled from multiple onboard surveys Byrtbecan

Public Transportation Association (APTA) (Clark 2017)). These rider data are less reliable than
the Census, but do capture transit trips of all kinds, rather than just journeys to and from work.

| present these national data first for urban areddess than 200,000 people, then for urban
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areas of over 1 million people (the category that includes, and is dominated by, the seven
regions discussed above), and finally for the entire nation.

h@dSNIffx GKS (Fo6fS NBA aFteansiDsysiem[ahdd@hlights ks dza | &
difference from other large urban areakiders on LA Metro are dramatically poorer than

County residents (58 percent of Metro riders are poor, compared to 16 percent of County
residents)andless likely to be whit (11 percent to 27 percent). The median household income

for a Metro rider ($16,890) is less than a third that of county households overall ($57,952).

Income matters in travel primarily because income is necessary for car ownership, and

comparing LA Metroiders to County residents overall shows striking differences in automobile
access. Almost 80 percent of riders report not having a private vehicle available to make their

trip, while only 11 percent of county households lack cars.

Table2: Characteristics of LA Metro Riders, LA County Residents, and Transit Riders Overall

Characteristics of LA Metro Riders, LA County Residents, and Transit Riders Overall, 2016

LA Metro LA County US Transit Riders

Riders Residents All Areas<200k  Areas >1 million
Share Non-Hispanic White 11% 27% 40% 5% 40%
Median Household Income $16.890 $57,952
Share in Poverty 58% 16%
Share w/HH Income Under $15k 44% 12% 21% 48% 20%
Share w/HH Income Over 100k 11% 30% 21% 6% 22%
Share w/No Vehicle Available 78% 11% 61% 60% 46%
Share Using Transit > 20 times per Month 67% 23% 63% 55% 62%

Sources: LACMTA Rider Surveys, CHTS 2012, US Census ACS 2016, Clark 2017.
Notes: Vehicle availability comparisons are imperfect--Metroasks if rider had a vehicle available for the current trip, while Census asks if
household has a vehicle available in general. Riders using transit 5 or more times per week are classified as using transit

over 20 times per month.

The next three columns compare LA Metro riders to transit riders more generally. This

O2YLI NRAazy @AStRa I adFNIfAy3I NBadzZ GY GKS NAR
2LISNYF 02NARZ Yz2aid Of 2aSfeé NBasSndliedudan aeaslofia Al NAR
measures of race, income, and vehicle access, riders on LA Metro look more like transit riders in
Topeka or Waco than Chicago or Philadelphia. In urban areas of over 1 million, 20 percent of

transit riders have household incomeslie $15,000, and 40 percent of riders are white. In

small urban areas, 48 percent of riders have household incomes below $15,000, and only 5

percent are white. On LA Metro, 11 percent of riders are white, and 44 percent have incomes

below $15,000. Recall, 22> GKI G [! Qa4 NARSNAR I NB KSI@gAfe& NB
for large urban areas, meaning that the table likehderstateghe contrast between LA and

the legacy transit regions.

It is posdile, of course, that mordngelinogand a more divese group of them) would ride
transit if LA offered more transit service. Table 3 shows that LA unquestionably has less service,
and especially less rail service, than the six legacy regions. LA has only 68 percent of the service
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(in vehicle revenue hoursep capita) of the other six regions (with New York excluded, it has
three quarters of the service), and has only 13 percent of the per capita rail service.

At the same time, the broader transit literature suggests that more service does not
automaticallyyield more ridership. Service levels are both a cause and a consequence of transit
use. Places with more service will attract more riders, but places that attract more riders also
provide more service. New York has many riders because it has an extenlssystem, but

that system exists in part baase many people want to rid&aylor et al (2009), in a large study

of hundreds of urban areas that controlled for this reverse causation, found that service levels
explained only about 25 percent of thetal variance in ridership (i.e., the difference between

the urban areas witlthe most and least ridershipgervice differences likely explain much less

of the ridership gap between LA and the other large regions.

Table3: Transit Usand Transit Service in Six Trastégtlavy US Regions

Transit Use and Transit Service in Los Angeles and Six Transit-Heavy US Regic
Unlinked Transit Vehicle Revenue Rail VRH
Trips per Capita Hours per Capita per Capita

Los Angeles 56 1.5 0.08
New York 233 3.0 1.09
Chicago 75 1.8 0.46
Philadelphia 68 1.4 0.19
San Francisco 135 2.5 0.74
Boston 96 1.8 0.49
Washington DC 104 2.7 0.75
Ratio of Los Angeles to:

Six-City Average 0.47 0.68 0.13

Five-City Average 0.58 0.73 0.16

Sources: NTD 2014-2015, AHS 2015, US Census ACS 2015
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inter-regional differences in transit ridership resulted from factorssually beyond the control

of transitoperatorg that influenced the relative prices of using transit and driving. Vehicle

ownership is among the most important of these factors (Manville et al 2018) and vehicle

ownership is itself often a function of not just income but also of density ankiimgr

availability. Cars are expensive to own, use and store. Higher income can help households buy

and maintain cars, while areas with more space, and especially more space devoted to parking,

can make it easier to store and operate them.

Table 4compares LA to the six legacy regions on measures of income, density, parking
I dFAfFroAtftAGERE YR @OSKAOfES 2ySNBKALD ¢KS Gl of
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regions, median income in Los Angeles is rather low; it is about 80 percentaf¢hage of the
20KSNI NBIA2yazr YR 2yfeée tKAfFRSELKAIFIQa AyO2YS
region is quite dense; it is in fact denser than any of the legacy regions. Superficially these

FIL OG2NAR LINBaSy(d I Lz indoSedand higheidenSity houldyall gisé 2 y 2 F
equal, suggest higher transit use.
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conceals both the absence of a very dense core and the automaltidetation of the

landscape. Unlike many legacy regions, whose high densities are driven by extremely dense

central areas, LA is dense primarily because it has dense suburbs (Manville et al 2013; Manville

and Shoup 2005; Eidlin 2010). As a result, LA has a landscapdegyate its density, demands

FYR OFGSNA (2 RNAGAYyId ¢KS GlFofSQa GKANR O2f dz
that come with a garage or carport in the rent or purchase price. In LA this proportion is 80

percent, over 50 percent larger thahe average of the six other regions, and twice the

proportions in Boston and New York.

¢CKS GFrofSQa NBYIAYAYy3d O02ftdzvyya O2YLI NS SIOK NB
where most regional transit use occurs, because they have higher dengssgarking, and

less vehicle ownership. Onegain,we see that compared to the other regions, income is lower

in LA. But this lower income, which should tend toward lower levels of driving, is

counterbalanced by a driviagriented built environment. Té central cities of the legacy

regions are denseliuilt places with little parking; LA City, in contrast, has a housing density

less than half that of the legacy central cities. In the legacy cetitres,the share of housing

units that include parkingglls off dramatically, but in LA the share of housing units that include

a garage or carport is essentially the same as the proportion for the region as a whole. When

parking is bundled into housing in central cities vehicle ownership rises (Manvillg, 20t

indeed carlessess N LACG & A& NI NBZI RSALIAGS GKS OAle&Qa NBf
LA City households have no vehicle, which is less than one third the average in other cities.
Households in San Francisco, where the median inceroedar $103,000, are more than twice

Fa tA1Ste G2 6S OFNXSaa la K2dzaSK2ftR&a Ay [! Z
built environment lowers the price of driving, and this lower price more than compensates fo
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Table4: Income, Density and Parking Availability in Los Angeles and Six-Haasjit US
Regions

Income, Density and Parking Availability in Los Angeles and Six Transit-Heavy US Regions

Region/Urban Area Central City
Median Income  Pop. Density  Bundled Parking ~ Median Income Housing DensityBundled ParkingNo Vehicles

Los Angeles $64,571 6,999 0.80 $54,432 3,063 0.76 0.12
New York $71,353 5,319 0.41 $58,856 11,235 0.18 0.54
Chicago $65,649 3,524 0.67 $53,006 5,251 0.49 0.28
Philadelphia $64,897 2,746 0.49 $41,449 8,900 0.30 0.30
San Francisco $93,761 6,266 0.75 $103,801 8,163 0.66 0.30
Boston $81,860 2,232 0.42 $63,621 5,638 0.28 0.34
Washington DC $96,915 3,470 0.44 $75,506 5,028 0.28 0.37
Ratio of Los Angeles to:

Six-City Average 0.82 1.78 151 0.82 0.42 2.08 0.34

Five-City Average 0.80 1.92 1.45 0.81 0.46 1.89 0.38

Sources: NTD 2014-2015, AHS 2015, US Census ACS 2015 & 2016.
Notes: "Bundled Parking" measures the share of homes with a garage or carport included in purchase price. Units with other forms of off-street parking are not count
"Median income" is 2016 median household income for the urban area. "No vehicles" is share of households with no vehicles available.

Taken together, these data suggest the daunting challenge LA faces in its efforts to become a
GNI yaad OAaGed [! Qa dzyRSyAlote fFNBS GNIyaAd
large systems. Transit in LA runs across a relativelgéngty landscape oriented around

private cars, making it a mode of last resort, used primarily by people who lack access to private
cars. For advocates, transitioning to a region where transit offers mass market mobility will thus
require convincing voters whioave little personal experience with transit to support it fiscally,

and then to support other transportation and land use policies that will make transit

competitive.
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lll. The Politics of Transit in an Automobile -Oriented Region

Political entreprenets succeed when they can frame policy proposals in ways that resonate

GAOUK @20SNB® ¢KS Y2ald 200A2dza ¢l & G2 R2 a2 Aa
material selfinterestt convince voters an issue is a problemdO2 y @Ay OS (G KSY GKI
preferred policy is the best solution. For a proposal like expanded transit in Los Angeles,

however, this approach may be difficult. Most LA voters have little experience with transit, and

may not even know someone who does. They may not see better trassitway to make their

own lives better, so the prospect of more and better transit may not by itself tap into their self
interest.

Faced with this constraint, transit advocates can take some combination of two other
approaches: using transit to activadepre-existing voter identity, or tying transit in a less direct
way to material selinterest. | will discuss each in turn.

Advocates can connetriansit, rhetorically or substantively, to other issues that voters strongly
value. If agdocates frame transit as important to the environment (e.g., APTA ndb), or as a vital
way to help the poor, then voters who see themselves as environmentalists or egalitarians
might support it even if they do not envision using it. Similarly, transit nagtivate a broader
partisanidentity: if people believe that being a good Democrat involves supporting transit, then
they need not be riders to cast votes for ithey need only feel strong allegiance to the
Democratic Party.

For most of the postwar yearscholarsdrew few connections between transportation and
partisanship (e.g. Panagopolous and Schank 2008), making partisan identity an unlikely lever for
transportation politics. Local transportation ballots, moreover, seemed particularly unlikely to

tap into partisan or ideological identity, because local elections tend not to be partisan

(Peterson 1981), and ballot measures lack candidates affiliated with one party or the other.
Transportation ballot measures are also tax measures, of course, anda@@partisan issue.

But local tax measurdend to be less parten than nationameasuregFischel 2001 f-or all

these reasonshe general consenswsnong transportation researchers wemat divisions

about transportation policy revolved more aroundaggaphy than partisanship.

In recent years, howevepartisanship and ideological division have inceshsverall in the

United StatesOnre hallmark of growingartisanships a tendency fopeople to view once
nonpartisan issues through a partisan leRetherington and Weiler 2009; Pew Research
Center2017) andsome evidence does suggest that transportation, and especially public
transportation, have become increasingly partisaransit has long been considered a more
liberal issue; conservatives rarticular associate it with traditionally liberal concerns like
environmentalism and the social safety net, and with traditionally liberal areas like big cities
(Weyrich 1996; Weyrich and Lind 1999). As the nation has become polarized, that association
has grown over time.
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One prominent example of transportation polarizationhe fTea Partywhichduring itsperiod

of peakinfluencemade transportation a centerpiece @$ particular brand o€onservatism

(Frick et al 2014). Niall (201&aminegpublicopinion data and shows that partisanship around
transit has grown steadily, with Democratic and Republican attitudes diverging sharply after
2010. He further shows that this partisan polarization is actually stronger at the local than the
national level.He analyzes precind¢vel vote returns for two transit referenda in the San
Francisco Bay Area in 2016, and his results suggest that partisanship was the strongest
predictor of support for the measuresexceeding the influence of transportation variables
themselvesDemaocratic precincts supported transit, regardless of how people in the precincts
personally traveled.
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worldview, while partisanship reflects clrsess with an established political party. Political

polarization is driven, in part, by an increased correlation between partisanship and ideology

(e.g., the decline of liberal Republicans) but partisanship remains separate from ideology. To

the extent ether partisanship or ideology play a role in Measure M, we should expect

LI NIAalyakKALIQa AyTtdzSyOS G2 o6S fINHSNE 06SOF dza
around winning elections. Parties exist, in part, to reduce the information coststioig

(Aldrich 1995). It is virtually impossible for even motivated voters to become highly informed

about a broad rangef public issues (Lupia 2018)any voters choose instead to learn which

party they generally agree with, and then vote based on thtit NIi @ Q& 3 dzZA Rl yOS® ¢ K
Democratic Party endorsed Measure M, while New Majority Los Angeles, a prominent

Republican organizationpposed it (New Majority 2016).

In places where most voters do not use transit, advocategnyaio make it more relevant to
0§KS | @S NI Fiteradtby rGaying it tdsSuésEhat peopldofind personally relevant.
These arguments let transit piggyback politically on issues that already enjoy high voter
support.In practice this tacticsually means linking transit to driving, andvacatescando so
in two primaryways. First, theganbuild multimodal coalitions. It is rare today for a
transportation ballot measure to finanamly public transportation. Most proposal$/leasure
M included, instead bundldransit investments witlroad and freeway improvementthereby
tying benefits for drivers into the same political package as benefits for transit riders (Luberoff
2016; Elkind 2014; Hannay and Wachs 2@igit et al 2010; Haas and &&ta 2010; Werbel et
al 20008 A2 T  $utcexsaful ballot measures since 1980 have been multimedeaih, though
a plurality of the fundingn every case was reserved for transit.

8 As an example: the first trandinance ballot in Los Angeles, in 1968, sought to tax all of Los Angeles County to
build an 1tmile subway line down Wilshire Boulevard. This measure failed by a wide margin. Measure M, in
contrast, spread funding acrosshsit, road and bicycle projects all over the county.
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Secondtransitadvocates catap into selfinterest byargungthat transit will benefit people
g K2 R2y Tlie misk derSmoh fiord of this argument says ttransit will reduce traffic
congestion and therefore make it easier to driVAPTA 2012;uberoff 2016; Elkind 2014;
Manville and Cummins 2014).

The congestion gument dominated the rhetoric in every successful LA transportation ballot
campaignCongestion relief was a prominent argument for Proposition A in 1980 (Election
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congestion and air pollution are expected to getra®with more growth, and the measure is
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As a political strateg\d YLIK I & AT Ay 3 (i NJ y & dofigeséion had db@olisiapgedl G2 N
Congestion is highly salienurban residents regularly bemoan it (Downs 2004). Tiaevback

9 Anyone who today walks into LA Metro headquarters, furthermore, will encounter a large sign that reads, in part,
GaSGiNRB Aa OFNNEBEAY3I (GKS 0l yy-8hhkdedFditderNGSH X T2 NIRA K I & IAWH OKd A
0KS &6 NJ 20A IKNIARTEA @éyISadAizy Aa | €1 NBS LINI 2F aSiNRQa
10 For the most part, current riders played little rdtethe campaign material for Measure M. The only mention of

current riders that | foundn EnglisHanguage media came from Mayor Garcetti, who told the New York Times that

GUKS a0NRy3ISald adzlI2NIé F2N RSLIYBREWINS @9 RA @2 NRIyS3 .GKISH
SpanisHanguage media, however, was different. La OpinignSt NJ 3 A 2 y Q & -lafhguay@nSvispapef, LI Y A & K
endorsed Measure M, but in its endorsement did not emphasize traffic congestion. The newspaper instead argued
GKFG aSlFadaNB a ¢2dzf R aiGNIyaF2NY Lzt A O O NHEAELIDZENI aA yizA[SH:
GKS SRAG2NALIE O2yGAYydzZSR aXdzadzZr fté R2 y2i NBOSAGS GKS I
million dollars in new funds to operate more regular and fast bus service and accelerate the rides. This is an

important steptowt NR dzLJANJI RAy3 | RSOFeAy3d aSNBAOS 2FGSy dzaSR oe@
Similarly, when LA City Council Member Gil Cedillo wrote agddp support of Measure M (Cedillo 2016) for a

Spanish language paper, he discussed environmerdialijh OS> / I t ATF2NY Al Qa ySg tl g Ffft2
AYYAINI yda G2 3SG RNAGSNRA f -jualdbisSaivie all gpes raréyS  O2 Yy (1 A y dzA v
mentioned in Englistanguage media coverage and Englaguage promotional materials.
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of this argument is simple: it is largely wrong. Little evidence suggests that transit can actually
reduce congestion. Road congestjan fact, probably increases transit ridership more than
transit ridership reduces road congestiofransit thrives irplaces where driving is harder;
congestion makes it harder to drive. A transit system that reduced congestion would make
driving easie, which wouldmake transit less attractive, and thus be satidermining. Transit
systems do not undermine themselves in this yaahich suggests thejo not reduce

congestion.

To illustrate: suppose a government builds a transit system designed tpdogde out of their

cars, and suppose it does so by telling voters, implicitly or explicitly, that the transit system will

make it easier for them to drive. Once the system is built, drivers have a choice: stop driving

and switch, or (as the campaign sugtgl) keep driving and let others switch. The latter option
requires less effort, and delivers the benefit of less congestion without the burden of changing
behavior. Continuing to drive may therefore be more appealing than switching to transit. But

the appeal of continuing to drive rests on the idea that congestion will fall, and for congestion

to fall somepeople must switch to transit. When everyone lets someone else switch, no

A6 A0O0OKAY3 200dzNE>X YR 02y3SaidAzy R2SayQi Tl ff

A skeptic might observe, cortly, that this example is unrealistic. Not everyone who currently
drives likes to do so, meaning that every metropolitan areaswasecurrent drivers who

would switch to transit if transit improved. And since congestion is nonlinedren roads are
congesed, a small share of vehicles tend to account for a considerable share of dedangit
needs only make a relatively few drivers leave a congested road for delay to fall noticeably.

Even this switching, however, is unlikedyreduce congestion for anyoticeable length of time.

As people move from congested roads onto transit, driving on those roads gets easier. When

driving in a particular place at a particular time (suchhasfreewayat rushrhour) becomes

easier, more people will want to do it, ami $hort order the vehicles pulled off the road by

transit will be replaced by new drivers, driven by people who would otherwise have travelled

on other routes, or other modes, or at other times. Soon the road is just as congested as it once

was. Thisprocga = OF f f SR GUGNALIE S O2y@dSNHEHSYOS¢3x 2N GKS
/| 2y3SadAz2y¢ YSlIya GKIFEG Fyeé O2y3aSai-hivedy NBEAST
(Downs 2004; Duranton and Turner 2011; Bento et al 2¢714).

{2YS aAYL}X S S @A PiitytOrsdudezaidestibhlcah e fouzby skafining a list
of cities withcomprehensiveapidtransit systens: virtually all of them haveery crowded
roads.The six legacy transit regions all rank among the most congested places in the United
States. Nie of the ten most congested urban arégasAmerican, as ranked by Inrbave heavy

rail systems, and thene exception, Dallas, has light ralil

12 This same problem applies, of course, when new highway capacity is built to relieve congestion. New capacity of
any sort fails to reduce delay because it does not solve the undgnbyimblem of unpriced scarce road space
(Downs 2004).
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All this logic comes with two caveats. First, the argument is not that comprehensive mass
transitcauses congestion (It does noj. The argument is only that transit cannot reduce
congestion. Good transit and bad congestion tend teegist as byproducts of high density.

Second, this logic also does not contend that transit camnptovecongestion. It carBut
transit improves congestion in ways other thaducingit. Transitcancertainlyhelp people
avoidcongestionif they use transit instead of driving, and if the transit vehicle has its own
rightofway.o Sg , 2NJ] Qa &dzo gl & R2 Sdlesy éiigested, pubit ldisS &
many people minimize their exposure to those congested roads. Transit can also make
congestion more efficient. When a train pulls some drivers off a road and lets other drivers
replace them, then the overall transportati@ystem movesnore people per hour or minute of
delay, even if the delay experienced by each individual drive does nét fall.

2 NJ|

These congestiorelated benefits are real, but also may not be as politically salient as the idea
of transit creating fredlowingroads. The typical voter in a region dominated by driving may be
less swayed by the idea of avoiding congestion, and it is probably a rare voter who finds solace
in a tax increase that reduces the aggregate efficiency loss associated with her congelstyon de
without making her trip shorter.

For these reasons, transit advocates might stick with a narrative that at least suggests that
transit will make driving easier. Using this narrative comes with a final potential cost: it puts the
electoral strategy abdds with the transportation strategy. Selling transit on the idea that it will
make driving easier builds no impetus to use transit, and lays no groundwork for supporting the
complementary policies (more density, less parking, etc.) that make transit efi@etiver

since, again, these policies make driviragder.In these circumstances transit could be popular

at the ballot box even as it is used less and does not solve the problems people hoped it would.

We can draw on all this logic to consider somedtifipses about support for Measure M:
Support for Measure M will be strong among people who believe transit can reduce congestion

Support for Measure M will be positively associated with concerns about the environment, and
possibly concerns about the poor

Support for Measure M will be positively associated with Democratic identity

{ dzLILI2 NI F2NJ aSl adzNB a gAftt y206 6S aagNey3ate |aa
behavior

Support for Measure M will be less strongly associated with support for compl@myepolicies
(building more housing, parking reform) that would make transit more effective

BTo be precise, travelers who switch would avoid congestion between vehicles, but might exchange it for
congestion within them. People might endure a crowded subway car moving quickly rather thgelgdanpty
private vehicle moving slowly (Downs 2004).
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The next section turns to testing these hypotheses.

V. DATA AND EMPIRICAL APPROACH

The hypotheses above cannot be tested adequately using publreljable datasuch as
precinctlevel vote returns. Voting returns can tell us if people in a place support or oppose any
given measure, but tell us natig about why they voted the wahey did, nor about how

intensely they felt about their vog(Downs 1957; Tulloakt al 2002). People can cast identical
votes for very different reasons, and do so based on vastly different amounts of intensity and

AYTF2NXIEGA2Yy® x2GAy3 2y | GNryaird olfft20 YSI &dz

already in a voting booth fortber reasons (e.g. to vote for president) casting a transit vote is
almost costless (Caplan 2007; Lupia 2015; Brennan 2011). Costless actions, however, are often
careless actions, meaning that while many citizens will cast highly informed and motivated
votes, many other votes for and against transportation taxes might be based on low levels of
affect and little underlying information. All of these votes, moreover, may be based on different
reasoning some might reflect concerns about congestion, others alpmyerty, still others

about a desire to drive less. Vote counts alone do not let us discern between these motives, but
knowing the motives is essential for understanding the likely impacts of the transit investments
that result.

| follow the standard proedure for measuring the motivations behind political expression. This
approach uses survey data to measure the statistical association between support for a policy
(in this case Measure M) and the various attributes that might indicate motivations for tha
support (e.g., Gilens 1999; Manville 2012). These attributes can ingkrdenal characteristics
(including current travel behavigpartisan or ideological leanings, aatlitudesand beliefs

about other issues.

To carry out this procedure | draw dwo surveys, both of which | designed and oversaw. The
first, and the one which | draw on most heavily, was a survey of LA County adults, which was
carried out in the week after the November 2016 election. | wrote and pilot tested the survey,
and hired a pofessional survey firm (Survey Sampling International, or SSI), to fiétd it.
minimize response biathe survey used a combination of online and Computer Assisted
Telephone Interview (CATI) sampling, and was available in both English and Spanish. The
telephone portion dialed both mobile phones and landlines, and phone surveyors called
households throughout both the day and evening, to capture people with irregular work
scheduleg? The survey took about 25 minutes to complete by phone, and about 11 minutes

14 Response bias arises because some segments of the population, for reasons other than chance, are more likely
than others to participate in surveys. Lowacome people, leseducated people, and pge who spak English

as a second languagee all less likely to respond to surveys. The difficulty of reaching these groups, moreover, has
been exacerbated in recent years by changes in communication technology. In the year 2000, most households
had a laadline telephone, by 2010 over 25 percent of households did not, and by 2017 over half of households did
not (Blumberg & Luke015 Keeter et al 2017). Households withoandlines, moreover, were more likely to be

young, lowincome, and urban. If surveys continued to call only landline phones (as manthejdpecame more
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online. In total 1,450 people took the survey: 700 by telephone (269 by cell phone) and 750
online.

Surveys built around specific issues can sometimes be intrinsically biasesimpihe act of
AYONRRAzOAY 3 |y Ada&dadzS o0a¢KAa Aa | ada2NBSe | o6 2dzi
NBEaLR2YyRSYyGaQ YAYRAZ YR Ay R2Ay3 a2 Ad Oy aadz
surveys, for example, show that when Americans are Gisk@ame the most serious problems

in their region, few will mention traffic congestion. Large majorities, however, will agree that

traffic congestion is a serious problem is they are asked as much directly (Downs 2004; Manville

and Cummins 2014).eBple, in short,are suggestible,an@l y 6 S02YS al yOK2NBRE
on that they are participating in a survey about transit or transportation, that knowledge can

influence their answers.

There is no way to completely avoid this bias, but | partiallyticdled for it by choosing not to

tell respondentsat the outsef that the surveythey were takingvas about transportation or

Measure M/ instead recruited$ 2 LJI2 y RSy da G2 GF 1S | adz2N©BSe | o 2d:
' y3St Sa Mosg aspdndemts, ofourse, probablgoondiscerned that the survey was

about transportation. The initi@mbiguity, however,allowed me toobtain a lessbhiased view

of how important transportation issues were to them. | accomplished this by asking the
followingopenendedquestion:d 2hat are the two biggest issues facing LA Cotmday?e If

people said unprompted and unaware of the survey topithat traffic or transportation was

2yS 2F [ Qa o6A33Said LINRofSYZ 6S OFy NBlFAaA2yl of
for these people than for many others.

Onlyafter thisopenended promptdid the survey turn to the election and Measure M.

Respondents were asked if they voted, if they voted for Measure Milaamd (regardless of

whether or how they voted) if they symrted Measure M. People could respond

yes/no/abstaired to the voting questions, while support for Measure M was recorded along a
5LI2AY G [A1TSNI aoFtS 6a{dGdNRy3Afe {dzZLJLI2NI€X a{ dzLJ
G{ INBYBLILRZAaSDPED

Immediatelyafter asking if respondents supported Measure M, the survey asked the following
open-ended probe, which read as follows:

Can you tell us, in a few words, what was going through your mind when you thought about
whether you supported Measure M?

likely to undersample these groups. Similarly, survey firms traditionally called people in thagMaui many
lower-income households have adults that work during swing or evening shifts, meaning people in those
households were less likely to answer. Online surveys can help solve these problems, but online surveys often
under sample the old, who areds likely to have Internet access.
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| asked thigjuestion to control for a common problem in attitudinal surveys, which is that the
responses are often inconsistent. A somewhat alarming feature of public opinion research is

K2g Slairfte yagSNaR OKIy3aS o6l aSR 2ywsswntgy af A 3K
subjects seem highly dependentonteeNII S & Q& O2 y (i S Equastiofiskafd e2eNR SNJ 2 ¥
smallmodificationsin how thequestions arephrased(Shadish et al 2001; Smith 1989;

Manville 2012 Kalton and Schumai982 Zaller and Feldman 1993In some cases, answers

vary not just across surveys hwithin people the same respondents, if asked the same

guestiontwice in six weeks, give different answers (e.g. Converse 1964).

I LISaaAYAAGAO SELIXIyYylLiAZ2Y F2NJ GKA& AyO2yaradas
most policies. If asked about public issues, they indulge their interviewers, but theimsspo

KFgS tAGGES YSIEYyAy3ad | Y2NB LIX | dzaaotS SELX Lyl
thought to most issues, and as a result they do not work out opinions about those isstiles

they are askedThis does not mean that their opinions are inacteiraut it does undermine a

tacit assumption in some survey research, which is that surveys are a passive receptacle for pre
existing attitudes. In contrast, respondents probabse thesurveyto help determine what

they think. The survey instrumentthés2 0 K a Kl LJSa +FyR NBO2NRa LIJS2 L
in shaping attitudes is driven by factors like the title of the survey, the way questions are

phrased, and so on. These contextual factors can lead respondents to summon different
considerations to nmd when they consider a question, and alter its answer (Zaller and Feldman
1993)15

The approach | use to control (imperfectly) for this problem, is as follows. After posing a key
guestion of interest (in this case, support for Measure M) early in theestiivnmediately ask

the respondent what they were thinking about when they considered that question. Because
the survey has posed almost no clemeded questions to this point (e.g., | have not introduced
ideas about transit or congestion or the environntgrthe potential for the survey to bias itself
isminimal, and there is reason to think that the consideration the respondent summons is in
fact their most powerful mental association with their support or opposition to Measure M.

After this operended pobe, the survey asked respondents how much they knew about
Measure M before the election. It then asked a second epeded probe:

15To give this idea a bit more context: Attitudinal survey questions are outwardly simple but deceptively complex,
in that they ask respondents to boil multiple underlying considerations into a single summary jud@eepte
Fa1SR AF G(KSe& &adzZlL2 NI F (N} yaLRNIOFGAzy GFE €A1S aSl adzNd
will likely form those answers by weighing some combination of considerations about the environment, the
government, the tax burden, thepersonal travel behavior, and broader issues associated with societaltravel
congestion, crashes and so on. Respondents will feel more strongly about some of these issues than others, and
their opinions might even conflict: a person could worry abdabgl warming (leading her to support transit
spending) but also think taxes are too high (leading her to oppose it). If for some reason (an adjacent question, or
the news) the environment is looming larger in her mind, when she takes the survey, shebmiglte likely to

indicate support. But her final answer must both suppress her internal ambivalence (by choosing yes or no) and
disguise its source (by reporting only the support or opposition, and not the considerations underlying it).
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Ballot measures like Measure M often affect specific groups of people in society. What group of
people do you think would bmost affected by Measure M? Please tell us the name of the one
group of people you think will be most affected. Say "none" if you think no groups will be
affected.

This probe serves as an indirect measure of anticipations about Measure M. Transitnisaagai
service used by an extraordinarily narrow andddbw 02 YS aS3avySyid 2F [ ! Qa
extent people are aware of this, and do not see transit becoming a more widely service,

they should believe that heavy investment in transit servicedisibroportionately benefit the
low-income people who currently ride. If people instead see transit as becoming a more
broadlyused service that solves problems facing the entire county, such as congestion and
pollution, they may be less likely to think thdeasure M will benefit any particular group.

After this second ope®nded probe, the survey asked questions about travel behavior, about
priorities for transportation and transit, and about complementary policies that would make
transit more effective.rterspersed through all these questions were additional questions
about demographic and socioeconomic attributes. (The full survey instrument is included in
G§KS NBLERZNIQ& ! LWSYRAEL ®

Because transit riders are such a small proportion of IAdzy 1 @ Q& L2 LJdz | G A2y X
are drawn disproportionately from groups less likely to take surveysifiloame, nonwhite,

foreign born) from the outset it seemed probable that the online/CATI survey womder
samplethem. Moreover, as the 2016r@sidential campaign progressed, and antmigrant

and anttLatino rhetoric became more prevalent, the prospect of Latino and foreayn
underresponse grew.

In anticipation of these problems, | supplemented the online/CATI survey with an intercept
survey of transit riders. To carry out this survey | first obtained, from LA Metro, a list of the ten
busiesttransit stops in their system (measuredidoardingsandalightings. | initially chose five

of these stops, and sent teams of student surveyors (Iirapairs) to intercept riders on
platforms and at stations and administer a paper survey. The survey was available in both
English and Spanish, and was by necessity slregpondents were in the middle of travelling
when they took it. As such, manytbie questions | asked in the online/CATI survey could not

be included in this survey. (The survey instrument is shown in Appendiké3urveyors were
instructed to follow a standard intercept protocol of approaching every third passenger,
although staions were so crowded at times that strict adherence to this protocol was
impossible During the implementation, furthermoresome of the transit stopprovedtoo busy

to successfullgurvey too many passengers were rushing between buses and trains, and
response rates were very low. | addressed this problem by gradually adding five more stations,
so in the end all ten of the busiest stations were sampled. Surveyors offered a small incentive
(a granola bar) in exchange for participation.

34

LJz

)



This survey was amperfect solution to concerns about rider undersponse. Unlike the
CATl/online survey, the intercept survey was a convenience sample. | did not use quotas to
build a representative sample of transit users, but instead deployed student surveyors ti trans
stations to ensure that a moderatelgrge group of actual riders answered some questions
about travel and Measure M. All the findings from this survey should be interpreted with that
limitation in mind.

An additional problem was that while the initi@search plan called for fielding the intercept
survey simultaneously with the online/CATI survey, fielding both surveys immediately after the
election proved impossible logistically. The intercept survey as result was not conducted until
February!® This survey therefore demanded more recall of respondents, who were asked to
remember how they voted in November.

Results

In this section | first assess the representativeness of the survey samples. From there the
analysis proceeds in two steps. Firgtescriptively link support for Measure M to various

attitudes about transportation policy, and then | estimate regression equations to isolate the
independent association between support for Measure M and a wide variety of personal beliefs
and characteriscs.

Table Sbenchmarks the online/CATI survey by comparing its demographic and economic
NBalLlyasSa G2 RFGIF 2y [! [ 2dzydé FTNRBY GKS | {
SurveyBecause Census surveys are compulsory, thégisvery little response bias, and are

thus a reliable way to gauge the representatiess of smaller surveys, at least for questions

that overlap with Census question®verall, the two samples are quite similar, but the
online/CATI survey skews whiad nativeborn. This skew appears to arise from the

online/CATI surveyndersamplind-atinos and immigrant®Jndersamplingf thissort is not
surprising, ands consistent with response bias encountered by many surveys. The result,
however, is a surveyasmple with higher socioeconomic status than LA County overall.
Respondents are substantially more likely to live in single family homes, and slightly more likely
to be employed, than county adults overall. Readers should bear this discrepancy in mind when
interpreting the responses.

1 The long delapccurred because once the election window passed, UCLA quickly entered finals and then winter
break, which deprived me of surveyors. | thus had to organize and implement the survey after classes resumed in
late January.
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Table5: Demographic Characteristics of Online/CATI Survey Sample

Demographic Statistics of Online/CATI Survey sample
Survey Sample Census

White 35% 27%
Black 8% 8%
Latino 42% 48%
Asian 10% 14%
Native 1% 0%
Other 4% 3%
Foreign Born 22% 40%
Age 65 or Older 15% 12%
Male 50% 49%
Employed 63% 59%
Homeowner 54% 46%
Lives in Single Family Homes 59% 49%
Mean Persons per Household 3 3
Median Household Income $57,500 $57,952
Democrat 56% -

Republican 19%-

Independent 23%-

Other 2% -

Census data from 2016 Census ACS

Given the purpose of the survey, some of the most important questions relate to respondent
travel behavior. The answers to these qtiess are difficult to benchmark, because the Census
collects relatively little data on travel. Census surveys only track vehicle ownership and
commute mode. With respect to these metrics, my sample is close to the Census estimation.
Vehicle ownership idightly higher in my sample than in the Census estimate, and commute
mode shares in my sample basically match the Census: both the online/CATI survey and the
Census suggest that 75 percent of employed respondents drove alone to work. The Census
collects m data, however, on how often people drive, use transit or cycle overall. Some other
surveys, including travel diaries, do ask these questions, but unlike the Census these surveys are
not compulsory and often have low response rates, which makes them poomsponse bias.

The response rate for the 2017 National Household Travel Survey, for example, was 16 percent,
which is low but nevertheless more than triple the response rate (4.9 percent) of the 2012
California Household Travel Survey (US Departmentarfsportation nd; California

Department of Transportation 2013). As | discuss below, my results are generally similar to
results from these other surveys. | cannot be certain, however, that this similarity arises
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because all these surveys hover near the attributes of the underlying population. It may
also be the case that all these surveys, as a result of being small, share a common underlying
response bias.

Table6: Transportation Attributes of Survey Sample

Transportation Attributes of Survey Sample

Household has no vehicle 4% Has Off-street Parking (Home) 93%
Respondent has no vehicle 8% Free Off-Street Parking (Work) 90%
Frequency of Transit Use How Often Slowed by Congestion?
Often 16% Every Day 41%
Sometimes 20% Two or Three Times/Week 24%
Rarely 30% Once a Week 20%
Never 35% Rarely/Never 15%
Usual Mode of Non-Work Travel Frequency of Bicycling
Drive Alone 63% Often 8%
Carpool 17% Sometimes 14%
Transit 14% Rarely 16%
Bicycle 1% Never 61%
TaxiTNC 2%
Walk 5%
Other 1%

Usual Commute Mode

Drive Alone 75%
Carpool 8%
Transit 8%
Bicycle 1%
TaxiTNC 0%
Walk 3%
Work at Home 5%
Other 1%

Assuminghe data are reasonably accurate, they paint a picture of profound-autntation

(Table §. The vast majority of respondents (80 percent) travel primarily by driving, and usually

driving alone (63 percent). Only 20 percent of respondents regularly wislecgransit (defined

Fa NARAY3I a2FGSye0 6KAES cn LISNOSydG dzaS GNFya
findings from the UCLA Luskin Los Angeles County Quality of Life Survey, which in 2017 showed
that 65 percent of county adults had nosed transit in the previous six months, and in 2018

found that 69 percent had not (UCLA Luskin 2016, 2017). The 2012 CHTS data, similarly,

37



suggests that about 73 percent of LA County residents use transit infrequently or not at all
(Manville et al 2018).

Only 11 percent of respondents rely primarily on transit for nonwork travel. Perhaps

unsurprisingly, these transit users are disproportionately concentrated among the small share

of respondents who lack regular access to a private vehicle. Only 16 pefqeedple with

OSKAOf Sa NBLIR2NI dzaaAy3a NI yairld a2FiSyé¢ oKAES |
Among people without vehicles, in contrast, 37 percent use transit often and 34 parserit

sometimes. Note too that while people without vehicke® more likelyto use transitmostdo

not use transit, a point that reinforces the relative rarity of transit use. Bicycling is even less

common than riding transit. Only 8 percent of respondents reported bicycling often, while 78

percent say they rida bike rarely or never.

S5NAGAYIQa LINBGIESyoS Aa YIFIGOKSRE FyR LINRolof @
parking. Ninetythree percent of respondents have free affreet parking at their home, while
90 percent of employed respondents can parkefet work?’

lf 0K2dAK y20 aK2gy Ay GKS GrofS> (GKS al YL SQa
report riding transit regularly, the median household income is $42,000, more than dtheble

estimated median household inconeé[ !  a SritlédSArae of this discrepancy might owe

to the online/CATI survey capturing riders who use systems other than Metro, such as

Metrolink commuter rail, which carries more affluent people. More likely, however, it is a

response bias problem: the regular transdars who responded to the survey are quite

different economically from transit riders overall.

Table 7shows that the online/CATI survey oversampled voters: 81 percent of respondents said

they voted, while turnout in LA County waslyp 69 percent. This difference has two likely

sources. First is that survey respondents tend to eegort socially approved behavior (in this
OrasSsz (G2 aleé GKSé& @20SR ¢gKSy GKS@& | Otasteti f £ &8 RA
language (bowwed from the US National Election Study) when asking if people voted, but
nothing completely eliminates the possibility of false reporting. Second is a selection effect:
LIS2LX S K2 F3INBS (2 Gl 1S adzaNBSea GSweR (2
population at large to be civically and politically active (Keeter et al 2017).
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30 percent said they knew something about it. Fefitae percent, meanwhilesaid they knew
G2yfte F fAGGESE 2N ay20KAYy3IEé [ o02dzi aSlk adz2NB a

7 Table 3, using AHS data, shovetidhtly lower proportions of LA households with bundled parking. This

discrepancy arises for two reasons. First, the AHS survey of Los Angeles includes Orange County. Second and more
consequential, the AHS summary data only count garages and carpots,jrvbA County many housing units

come with other forms of offstreet parking. See Manville (2017) for more detailed AHS tabulations of bundled
residential parking, which account for other offstreet spaces and are more consonant with the survey data here.
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actual vote share (72 percent). Support for Measure M, both agrtbnse who voted and

those who did not, was slightly lower, at 69 percent. (Some people who did not vote did not

support the measure, while a small number reported voting for it but not supporting it).

Fifteen percent of respondents opposed the measwvbile another 15 percent reported

F' YOADIESYyOS O0APSPYT | YyagSNAYI aySAGKSNI adzLLJ2 NI
those who reported voting were evenly split between yes and no, with a small number

abstaining.

Table7: Summary Knowledge and Support of Measure M

Summary Knowledge and Support of Measure

Knowledge of Measure M Before Election

A lot 24%
Some 30%
Only a Little 26%
Nothing 19%

Voted in Election

Yes 89%
No 11%
Voted for Measure M 74%

Support for Measure M

Strongly Support 30%
Support 39%
Neither Support no Oppose 16%
Oppose 9%
Strongly Oppose 7%
Total Support 69%
Total Oppose 16%

| followed standard convention by measuring support alongp@ibt Likert scale (from
GaldNRPy3Ite adzlLl2NI ¢ G2 GadNRy3Ifte 2LI12aS£00 [ A
report preference intensitt we can see, for instance, that people were more likely to
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have two disadvantages. First, some evidence suggests that Likert responses overestimate
extremest S2LX S IAAGSY | jdzSadA2y gAGK I [A]1SNI NBa
support or opposition than if given other ways to report preference intensity (Albaum 1997,

Posner and Weyl 2017). Second, Likert responses are more useful when compspogses
GAGKAY LIS2LX S (KFy | ONRP&aa GKSYd® 2KSYy | LISNERZ2Y
2yt e Gaadzlll2NIée y20KSNE ¢S Oly 6S O2yFARSyYyd K
GgKSY 2yS LISNE2Y NBEL}R NI A daayi2NRPKSINI eNBILI2L BLIREANTI2A VT 3¢
it, wearef Saa adaNB K2 fA1Sa Al Y2NBI aAyO0S 2yS LIS
FY20KSNRA adzlll2NI & C2NJ §KAA NBFaz2zysz Ay YdzOK 2
into binary categories. Unless othasg noted, | do this for all Likestyle responses in the

survey.

The transit rider intercept survey captured 550 total respondents (68 of whom took the survey
in Spanish). Some individual questions had high $eehonresponse, however, so the typical
guestion received between 440 and 490 valid responses. The respondents were drawn from 10
different stations, but six of the ten surveyed stations accounted for 80 percent of the
responses. These six stations weesved by both bus and rail service. Thsgven percent of

total respondents reported riding the bus on the survey day, while another 20 percent said they
would be using rail. The remainder said they would use both. Since rail accounts for about 25
percent of Metro trips overall, the survey probably oversamples rail riders.

Rail riders tend to have a higher socioeconomic status than bus riders, so while the intercept

survey sample is far more disadvantaged than the online/CATI sample, it is less diagddant

GKFYy aSiNRQa alYLXS 2F Al0a 20SNIff NARSNAEKALD
survey is about $25,000, higher than the Metro estimate for transit riders overall (about
PmMcInnny o0dzi NRdZAKt & Sljdz tf G 8). Avd@tieA@EentoSa G A Y
intercepted transit riders have household incomes below $15,000 per year, well below the 44

percent for Metro riders in general and below the 34 percent estimate for rail riders. My

sample is 17 percent neHispanic White, above MBRE Q&4 SaGAYFGS 2F wmm LISNX
but equal to its estimate for rail riders.

40



Table8: Summary Statistics, Transit Rider Intercept Survey

Summary Statistics, Transit Rider Intercept Survey

Share N
Share Voted 0.54 496
Voted for Measure M 0.79 215
Support for Measure M 471
Strongly Support 0.31
Support 0.29
Neither Support no Oppose 0.27
Oppose 0.08
Strongly Oppose 0.05
Household Income 409
Less than $15,000 0.24
$15,000-24,999 0.22
$25,000-34,999 0.13
$35,000-49,999 0.14
$50,000-74,999 0.11
$75,000-99,999 0.10
$100,000 or more 0.06
Median Household Income $25,000
Share Non-Hispanic White 0.17 480
Lives in Detached Single Family Home 0.48 477
Vehicles per Person 0.52 477
Share w/ No Vehicle in HH 0.29 477
Share w/out Vehicle Available for Transit Trip 0.70 457
Drives Alone for Most Trips 0.19 471
Share w/Off-Street Parking at Home 0.65 426

Intercepted transit riders, compared to county adults overall and responderttsei

CATl/online sample, were much less likely to havesiwéfet parking (65 percent compared to

93 percent) and dramatically less likely to have a vehicle. Twang/percent of riders said

their household had no vehicle (for the county overall, tigsife was closer to ten percent),

and fully 70 percent said they had no vehicle available to make their current trip (roughly equal
to Metro estimates for overall ridership, and above its estimates for rail riders (62 percent).

41



Only 19 percent of the sampreported driving alone for most personal trips, compared to over
80 percent of the CATI sample.

Transit riders were also much less likely to have voted. Only 54 percent of the transit sample
cast a ballot, compared to 89 percent of the CATl/online samptriguingly, the transit sample
was in some waykesssupportive of Measure M: 79 percent of those who voted cast a ballot in
favor of Measure M, which is slightly higher than the proportion in the CATl/online sample. But
this was, again, only about haf the respondents. When asked about support for Measure M,
transit riders were slightly less likely than online/CATI respondents to say they supported it (60
percent compared to 69 percent) and much more likely to report ambivalence (27 percent
comparel to 16 percent). This is, again, a convenience sample of transit riders, so | note this
result with interest but would interpret it with some caution.

Descriptive Analysis of Support for Measure M

Survey participants gave a wide variety of answers when asked for the two biggest problems
facing LA County, and no single response dominated. Figure 2 depicts some of these responses
with a word cloud. The cloud suggests that concerns about housspg¢ially homelessness)

and transportation (particularly traffic) loomed largest. Systematically coding the responses
confirms these initial impressions. Housing was the most common category of response, with
489 mentions (289 about homelessness), whigamsportation was the second most common
category, with 364 mentions (214 about casgon, and 33 about transitDther categories

receiving at least 100 mentions were jobs and the economy (277 mentions), crime (125),
education (118), immigration (105) @nvater (100).
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Figure2: Responses to Opdéimded Probe About Biggest Issues in LA County
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problems doesiot seem to predict support for Measure M. Sevettllyee percent of
NBalLR2yRSyila ¢gK2 ftAAGSR GNIFFAO a 2yS 2F GKS
which is slightly less than the level of support in the sample overall (though the differenate is n
statistically significantExpressing an unprompted concern about congestion does not seem to

have any association with attitudes toward Measure M. Believing public transportation is a

large issue in LA County, in contrast, is associated with support for Measure M: among the (very
sYFffo 3INRdAzZL 2F LIS2LX S 4K2 &FAR LMzt AO (NI yalLkR
issues, 81 percent supported the measure.

Figure 3 shows a second word cloud, built from responses to the firstepead probe, which

asked respondents what they were thinking about when they considered their support for

Measure M. Oncagain,no single response dominated, but the most common response was

a2YS OSNRAZ2Y 2F GONI YALRNII (A 2y dcategorjviia& A y G K I
a2YS OSNRAZ2Y 27T A4riabdutRF perGent oZalNtespoddenyfshig@tion&d? vy ¢

these terms.

Here we find a subtlety in how thoughts about congestion are associated with Measure M. We
saw above that people who considered congestionong of / 2 dzy e Q& (62 o0A3IIS:
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were no more likely than others to support Measure M. People who associate tnatffic
Measure Mjn contrast, weranuchmore likely to support the Measure. Fully 92 percent of
people who thought about congestion when théhought about Measure M supported it.

Figure3: Responses to Opdéimded Probe about Associatiomish Measure M
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These results might at first blush seem contradictory, but they affirm the important distinction,

in politics, bes SSy &dz00S&aaFdzZ t& RSTAYAYI | LINRofSY |yl
L2t A0& A& | OhGdzZtte | azfdziAzyd . StASPGAYy3I GKI
the same as believing that Measure M will make congestion better. Believing Melsiswwil
AYLINR @GS O2y3SaidAizys aAYAfFINIes Aa y24 GKS aly
problems. Further examination of the sample confirms that relatively few respondents held

both those views. Only 25 percent of people who reportekiking about congestion when

0KSe (K2dzaK{ | 062dzi aSladaNS a |faz2 G(§K2dAKG 02y
LINPOEfSYad [A1SsAasSs 2yfte oo LISNOSyld 2F NBaLRy
biggest problems thought about congestion when tlieysidered Measure M. Fourteen

percent of this group thought instead about the government, and 17 percent thought about

taxes.

Across all respondents, government and taxes were the most common answers after
transportation. Twelve percent of respondentsevall said that Measure M made them think
about taxes, and 9 percent said the Measure brought the government, government officials or
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agencies, or bureaucracy to mind. The context in which these concepts were mentioned was
uniformly negative: people repacetl thinking about government mismanagement, the already
high tax burden, broken promises from elected officials, and so on. Perhaps unsurprisingly,
respondents who mentioned the government or taxes were much less likely to support
Measure M. Only 29 pero¢ of respondents who were thinking about the government, and 30
percent of respondents who mentioned taxes, supported Measuré M.

A =

CA3Idz2NBE n aK2ga NBa&LRY a Sadedipdbeimkiéh askedMiaSgiodra & S O02
any, would benefit most from Measure M. By far the most common answer, mentioned by 39
LISNOSYy G 2F NBalLRyRSyidaz gl1a a2vySsS GFrNRAFGA2y 27
most common response, from about 22 percent of respondents, was SORNE A 2y 2 F G 0 K¢
L2 2 NWE ¢KSaS (g2 ANRdAzZLIA 2F NBalLRyRSyida 60GK2as
and those who said it would benefit the poor) were equally likely to support the measure

about 68 percent of each group was in favor. Neverthelessbhéiief that Measure M would

deliver widelydispersed benefits was almost twice as common as the belief that it would

deliver redistributive social service. The preponderance of people who saw Measure M as being
broadly beneficial, rather than as an expamsof the safety net, is consistent with the idea that

Measure M was portrayed as a way to fundamentally transform LA, not simply improve transit

for the narrow segment of the populace that currently uses it.

18 Note that a majority of people who mentioned the government and taxes supported Measure M. Most voters,
after all, voted for it. But these respondents supported Measure M despite some doubts about it. Only a small
share of respondents (about 4 percemtgre explicitly ambivalent about Measure M in their opended

response, mentioning both a positive and negative aspect of the Measure.
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Figure4: Responset® OpenEnded Probe about Beneficiaries of Measure M
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Thus far, we have examined the relationship between support for Measure M and responses to
openended questionsThese operended questions were, again, asked early in the survey to
YAYAYATS (GKS fA1StAK22R GKIG GKS adz2NBSeqQa 02y
examine closended questions that directly asked respondents about different aspects of
transportationpolicy. The first of these questions was:

Transportation is always a big issue in LA County, and there are many ways we could
improve our transportation system. Please rank the following transportation priorities
from most to least important, with 1 being the priority you think is most importani

5 being the priority you think is least important.

Respondents were then given, in random order, the following five choices:

Improving and expanding our subways, light rail lines, and commuter trains
Reducing freeway congestion, and making travel enfeeeways faster
Improving and expanding our bus service

Adding bicycle lanes, and improving safety for biking and walking
Improving traffic flow and reducing congestion on our streets and roads

agkrwnNE
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Table 9%shows the results, for supporters and opponents of Measure M, and for all

regpondents. No priority emerges with clear majority a testament, perhaps, to the challenge

of marketing a transportation measure in a large region that is both socially andaygocglly
KSGSNR3ISyS2dza o aSlkadzaNB aQad &adzLJLJ2 NI SNE 6 SNB
system (34 percent), while opponents were most likely to prioritize reducing freeway
O2y3aSaliAzy 6op LISNOSyiGud hyf e ortizedleipaitigyhd 2 F
rail system, and neither group was likely to prioritize bus service, though supporters were

almost twice as likely to do so as opponents (11 percent to 6 percent). Similarly, no group had a
strong appetite for bicycle and pedestrianprovements: only 9 percent prioritized this goal.

Table9: Transportation Priorities for LA County

Most Important Transportation Priority for LA County
(Share of Respondents Ranking "Most Important"
M Supporters  Opponents Al

Improving and Expanding Rail System 34% 20% 30%
Improving and Expanding Bus Service 11% 6% 9%
Reducing Freeway Congestion 26% 35% 28%
Reducing Street Congestion 22% 30% 24%
Improving Biking and Walking 9% 9% 9%
Congestion (combined) 48% 65% 52%
Transit (combined) 45% 26% 39%

Superficially, the results suggest that Measure M supporters prioritized rail while opponents
prioritized congestion. This comslion, however, is in part an artifact of the survey design. The
adzNSe alLX AGa aO2y3aSadrazyé Aya2 (owrfadeNER dzLjayY
streets. ManyAngelinossee these as separate problems, but of course one can argue that
congestion iszongestion, and that all congestion concerns should be in one category. The data
offer some support (but hardly definitive evidence) for this view. Fegyen percent of people

who ranked street congestion as the top priority ranked freeway congesticonsemost

important, while 50 percent of people who said freeway congestion was most important

ranked street congestion second.

If we do combine the two congestion categories (bottom rows of the table), then people who
prioritize congestion become the gest bloc of both opponentand supporterg though they

are a much larger share of opponents. Fegtght percent of Measure M supporters prioritize
congestion. Fortffive percent prioritize some sort of transit expansion (over 75 percent of this
support isfor rail). Opponents, in contrast, remain much more likely to prioritize congestion (65
percent) and only 26 percent prioritize some sort of transit improvement (and rail, again,
accounts for 75 percent of this support). In sum, reducing congestion appedée a universal
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opponents is their greater tendency to prioritize transit, and more specifically to prioritize rail.

It is possible, of course, that people avprioritized rail did so out of a concern for congestion.

We can examine this idea in two ways. First, we can look at people who ranked rail first and see
what they ranked second. Forgix percent of respondents who called rail the top priority said
freeway congestion was the secomadost important priority, while another 16 percent said that
street congestion was. So almost tlurds of people who ranked rail first ranked congestion
second. In contrast, only 25 percent of people who ranked rail firstiged buses second,

and only 12 percent ranked bicycle and pedestrian infrastructure the second most important
priority. Concerns for rail were much more likely to be paired with concerns about congestion
than with concerns about other neauto modes.

Asecond way to examine the motivations behind supgortrail is through a separate close
ended attitudinal question, which asked respondents what they thought the main priority of
transit (as opposed to transportatiorshould be. The question read:

& w &dless of whether you support or oppose Measure M, which of the following do

@2dz 0KAY]l IINB (GKS o06Sad NBrazya (2 Ay@gSaid v
Respondents were then asked to rank the following four options, which were presented in
random order:

- Weneed to reduce traffic congestion on our roads

- We need to reduce air pollution and global warming

- We need to help lowemcome people who depend on transit

- We need to create construction jobs from building new transit lines

Table 1Gshows the results, agafor supporters, opponents, and all respondents, but in
additionfor people who called expanding rail theost importanttransportation priority, and
GK2aS 6K2 &l AR NBRdAzOA Yy 3 (op yaBsPaitdtidngriritydMrdsszf R 6 S
all groups, reducing congestion is the highest priority for public transportation, while improving
the environment is the second most common answer. While the split between congestion and
the environment varies across groups, the combiskdre of these two priorities accounts for
over two-thirds of every grop. The actual work of the transit system, meanwhilmobility for
low-income transitdependent people ranks a distant third in every case. Supporters of
Measure M are almost twice agely to prioritize reducing congestion as they are helping low
income transit dependent riders (38 percent to 20 percent). Every other graupristhan

twice as likely to prioritize congestion over helping the disadvantaged.

Note that only 45 percentfgeople who called congestion reduction the top transportation
priority in LA County saw reducing congestion as the top priority for trans#g&o,we see
that many people who consider congestion a problem do not necessarily see transit as a
potential solution to it. As a final aside, the table suggests that desp#geemphasis on creating
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jobs that pervaded théMeasure Mcampaignyespondents in this survey considered job
creation a low priority for transit.

TablelO: Priories for Public Transportation

Priorities for Public Transportation (Share of Respondents Ranking Each as Most Important)

Supporters  Opponents Al Rail Priority Congestion Priorit
Reducing Traffic Congestion 38% 53% 41% 40% 45%
Improving the Environment 31% 22% 29% 33% 28%
Increasing the Mobility of Low-Incon 20% 16% 21% 20% 18%
Creating Jobs 11% 9% 11% 8% 10%

A final set of attitudinal questions asked respondents to agree or disagree with four general
statements about transportation. These statements captured the extentliich people were
motivated by more transit as opposed to less congestion, and the extent to which people saw
transportation improvements as something that would benefit them personally, as opposed to
benefitting society overall. The statements were:

My life and daily routine would change for the better if public transportation were faster and
more convenient.

My life and daily routine would change for the better if our freeways and roads were less
congested

I would like to drive less
My community wouldbenefit from more public transportation options.

People could, admittedly, interpret these statements in different ways. Respondents might
GKAY1Z F2NJ SEIFYLX ST (KIFIG GKSANI Gt AFS FyR RIFAC
they would ride trasit, or because other people would ride it and make driving easier, or

because friends or family members who currently depend on them for rides would be able to

ride transit. Overall, however, the first three statements suggest personal benefits, waile th

fourth suggests social benefits.

Table 11shows the results. Supporters are more likely than opponents to agree with all the
statements, but much more likely to agree with statements about the value of transit, and

particularly about its social valuen@natters of congestion, there is once again relatively little
RATFSNBYOS 06SisSSy aSladz2NS aQa adzZJIR2NISNAR I yR
congestion more than supporters. Both groups overwhelmingly agree that life would be better

with less congstion (88 and 79 percent, respectively). Supporters of Measure M are much
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more likely, however, to say they would like to drive less (68 percent to 50 peréditi)s large
gap in opinion, moreover, is itself dwarfed by differences in views about th@pakand social
value of transit. Eightywo percent of Measure M supporters agree that more transit would
help their community, compared to only 50 percent of opponents, and 80 percent believe that
better transit would have a positive impact on their gdife, again compared to only 50

percent of opponents. Sagain,we see that supporters and opponents are relatively undivided
about congestion, buprofoundly dividedabout transit.

Tablell: Beliefs about Transportation adatansportation Policy

Beliefs about Transportation and Transportation Policy

Share who Agree Supporters Opponents Al

| Would Like to Drive Less 68% 50% 62%
More Transit Would Help My Community 82% 50% 74%
My Life and Daily Routine Would be Better with Better Transit 80% 50% 72%
Congestion 88% 79% 83%

Regression Analysis of Support for Measure M

The evidence to this point suggests that support for Measure M is associated with positive
attitudes about transit, and particularly rail, and less strongly associated with concerns abou
congestion. The important caveat that people who associate Measure M with congestion are
more likely to support it, and that people who prioritize rail expansion may themselves be
motivated by a belief that rail will reduce congestion.

The next step ofhe analysis more fully examines how these attitudes might relate to each
other. The descriptive analysis thus far has mostly examined these different attitudes
separately from each other, and therefore paid less attention to the possibility that some of
these beliefs are related to each other, and correlated with personal characteristics of survey
respondents. Prioritizing rail, for example, might be a strong independent determinant of
support for Measure M, but it is also possible that support for nadl aupport for Measure M

are both products of education, income, partisan affiliation, or personal experience with transit.
Sorting out the independent association between Measure M and these various traits and
attitudes requires a regression analysis.

| present the regression analysis in a series of models, which begin parsimoniously and
gradually become more complicated. The initial models relate support for Measure M only to
basic socioeconomic characteristics. From there | add measures of ideologgréisdnship,
political awareness, and attitudes about transportation. The dependent variable in every

19 Note that people reporting a desire to drive less should not be interpreted as people sayingilhdiyve less,
noNJ 0KIFG GKSe& ¢g2dzf R dzaS GNI yaixid Y2NBd a5NRGAYy3T fSaaé
time in the car because congestion has improved.
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regression is dichotomous, and coded 1 if a respondent supports Measure M, and zero
otherwise. All the regressions are logits. (Estimating the regressisimg other functional
forms does not meaningfully change the results.)

The first three models are shownTrable 12 The models differ slightly from each other; for
purposes of robustness, different modeigeasurethe same underlying concept in differen

ways (e.g., some account for race with a variable indicating that respondents are White, others
do so witha variable indicating Hispanlatino status). Only the third model includes income,
because hundreds of respondents left income bl&hk.

In generd, the three models tell the same story: demographic attributes have little association
with support for Measure M. The exceptions are being employed, riding transit regularly, and
living in a (seltlescribed) urban neighborhood. Staatbne logit coeffi@nts can be difficult to
interpret, as they suggest changes in-lmdps of event (in this case support for Measure M)
occurring. Logpdds are admittedly not an intuitive concept, atidis unhelpful for most

readers. To addss this concern, throughout theection | discuss the coefficients differently,

by referring to the association between each variable and its association wifbeticent

changein the odds of supporting Measure M, controlling for all other factors in the model.
Odds are a slightly moiatuitive concept than logodds, and converting the coefficients in this
way can help readers understand the relative importance of each factor in the model. (I convert
the coefficients to logpdds by exponentiating them, but | do not show this transfotiorain

the tables).

Both being employed and living in an urban neighborhood increase the odds of supporting
Measure M by about 50 percent, controlling for other variables in the model. Being a regular
transit rider, in contrast, increases the odds of gapting Measure M by 135 percent

compared to peoplevho do not ride regularly. This association is large,dmmes with hree
caveats. First is that the sample has very few regular transit rideris association, though

strong, can explainonlya$nf t L2 NI A2y 27F aSl| tededierthadthe & dzOOS 4 ¢

transit riders in this survey are not representative of transit riders overaltd, thetransit

rider variablein this samplas highly correlated with households that lack automobiles. When
the regressions are restimated without the transit rider variable, vehicle access becomes a
strong determinant of support for Measure Mo in some ways the transit rider variable might
be proxying for vehicle access.

20The absence of income data is not as serious of a problem as it might at first seem. Qgliontgxing and
spending, and government programs, are influenced by income but the influence tends to be rather small (see
Caplan 2007 for a discussion).
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Tablel2: Associations between Support for Measure M and Sociodemographics

Associations with Support for Measure M, Demographic Attributes

[ @ ®
Rides Transit Regularly 0.7765*** 0.8554*** 0.8912***
(0.2109) (0.2289) (0.2512)
Lives in Urban Neighborhood  0.4118** 0.3863** 0.3594**
(0.1257) (0.1274) (0.1387)
Latino 0.1544 0.1027
(0.1329) (0.1478)
Aged 18-35 0.1975 0.2388 0.2715
(0.1463) (0.1486) (0.1600)
Age 65 or Older 0.0770 0.0035 -0.1135
(0.1982) (0.2026) (0.2283)
Male -0.0603 -0.1087 -0.1027
(0.1271) (0.1296) (0.1391)
Chidren at Home -0.1610 -0.2393 -0.1621
(0.1480) (0.1424) (0.1544)
Foreign Born 0.1897 0.1371 0.1613
(0.1615) (0.1661) (0.1809)
Homeowner 0.1242 0.0369 0.0207
(0.1330) (0.1363) (0.1522)
Employed 0.494 3*** 0.4188** 0.3588*
(0.1433) (0.1499) (0.1671)
No vehicle at Home -0.5072* -0.5979*

(0.2552)  (0.2961)

White 0.0794
(0.1379)
Household Income 0.0000
(0.000)

Constant 0.2778 0.5386 0.3739

-0.3069 -0.3018 -0.3547
N 1,270 1,220 1,048
Pseudo R-sq 0.036 0.038 0.04
Log Likelihood -758.9912 -733.7721 -624.7448

Estimated as logit regressions. Standard errors in parentheses
* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001



Table 13hows the regression estimates that include partisanship and ideology. The first
equations measure ideology; in Model 1 the independent variable of interest is a dichotomous
variable coded 1 if the respondent identifies as liberal and zero otherwise. This variable is both
statistically and practically significant: the coefficient suggests that the odds of supporting
Measure M are 39 percent higher for peopl@evidentify as lileral, compared tgeople who

do not.

The next model exchanges the liberal indicator variable for a variable coded 1 if the respondent
is conservative, and coded zero otherwise. This variable has a moderately large coefficient, but
surprisingly it is posie, and falls slightly shy of the conventional threshold of statistical
significance (the coefficient is significant at the 12 percent level, while conventional thresholds
are usually ten or five percent). One potential explanation for this result liegrigervatism

having a multidimensional and occasionally contradictory nature (Hetherington and Weiler
2009). Some people identify as conservative out of a preference for small government and low
taxes, but others do so because thane traditionalist, ralyious, andér have a strong respect
F2N) FdziK2NRAGe@d ¢KSaAaS LINBTFSNByOSa ySSRyQil 2 @SN
set of attributes would be associated in any way with Measure M. A variable measuring both
strands of conservatism might lmeisy as a result, and yield coefficients that are statistically
insignificant.

To isolate the more libertarian streak of conservatism, the third model replaces the
conservatism measure with a variable constructed from a separate survey question about
government and personal responsibility. The question read as follows:

Thinking about social problems like poverty, pollution and traffic congestion, would you say that
you generally believe the government has a strong responsibility to step in and helplsdee
problems, or do you generally believe problems like these will be solved when individuals step
up and change their own behavior?

People could then answer:

1. Government has a responsibility to help solve them
2. Individuals need to take responsibility adkdange their behavior

| treat people who answer (2) as proponenfssmaller government, anconservative in the
libertarian sense. Model 3 uses an indicator variable for this small government attitude, and the
resulting coefficient is large, negative, and statistically significant at the ten percent level. A
belief that people need to help theretves, and not rely on the government, is associated with

a 29 percent reduction in the odds of someone supporting Measure M. Note that the indicator
variable for liberalism remains strong in the presence of this variable, suggesting that liberals
favor Measure M while small government conservatives do not.

The next four models examine partisanship rather than ideology. In my sample, 79 percent of
Democrats supported Measure M, compared to 56 percent of Republicans. As expected, the
partisanship results amuch stronger than those associated with ideology. Where identifying
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asliberal was associated with a 39 percent increase in the odds of supporting Measure M,

identifying as a Democrat was associated with a 164 percent increase in the odds of doing so,

YR ARSY(#oRgEASY=2 ON (¢ w{l & Faa20AFGSR gAGK | wmT
as a Republican, similarly, was associated with opposing Measure M, (a 58 percent decrease in

the odds of support). Being a strong Republican, however, dithtetsify opposition. Strong
Republicanism was actually associated with slightly less opposition to Measure M (a 55 percent
reduction in the odds, compared to a 58 perceatluctionfor Republicans overall). Support for

Measure M, in summary, followed idgical lines, and powerfully followed partisan lines. In

both cases, moreover, the relationship was asymmetrical: liberals and Democrats supported

Measure M more than conservatives and Republicans opposed it.
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Tablel3: Associatins between Support for Measure M and Partisanship/ldeology

Associations with Support for Measure M, ldeological Attributes

@ > (€©)] (C) (©) ©) @
Liberal 0.3315* 0.3535*
(0.1466) (0.1503)
Conservative 0.2232
(0.1430)
Favors Small Government -0.3353
(0.1774)
Democrat 0.9690***
(0.1406)
Republican -0.8597***
(0.1679)
Strong Republican -0.7929***
(0.2136)
Strong Democrat 1.0031***
(0.1526)
HH Vehicles per Person -0.0448 -0.0411 -0.0712 -0.0073 -0.0251 0.0280 0.0211
(0.1548) (0.1549) (0.1590) (0.1577) (0.1557) (0.1509) (0.1536)

Regular Transit Rider 0.7704**0.7719*** 0.7974**0.7715*** 0.8179*** 0.8188*** 0.6828**

(0.2189) (0.2187) (0.2231) (0.2330) (0.2314) (0.2197) (0.2217)
Urban Neighborhood  0.3925**0.4203** 0.4494**0.3458* 0.3996** 0.4085** (0.3722**
(0.1306) (0.1302) (0.1334) (0.1381) (0.1367) (0.1303) (0.1321)
White 0.0702 0.0217 0.0678 0.0090 0.0789 0.0694 -0.0116
(0.1484) (0.1496) (0.1521) (0.1554) (0.1545) (0.1483) (0.1504)
Black 0.1297 0.1012 0.0895 0.0360 0.0841 0.0997 -0.0761
(0.2568) (0.2562) (0.2599) (0.2760) (0.2729) (0.2563) (0.2618)
Has BA or Higher 0.2302 0.2252 0.2327 0.2402 0.2302 0.2402 0.1995
(0.1375) (0.1375) (0.1409) (0.1447) (0.1434) (0.1372) (0.1386)
Age 18 -35 0.1712 0.1444 0.2053 0.2412 0.2030  0.1943 0.1981
(0.1507) (0.1512) (0.1540) (0.1604) (0.1581) (0.1504) (0.1529)
Age 65 or Older 0.0165 0.0479 0.0627 -0.0168 0.0761 0.0588 -0.0105
(0.2092) (0.2089) (0.2173) (0.2213) (0.2195) (0.2093) (0.2127)
Male -0.0316 -0.0193 -0.0487 0.1450 0.0178 -0.0201  0.0322
(0.1331) (0.1328) (0.1362) (0.1431) (0.1397) (0.1329) (0.1353)
Children at Home -0.2448 -0.2549 -0.2254 -0.3499* -0.3456* -0.3343* -0.2941
(0.1549) (0.1547) (0.1581) (0.1652) (0.1640) (0.1563) (0.1565)
Foreign Born 0.1180 0.1273 0.1750 0.2063 0.1768  0.1717 0.2206
(0.1716) (0.1717) (0.1761) (0.1827) (0.1808) (0.1715) (0.1732)
Homeowner 0.0888 0.0833 0.1077 0.0981 0.1854  0.1756 0.0845
(0.1400) (0.1399) (0.1438) (0.1486) (0.1491) (0.1411) (0.1419)
Employed 0.3781* 0.3608* 0.3939* 0.2872 0.3213* 0.3588* 0.3964*
(0.1524) (0.1521) (0.1567) (0.1616) (0.1601) (0.1526) (0.1544)
Constant 0.3187 0.3751 0.6180 0.1104 0.7416* 0.5150 0.1679
(0.3147) (0.3127) (0.3824) (0.3377) (0.3321) (0.3138) (0.3165)
N 1176 1176 1135 1127 1127 1189 1189
Pseudo R-sq 0.039 0.037 0.047 0.071 0.054 0.044 0.067
Log Likelihood "705.02 ~706.40 "676.06 ~639.43 "~650.94 ~707.46 "~690.63

Estimated as logit regressions. Standard errors in parentheses
* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001
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The next two modelslfable 14 keep the Democratic indicator variable, and add two more
independent variables of interest: a dichotomous variable coded 1 if a respondent reported
knowing a lotabout Measure M prior to the election, and (in the second model) a variable
O2RSR M AT (GKS NBaLRYyRSyld (GK2dAKG [! [/ 2dzyie
these models, the knowledgaf-MeasureM variable is positive but not statisticabygnificant.

In the second, which includes the directioficounty variable, shows both variables as positive

and statistically significant. This latter model suggests that, controlling for other factors, the

odds of supporting Measure M were 42 perceng¢ater for people who knew a lot about it,

while believing the county was going in the right direction was associated with a very large (187
percent) increase in the odds of supporting Measure M.

For tworeasons) view these results skeptically. Firstetalectoral knowledge coefficient is
unstable. If prior knowledge was truly associated with support for Measure M, we would see
that in models with fewer variables. A coefficient that jumps dramatically in size when another
variable is added is probablymaring more noise than signal. While | am not saying that that
electoral knowledge was immaterial, | think this regression estimate is probably an unreliable
guide to its magnitude.

My second reason for skepticism is a concern about endogeneity. | atened the survey

after the election, so the causal relationship between support for Measure M and opinions
about the direction of the County might run two ways. People who believed the County was
going in the right direction may have been more likelydpmort an ambitious plan like
Measure M, but some people may have thought the County was going in the right direction
becauset had supported an ambitious plan like Measure M. My data offer no way to
distinguish between these views, so the coefficienassted with the direction of the county
may reflect both cause and effect.
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Tablel4: Associations Between Support for Measure M and Political Knowledge

Associations with Support for Measure M

@

2

Knew a Lot about M

County Right Direction

HH Vehicles per Person

Regular Transit Rider

Urban Neighborhood

White

Black

Has BA or Higher

Age 18 -35

Age 65 or Older

Male

Children at Home

Foreign Born

Homeowner

Employed

Democrat
Constant
N

Pseudo R-sq
Log Likelihood

0.2109
(0.1674)

-0.0207
(0.1583)

0.7322**
(0.2348)

0.3486*
(0.1387)

-0.0171
(0.1564)

0.0152
(0.2768)

0.2439
(0.1457)

0.2463
(0.1608)

0.0004
(0.2244)

0.1552
(0.1441)

-0.3338*
(0.1657)

0.2021
(0.1846)

0.0955
(0.1493)

0.2673
(0.1621)

0.9742%**
(0.1414)
0.0645
(0.3391)

1120
0.071
-633.83

0.3516*
(0.1766)

1.0545%**
(0.1556)

0.0786
(0.1692)

0.7262**
(0.2449)

0.2970*
(0.1464)

-0.0846
(0.1641)

-0.1566
(0.2850)

0.2068
(0.1527)

0.1151
(0.1698)

0.0403
(0.2399)

0.0101
(0.1527)

-0.3556*
(0.1744)

0.2191
(0.1971)

0.0228
(0.1576)

0.3337
(0.1709)

0.8322%**
(0.1512)
-0.4397
(0.3595)

1075
0.115
-579.84

Estimated as logit regressions. Standard errors in parenthe
* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001
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The final regression equations include variables that measure beliefs thosgportation,

transit and congestion, as well as variables that measure exposure to cong&silda (3.

Taken together, these models reinforce many of the findings from the descriptive analysis

above. Concerns about congestion again seem to haw®nsistent association with support

for Measure M. There is no statistically significant relationship between support for Measure M

FYR GKAY1AYy3a O2y3SatAzy Aa 2yS 2F (KS Oz2dzyieQ
aSl adz2NB a GKAY | ArghFporiatiobpri@dity shguld dexangdastbhndeduction, or

between support for Measure M and being slowed down by congestion at least once a day, or
between support for Measure M and thinking life would be better with less congestion (this last
coefficient in fact, is statistically significant andgativein some models, though never large).

People who thought about congestion when thinking about Measure M were, however,
extremelylikely to support the measure. Mentally linking Measure M to congestios wa
associated with a 555 percent increase in the odds of supporting Measure M, even after
controlling for a wide range of sociological and ideological factors.

One way to interpret this strong relationship between supporting Measure M and associating it
with congestion is that people who associate Measure khwbongestion think Measure M can

help solve congestion. Since Measure M was primarily about transit, this association can thus
0S L) I dzaAofeée AydaSNILINBGSR | acohgesiod praberfis. Th& I G G NI
next few regressions provide indirect support for this interpretation, by showing that positive
beliefs about transit were powerfully correlated with Measure M. Thinking about transit when
thinking about Measure M was associatedhwa 1200 percent increase in the odds of

supporting Measure M. (Recall, however, that only a tiny fraction of respondents reported this
thought). Prioritizing transit as a transportation goal was associated with a 153 percent increase
in the odds of suppding Measure M. Believing transit would help the community was

associated with a roughly 160 percent increase in the odds.

It is not clear, however, that these positive beliefs about transit were related to any-tdront
desire to use it. The survey &skpeople how long, in minutes, it would take them to walk to
their nearest transit stop. People who believed they lived closer to transit were no more likely
to support Measure M, and neither were people who reported wanting to drive less.

Finally, althogh these models are not shown in the table (to conserve spaaepbles

indicating that respondents believed the poor would be the primary beneficiaries of Measure M

had no statistically significant association with support for the measure, and neitther d
BFNAFO6fS AYRAOFGAY3I (GKS NBalLRyRSy(uQa -0StAST
income people.

Tablel5: Associations Between Support for Measure M and Beliefs about Transportation
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Associations with Support for Measure M: Attitudes toward Transportation Policy

@ @) @) (4) ©) (6)
Traffic Comes to Mind 1.8794% 1.8732%*
(0.2567) (0.2597)
Transit Comes to Mind 2.5804*+* 2.4564**
(0.4386) (0.4430)
Transportation Big Problem 0.3950
(0.2428)
Traffic Big Problem -0.1157
(0.2817)
Congestion Main Priority 0.1023
(0.2168)
Transit Main Priority 0.9318** 0.7472%
(0.2376) (0.1672)
In Congestion Daily -0.2766
(0.1586)
Distance to Nearest Transit Stop 0.0102
(0.0073)
Knew About Measure M 0.2150
(0.1749)
Wants to Drive Less 0.0795
(0.1596)
Community Benefits 0.9782%**
(0.1710)
Life Better with Less Congestion 0.1122
(0.1997)
Life Better with More Transit 0.4516**
(0.1746)
Constant -0.3192 0.0858 -0.1112 -0.2028 -0.4904 -0.9622*
(0.3665) (0.3386) (0.3842) (0.3774) (0.3815) (0.3902)
N 1127 1127 1083 893 1099 1110
Pseudo R-sq 0.175 0.074 0.093 0.078 0.193 0.123

Log Likelihood

-567.9042 -637.3641596.1535500.7264538.0659 -592.2685

Estimated as logit regressions. Standard errors in parentheses

* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, ** p<0.001.

Regressions also include demographic controls and a control for partisan affiliation (not shown).
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Measure M and Support for TransitComplementary Policies

The second section of this report summarized evidence suggesting that building transit will not,

by itself, lead to large increases in transit ridership. Effective trafigih requires a dense built
environment, which sems the dual purpose of making transit more effeetand driving more

difficult. Transitfriendly built environments have more housing and less parking. On both

measures, compared to the legacy transit regions of the US, Los Angeles fall3ishsthe
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complementary policies that increase its density and reduce the extent to which its built

environment accommodates driving.

Reforms of this sort will almost certainlg less popular than Measure M. In part this difference

in popularity will arise because policymakers and elected officials have spent decades extolling
the virtues of transit, while the virtues of less parking or more density have played less of a role
in public discourse. But Measure M is also more popular because it offered voters a
fundamentally different bargain. Measure M promised new amenities for existing residents
more road and transit investmentsand did so on the premise that these amenities would

make driving easier. Increasing density and reducing the rate at which the region adds parking,
in contrast, would help future residents, and make the transit system effective, but could make
driving for existing residentsarder.In part because of conces about congestion, both

housing development and parking reform are fault lines in local politics. Residents of LA County,
and particularly of its more urban areas, are highly divided about housing development, and
highly sensitive to the supply of pankj.

L SEIFYAYSR LIS2L) SQa gAftfAy3adySaa (G2 a&adzi2 NI K2
to agree or disagree with a series of statements about parking requirements and residential
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minimum parking requirements (Manville et al 2013). Parking requirements are a powerful but

also largely hidden aspect of urban development, so | assumed that at least some respondents

were not awae of them.The survey thus firdummarized parking requirements briefly, and

suggested that they are a source of debate:

One issue that always gets a lot of attention is parking. Currently, when developers build
housing in LA County, cities require them to include parking spaces fdemesand visitors.

These parking requirements can be controversial, and some cities might remove them. Thinking
about these parking requirements, please tell us how much you agree or disagree with the
following statements:

Respondents were then presemtevith the following sentences, in random order:
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Requiring developers to build parking reduces the impact of development on the surrounding
neighborhood.

Requiring developers to build parking will make people drive more.

Requiring developers to buifshrking makes it harder to build housing, and makes housing more
expensive.

Housing close to public transit should not be required to include as much parking, because
residents are less likely to own cars.

Table 16shows the results, which suggest ambivale (at best) toward parking reform.

aSlhadzaNBE aQid adzLJL2NISNE NBE GoAO0OS Fa tA(1Ste Ia
be lower near transit, but the proportion of supporters who believe this is still only 40 percent.
Similarly, fewer than hatif respondents believe parking requirements make housing more

expensive, and only 35 percent believe they encourage driving. A large majority of respondents,
meanwhile, believe parking requirements protect neighborhoods from development, and this

belief ismorecommon among supporters of Measure M than among opponents (70 percent
compared to 66 percent). Views about parking requirements, in sum, are conflicted: people

strongly agree about their benefits, and particularly about their role in protecting

neigk 0 2NK22Rad . dzi GKS& I NS RAGARSR [o62dzi LI NJ A\
Measure M are at this point reluctant to reduce them.

Tablel6: Opinions about Minimum Parking Requirements

Opinions about Minimum Parking Requirements
(Share of Respondents Agreeing with Listed Statement)
Support Oppose Al

Parking Requirements Should be Lower Near Transit 40% 20% 34%
Parking Requirements Protect Neighborhoods 70% 66% 68%
Parking Requirements Encourage Driving 38% 22% 35%
Parking Requirements Make Housing More Expensive 47% 39% 44%

Attitudes toward housing devepment are similarly ambivalent. The survagroduced the
topic of housing development with this preamble:

Housing development is always a big issue in Los Angeles County. On Election Day, some cities in
LA County voted on proposals to restrict new housing development, and especially to restrict
the density of housing in their cities.

From there the survey asHl if respondents supported more housing development in the
county, and if they supported more development in their own neighborhoods. It then asked
them to agree or disagree with the following statements:
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New housing developmentill bring more cars and akecongestion worse.
New housing development will be expensive, and make housing less affordable.
New housing development creates jobs, and helps LA County's economy.

New housing development will make it easier for people to walk, bike and take public
transportation.

New housing development creates jobs, and helps LA County's economy.

The results, showin Table 17 demonstrate that respondents are profoundly ambivalent about

the costs and benefits of new housing. As was the case with parking refo81, & dzZNB a Qa
ddzLILI2 NISNB | NBE FTNASYREASNI 2 yS¢ RS@St2LIVSyd
are divided on the issue. A majority of both groups does not think building more housing will

make housing more affordable, while close to half of all oesjents think new development

makes housingessaffordable.Only a slight majority of Measure M supporters believe new

housing will make transit more effective (compared to 29 percent of opponents), while a much
larger share of supporters (69 percent) lege more housing will worsen congestion (fully 89

percent of opponents believe this). Part of the problem facing transit, of course, ibatiat

these statements can be true: more density can make transit more effective and congestion

worse?!

Tablel7: Opinions about Housing Development

Opinions about Housing Development

SupportersOpponents All
RespondentsSupports Building More Housing 51% 31% 47%
Supports More Housing in Own Neighborhood 51% 27% 44%
Believes:
More Housing Helps Transit 52% 29% 46%
More Housing Increases Congestion 69% 82% 70%
More Housing Makes Housing More Affordable 45% 31% 49%
More Housing Makes Housing Less Affordable 48% 50% 49%

This relationship between density and road congestion is not inevitable, however. Dense areas
become more congested because more people are competing for scarce unpriced roads. If
roads are pried to manage demand, then dense areas can enjoy high transdandiew levels

of congestion. Urban and transportation economists almost unanimously agree that road
congestion arises because roads are valuable goods that are underpriced, and that the most
effective way to fight congestion is to charge for access to roads at busy times (Lindsey 2006).

2! Density can, of course, help many people minimize their exposure to congestion, by lettingréivetrshorter
distances and/or travel by other modes. But it is likely to exacerbate or at least not improve road delay for drivers.
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Substantial evidence also suggests that when governments use congestion pricing, the result is
not just less congestion but dramatically increased transérstip, and ridership by former

drivers (Small 2004; Santos 2008; Christiansen 2006). A final advantage of congestion charging
is the speed with which it is effective. Parking and zoning reform are important, but can also
take years to bear fruit, since rabof the built environment already exists, and new

development in a large cityeven when occurring at a brisk pacearely accounts for more

than 2 percent of the housingack each year (in recent yeaemnualdevelopment in LA has
accounted for about %4f one percen of the total housing stockRoad pricing, in contrast,
immediately injects a powerful incentive to use transit more and drive less. Where the built
environments in New York, Boston and San Francisco function as a shadow tax om dmméng

that took decades to createroad pricing offers a faster, more direct and more transparent

path to the same outcome.

Given these advantages, and given the widespread concern about traffic congestion in Los
Angeles County, the survey asked respondents abongestion charging. As was the case with
parking requirements, | assumed most respondents would not be familiar with pricing, and so
first introduced the concept before asking about it:

Some transportation officials argue that the best solution to LAnGtautraffic congestion is to
make driving more expensive at busy times. For example, if we had tolls on our freeways that
were higher when many people wanted to drive, such as at rush hour, congestion would go
down. Would you support or oppose usingli$dike this on LA County's freeways?

Figure 5 shows the results. Congestion pricing, unsurprisingly, is not popular. On the positive
side, supporters of Measure M are far more likely than opponents to support road pricing, but
support is still only at 3Bercent (compared to 72 percent for Measure M.) Among opponents,
support is only 16 percent.
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Figure5: Percent Supporting Freeway Congestion Tolls, November 2016

Percent Supporting Freeway Congestion Tolls,
November 2016
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Transit Rider Attitudes

The table below shows two primary takeaways from the intercept survey of transit riders. |

asked transit riders the same question about transportation priorities that | had asked LA

County adults. The results of this exeezcome with two notes of caution. The first, again, is

that the sample size is small and likely not representative of transit riders overall. The second is

that the intercept survey respondents filled out paper questionnaires, which allowed about 30
oftKkSY (2 NIyl Y2NB GKIFy 2yS 2LIA2y a avyzaid AY
nor the CATI interview process allowed respondents to choose ties). As a result, the columns

sum to well over 100. The table can be read as a general sense of how ficers compare

these priorities, but it cannot be perfectly compared to the corresponding table for county

adults.

Those caveats aside, there are large differences between transit rider priorities and the
priorities of county adults. Transit riders aa more likely to favor improvements to the rail
system (not surprising, given that 80 percent were interviewed at a station that had rail
connections). Reducing congestion was much less likely to be a priority, while improving bus
and walking connectionsere much more likely to be.
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Tablel8: Intercept Survey Attitudes and Beliefs

Attitudes and Beliefs of Transit Riders

M Supporters Opponents All

Most Important Transportation Priority

Improving and Expanding Rail System 64 48 62
Improving and Expanding Bus Service 25 41 30
Reducing Freeway Congestion 31 41 33
Reducing Street Congestion 11 36 16
Improving Biking and Walking 27 14 21
Riders w/out Vehicle Available for Trip 64 86 70

Share that Would Use Transit if Vehicle Available 59 49 53

The second takeaway, at the bottom of the table, shows that 70 percent of riders did not have
a vehicle available to make their trip, and that o&B/percent of those people said they would
still use transit if they did have a vehicle. This figure was slightly higher for supporters of
Measure M, and slightly lower for opponents. Overall, this suggests that about 32 percent of
current riders would pefer to be driving.

Conclusion

Measure M is the largest and latest tax increase that LA County voters have approved in the

VEYS 2F GNIYAF2NNAYI GKSANI NBIA2YyQE Y2o0AfAdeo
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quickly. When Measure M won, it was the fourth local option transportation ballot measure to

be approved in LA County since 1980. But per capita transit ridership in November 2016 was 20
percentbelowwhat it had been in1980Angelinoshave consistently voted to fund transit, but
consistently declined to ride it.

Different explanations could resolve this puzzle. For instance, voters might be content to keep

transit in LA as the social servicg@itmarily is, and are simply voting to make that social service

more generous. But the evidence in this report suggests otherwise: neither supporters nor
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transpatation. Most respondents, furttrmore, when asked who Measure M would benefit,

did not mention the poor. (Far more respondents, in fact, could not name a specific group the
Measure would help). The Measure M campaign explicitly downplayed the redistebagpect
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traffic congestion and improve the environment.

Although concern about congestion by itself does not distinguish Measure M supporters
(supporters andpponents alike rgularly experience and intensatyslike congestion), when
people express support for transit they often do so in concert with concern about congestion or
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the environment. Thredj dzF NIl SNB 2 F a Sl &dzNB a &adziakéxtedi SNB &S
reducing congestion or reducing pollution, and the typical Measure M supporter, when asked
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congestion second. Other neauto modes, like buses or bikenes, lagged far behind in
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Another powerful driver of support for Measure M was partisanship. Simply being a Democrat
was strongly associated with support for Measure M, dwarfing other personal attributes

urban location, income, r&g regular experience riding transit, or regular experience being in
congestion. The growing partisanship of transportation issues documented elsewhere appears
to be alive and well in Los Angeles County.

All of these conclusions come with a broad set ofezds. Survey research is imperfect, and the
surveys | conducted have shortcomings. | have oversampled affluent people and undersampled
Latinos, and my survey of transit riders was a simple convenience sample. Some of the survey
responses could be interpted in more than one way, as | have detailed in the report. So
certaintly nothing here is definitive. At the same time, the survey did allow me to test the same
ideas in different ways, and the results are generally consistent.

Assuming the findings inithreport are broadly accate, they offer at least the gaours of an
explanation for why transit ballots can win without spurring transit ridership. Linking transit to
Democratic identity is powerful politically, but its political power arises precisstause it
divorces transit from the realm of material s@iterest, and especially from the realm of
personal transportation. When transit becomes a box that Democrats will reliably check, it
gains votes. But the more tBevotes are indicative of Demaatic identity, the less likely they

are to suggest anything about travel behavior. Similarly, linking rail transit to traffic reduction
strongly implies that transit will benefit people in their roledassers. This again is powerful
politically; regiondike Los Angeles have far more drivers than transit riders, and as this report
has showndrivers are much more likely to vote. But a vote for transit motivated by a desire to
continue driving also suggests that as transit service expands travel betalioot change.
Adding to all this, of course, is that the typical Measure M supporter has few of the hallmarks of
a transit rider: he or she owns vehicles, and has access to parking at home or work.
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for transit today will translate into traudehavior changes by thengelinosof ten or twenty

years from now. Certainly one hopes this is the case, and it cannot be ruled out. But Los

Angeles, again, has been exgargs its transit system for almost 30 years, and during that time
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where it will have enough connections to reverse ridership declines and trigger largases

in use, it seems unwise to count on such a scenario. A look at other regions suggests that non

poor people use transit when driving is expensive or otherwise inconvenient, and when land

uses truly support transit. In practice this means denser lngudevelopmet, less required

parking, and in some international cities tolling roads to combat congestion. These changes
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are very different, and much more controversial, than raising countywide sales taxes. They

involve decisions about how we allocatese space in particular locations. While supporters

2F aShadNB a INB Y2NB adzlJl2NIAQGS 2F GKS&asS Lki¢f
support remains low which may not be surprising, given that these policies make driving

either harder or more gxensive, and Measure M implicitly promised the opposite.

Measue M, in sum, demonstratedngelinosstrong willingness and consensus about financing
transit, but the magnitude of its victory might conceal the extenthaf latent conflict that

surrounds tte additional policies needed to make transit work. Political battles over revenue
cannot, by themselves, create a great transit system. Transit systems also require conflicts over
the allocation of space, and these conflicts are often much harder fought.

For transit advocates in Los Angeles, the best course of action now might be to begin the

process of education about what makes transit effective, and what transit can and cannot do. A
transit system cannot clear the roads for drivers; a look at any optBeNX RQ& 3INBIF G { NI
quickly confirms that fact. Transit can transform cities in ways that make them more livable,

that enable and foster more inclusive and varied built enviornments, and that let people move
around in more and healthier ways,decing their everyday experience with road traffic

congestion. But these require changes in how the city uses space. The fiscal change of

increasing a sales tax is an undeniable political accomplishment, but only the first and arguably

the easiest step igreating a transioriented region.
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Appendices:Intercept and Online/CATI Survey Instruments

TRANSPORTATION AND CURRENT ISSUES SURVEY

Thank you for taking this voluntary survey. This survey will help researchers at UCLA understand how people think about current issues in
L& County, especially about transportation. Your answers are important to us even if you do not vote or do not take many kinds of trans-
portation. The survey will take about five minutes. There are no right or wrong answers, and you can skip any question. Your responses are

anonymous.

SECTION A - First we'd like to ask some questions about how you travel:

1. What sort of fransit are you taking today: Bus

2. How often do you use public transportation (bus, subway,
light rail or commuter rail)?

Daily (5 times per week or more)
Often (1 - 4 times per week)
Sometimes (a few times per month)
Rarely (a few times per year)
3. How many total vehicles (cars, trucks or vans) do people
in your household own'? vehicles.

4. Did you have a vehicle available to make this trip you are
currently on?

‘Yes - Skip to question 5
Mo

Rail Both

. If you had a vehicle available today to make this trip, would

you use the vehicle or would you still take transit?
Use the vehicle
Still take transit

. When you travel on a daily basis, how do you get around

for MOST trips?

Drive Alone Carpool Subway
Light Rail Bus TaxiUber/Lyft
Bicycle Walk

. Does your current housing unit include an off-street parking

space (in a driveway, garage or other off-street slot)?
Yes Mo

SECTION B - Now we'd like to ask about the election we had in November:

5. People are often not able to vote because they werent
registered, or they were sick, or just didn't have time. How
about you? Did you vote this time, or did something keep
you from wvoting?

Voted this Time

Did Mot Vote
Cne item on the County election ballot was Measure M, a
proposal to increase the county sales tax by one-half cent
to pay for new transportation improvements. A large share
of the revenue from this tax will be spent on new public
transportation, such as an extended subway, more light rail,
and a rail unnel under the Sepulveda pass. Some of the
money will also be used to improve roads and freeways,
and some would ke retumed to local cities.

9. If you voted, did you vote yes, no or abstain (did not vote)
on Measure M?
‘Yes - Supported Measure M

No - Opposed Measure M
Abstained or Did Not Vote

10. Regardless of whether you voted, how would you describe

your support or opposition for Measure M7
Strongly Support

Support

MNeither Support Mor Oppose

Oppose

Strongly Oppose

11.There are many ways we could improve our transportation

system. Please rank the following transportation priorities
from mest to least impeortant, with 1 being the priority you
think iz most important, and 5 being the priornty you think is
least important.

Improving and expanding owr rail ines, subways and
light rail

Reducing freeway congestion

Improving and expanding bus service

Improving safety and making it easier to bike and walk
Reducing congestion on our non-freeway streets and
roads

SECTION C - Now a few final questions about you. There are no right or wrong answers, and you can skip

any question:

12. What sort of home do you five in?
Detached single family home
Attached single family home or duplex
Multi-Family {3 or more units)

Other

13. What is the highest level of education you have
completed?
Less than High-school Bachelors Degree
High-school Graduate Degree
Associates Degree

14. Are you currently employed? Yes Mo

1. What is your best guess of the income of all the members

of your family living with you this year (before taxes)?
Less than 15,000

$15,000 - 524,809

525,000 - $34,000

$35.000 - 549,909

350,000 - 574,809

575,000 - $88,995

$100,000 - 3124009

5125,000 - 5148,989

$150,000 or more
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SECTION C - Continuation:

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

Do you own or rent your home?
Own
Rent

Were you born in the United States?
Yes
Mo

What is your zip code?

What is your age?

What is your gender?

Male

Female

INCLUDING YOURSELF,

how many people live with you in
your household?

SECTION D - Comments:

22

23.

What is your race or ethnicity?
White

Black/African American
Hispanic or Latinofa

Asian or Pacific Island

Mative American

Other

Where would you place yourself on the following

scale?

Very Conservative
Conszervative
Moderate

Liberal

Very Liberal
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ENCUESTA SOBRE TRANSPORTE Y PROBLEMATICAS ACTUALES

Gracias por llenar voluntariamente esta encuesta. Serd Gtil para investigadores de UCLA interesados en comprender como las personas
interpratan problematicas actuales en el condado de Los Angeles, particularmente con respecto al transporte pablico. Ya sea que Usted
vote o no, tome transporte pablico o no, sus respuestas son importantes para nosotros. Le tomard cinco minutos completarlas. No existen
raspuestas correctas ni incorractas, y puede usted dejar algunas en blanco. Esta encuesta es andnima.

SECCION A - Primero nos gustaria hacerle algunas preguntas sobre cémo usted se desplaza en la ciudad:

1. ;Qué tipo de transporte utilizara hoy?: Bus Tren Ambos

2. iCuan a menudo usa transporte pdblico (bus, transporte 5. 5Si tuviera un automovil para realizar este viaje, ;lo utiliza-
subterraneo —metro-, tren ligero o tren suburbano)? ria o preferiria tomar transporte pablico de todas formas?
A diario (5 veces por semana o mas) Utilizaria el automovil
A menudo (14 veces por semana) Tomaria transporte publico de todas formas
A veces (pocas veces por mes) 6. iComo elige transportarse a diario? Es decir, para la
Rara vez (pocas veces al afio) mayoria de sus viajes, iqué tipe de transporte utiliza?

3. i Cuantos vehiculos (carros, camiones, camicnatas o vans), Conduzco SOI'? Conduzco con ofra © mas personas

en total, tienen las personas de su vivienda? vehiculos. Metro/Subteraneo Tren ligero Bus

4. ;i Tiene usted un vehiculo con el cual hubiera podido hacer Camino Bicicleta TaxifUber/Lyft
el viaje de hoy? 7. i3uvivienda actual incluye estacionamiento propio; ubica-
Si - Prosiga a la pregunta 5 do en un acceso o entrada, estilo garage o de ofro tipo?
Mo Si Mo

SECCION B - Ahora nos gustaria preguntarle sobre las elecciones de noviembre:

8. A menudo, las personas no pusden votar porque no 10. Sin importar si votd o no, ; como describiria su apoyo u
estaban registradas, o se enfermaron, o simplemente no oposicion a la Medida M?
tuvieron tiempo. ; Usted? ; Puedo votar en noviembre, o La apruebo por completo
algo lo preving? La apruebo
5i voté en noviembre i la apruebo ni me opongo a ella
Mo vote Me opongo a ella
Uno de los elementos en la papeleta de votacion de Me opongo a ella totalmente
noviembre fue la Medida M (Measure M), que propone 11.Hay muchas maneras de mejorar nuestro sistema plblico

incrementar el impuesto a las ventas por medio centavo

con el objetivo c!e !inanciar nuevas mej_c-rias en el sistema transporte desde la mas hasta la menos importante,

de transporte puhll::p_ Un alto DD!'CEHTEIH? de la renta que empezando con un 1 para la opcion mas importante, y 5

g8 obtej'lgi_i de este im pues_h:: se invertira en nuevo frans- para la que considera menos importante.

porte publico, como extensiones del metro, mas kilometros

de tren ligero y un tdnel para rieles debajo de Sepllveda.
9. Siusted votd, ; votd a favor, en contra, o se abstuvo de

votar (no votd) por la Medida M7

Si— Yo apoye la Medida M

de fransporte. Por favor, ordene las siguientes opciones de

Mejorar y extender nuestras rutas de tren, metro
(subterraneo) y tren ligero.

Reducir la congestion en las cameteras

Mejorar y extender el servicio de bus

Mejorar la seguridad y facilitar el uso peatonalide bicicletas
Mo — Yo me opuse al a Medida M Reducir la congestion en calles y avenidas distintas de las
Me abstuve de votar por la Medida M o Mo voté carreteras

SECCION C - Ahora unas pocas preguntas sobre usted. No existen las respuestas correctas o incorrectas, y
puede usted saltarse cualquiera de ellas:

12. ;En qué tipo de casa vive? 1. iEn cuanto estima usted el ingreso de todos los miembros
Casa unifamiliar independients de =u familia gue han vivido con usted este afo?
Casa unifamiliar adosada o ddplex Menos de $15.000
Multifamiliar {3 o mas unidades) $15,000 - 524,509
Otro 525,000 - 334,950

13. iCual es el nivel maximo de educacion que usted ha $35.000 - 340,000
alcanzado? $50,000 - 574,000
Mo terminé el colegio Licenciatura 375,000 - 398,998
Terminé la escuela secundaria Maestria $100,000 - $124.,000
Escuela técnica (dos afios) $125,000 - $140,000

14 Actualmente, ;tiene un empleo?  Si No % 150,000 o mas
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SECCION C - Continuacion:

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21

i Es usted propietario de su vivienda o la alquila?
Soy propietario

La alquilo

i Wacio usted en los Estados Unidos?

Si

Mo

iCual es su codigo postal?

;i Que edad tiene?

£ Cual es su género?
Masculino
Femenino

INCLUYENDO USTED,
iCUantas personas viven en
sU casa?

SECCION D - Comentarios:

22

23

iCual es su raza o etnia?

Blanco

NegrofAfro-Americano

Hispanico o Latino(a)

Agidtico o de isla en el Pacifico

Amerindio

Otro

;Donde se ubicaria usted en la siguiente escala?

Muy conservador
Conservador
Moderado

Liberal

Muy liberal

76



Online/CATI Survey Instrument

Question: gintro - 1 (Single)
Text:
Hi! My name is . I'm calling from a national research firm on behalf

of UCLA. This is a research study about current issues in Los Angeles

County. The study is being conducted by Michael Manville, Assistant

Professor in the Department of Urban Planning at UCLA. This stud y is only
for research purposes. It will help researchers understand how people like

you think about issues facing Los Angeles County. Your participation is

entirely voluntary. As part of this study you will answer questions about

current events facing L os Angeles County and provide some background
information about yourself. The study should take about 10 - 12 minutes.
There may be no direct benefit to you from participating in this study.

There is no more risk than would be expected from everyday typical

experiences. You may discontinue this study at any time, by hanging up.

The data we collect will be confidential, and we will not collect or

retain any information that would let you be identified by your answers.

You may refuse to answer any questions th at you do not want to answer and
still remain in the study. If you should have any questions about this

research study, please contact UCLA researcher Mike Manville at (310) 825

4025. If you have concerns about your rights wh ile taking part in this

survey , oryou have concerns or suggestions and want to talk to someone

other than the researchers about the study, please call the UCLA Office of

Human Subjects Research Protection Program at (310) 825 -7122.

(gintro:1) Continue
(gintro:2) Callback/Not Available
(qintro:3) Refused

Question: g1 - 1 (Single)

Text:

Overall, do you think LA County is heading in the right direction?
(q1:1) Yes

(q1:2) No
(q1:3) Don't Know / Refused

Question: g49 - 1 (Single)
Text:
Record Gender by Observation.

(g49:1)Female
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(g49:2)Male
(949:4)Don't Know / refused

Question: g50 - 1 (Single)
Text:
What is your age?

(q50:1)18 to 24

(q50:2)25 to 34

(q50:3)35to 44

(q50:4)45 to 54

(q50:5)55 to 64

(q50:6)65 to 74

(950:7)75 or older
(q50:8)Don't Know / Refused

Question: g51 - 1 (Single)
Text:
What is your race or ethnicity?

(g51:1)White

(q51:2)Hispanic or Latino/a
(g51:3)Asian or Pacific Island
(q51:4)Native American

(q51:5)Other

(51 :6)Black/African - American
(q51:7)Prefer not to answer

Question: g52 - 2 (Single)

Text:

What is your best guess of the income of all members of your family living

with you this year (before taxes)?

(g52:01)Less than $15,000
(952:02)$15,000 - $24,999
(952:03)$25,000 to $34,999
(952:04)$35,000 to $49,999
(952:05)$50,000 to $74,999
(952:06)$75,000 to $99,999
(952:07)$100,000 to $124,999
(952:08)$125,000 to $149,999
(952:09)$150,000 or more
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(952:10)Don't Know / Refused

Question: g53 - 1 (Single)
Text:
What is the highest level of education you have completed?

(953:1)Up to grade 12, no high school diploma
(q53:2)Graduated high school
(953:3)Trade/technical school

(q53:4)Some college, no degree
(g53:5)Associate's degree

(q53:6)Bachelor's degree

(953:7)Advanced degree (Master's, Ph.D., M.D.)
(953:8)Don't Know / Refused

Question: g2_1 - 50 (Open -end)
Text:

What do you think are the two biggest challenges facing LA County right
now? - Option 1:

Question: g2_2 - 50 (Open - end)
Text:

What do you think are the two biggest challenges facing LA County right
now? - Option 2:

Question: g3 - 5 (Numeric)
Text:
LA County is big, and people across the County often have different

concerns and ide as. What is your zip code?

Question: g4 - 1 (Single)

Text:
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How would you describe the area where you live?

(g4:1)Urban
(q4:2)Suburban

(q4:3)Rural

(g4:4)Don't Know / Refused

Question: g5 - 1 (Single)
Text:

We just had an election. In surveys, we often find that many people

weren't able to vote be cause they weren't registered, or they were sick,
or they just didn't have time. How about you? Did you vote this time, or

did something keep you from voting?

(g5:1)Voted this Time
(95:2)Did Not Vote
(95:3)Don't Know / Refused

Question: g6 - 1 (Single)
Text:
How often would you say you vote -- always, nearly always, part of the

time, or seldom or never?

(g6:1)Always

(g6:2)Nearly Always
(g6:3)Part of t he Time
(g6:4)Seldom or Never
(96:5)Don't Know / Refused

Question: q7 - 1 (Single)

Text:

Did you vote yes, no or abstain (did not vote) on Measure M?
(q7:1)Yes

(g7:2)No

(q7:3)A bstain (Did Not Vote)
(g7:4)Don't Know / Refused

Question: 8 - 1 (Single)
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Text:

Regardless of whether you voted, how would you describe your support or
opposition for Measure M?

(g8:1)Strongly Support
(98:2)Support

(g8:3)Neither Support Nor Oppose
(98:4)Oppose

(g8:5)Strongly Oppose

Question: q9oe - 1(Open -end)
Text:
Thank you. Could you tell us, in a few words, what was going through your

mind when you thought about whether you supported Measure M?

Question: q10 - 1 (Single)
Text:
There are lots of measures on the County ballot, and we often find that

people can't keep track of them all. How about you? How much, if anything,
had you heard about Measure M before Election Day?

(910:1)Quite a Lot
(gq10:2)Some

(q10:3)Only a Little
(q10:4)Nothing

(q10:5)Don't Know / Refused

Question: glloe - 1(Open -end)
Text:

Ballot measures like Measure M often affect specific groups of people in
society. What group of people do you think would be most affected by
Measure M? Please tell us the name of the one group of people you think
will be most affected. Say "none" if you think no groups will be affected.

Question: q12 - 1 (Single)
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Text:

As compared to relying on elected officials, would you say that the

process of having people vote directly on policies through ballot measures

has made LA County better off, the same, or worse off?

(g12:1)Much better off
(q12:2)A little better off

(g1 2:3)The Same

(q12:4)A little worse off
(g12:5)Much worse off
(q12:6)Don't Know /Refused

Question: q13 - 1 (Single)
Text:

Do you own a car, truck or van?
(q13:1)Yes

(q13:2)No
(q 13:3)Don't Know / Refused

Question: q14 - 1 (Single)
Text:

Which of the following best describes your current employment status?

(g14:1)Working - full time
(q14:2)Working part -time
(q14:3)Temporarily Unemployed
(q14:4)Retired

(q14:5)Student - Undergraduate
(q14:6)Student - graduate/professional
(q14:7)Permanent Disability

(q14:8)Other

(q14:9)Don't Know / Refused

Question: 15 - 1 (Single)

Text:

How many total people are part of your household, including yourself?
(g15:1)1

(q15:2)2
(q15:3)3
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(q15:4)4

(q15:5)5

(q15:6)6

(q15:7)7

(q15:8)8 or more
(q15:9)Refused

Question: 16 - 2 (Numeric)

Text:

How many total vehicles (cars, trucks or vans) do p eople in your household
own?

Question: g16x - 2( Single )

Text:

Exclusive Options: How many total vehicles (cars, trucks or vans) do
people in your household own?

(q16x:99)Refused

Question: q17 - 1 (Single)

Text:

Are you the parent or guardian of any children under the age of 18?
(q17:1)Yes

(q17:2)No
(q17:3)Don't Know / Refused

Question: q18 - 1 (Single)
Text:
Which of the following best describes you?

(q18:1)Single
(g18:2)Married
(q18:3)Partnered
(g18:4)Divorced
(q18:5)Separated
(g18:6)Widowed
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(q18:7)Other
(q18:8)Refused

Question: 19 - 2 (Single)
Text:

What is your primary way of getting to work on most work days? In other
words, on a typical day, how do you travel for most of your commute?

(g1 9:01)Drive Alone
(q19:02)Carpool
(919:03)Subway
(q19:04)Light Rail
(919:05)Bus
(919:06)Bicycle
(919:07)Taxi/ Uber/Lyft
(919:08)Walk
(919:09)Work at Home
(919:10)Commuter Rail
(gq19:11)Other
(919:12)Don't know / refused

Question: g20 - 2 (Single)
Text:

When you travel on a daily basis for purposes other than commuting to and
from work, how do you get around for most trips?

(q20:01)Drive Alone
(g20:02)Carpool
(q20:03)Subway
(920:04)Light Rail
(920:05)Bus

(q20:06)Bicycle
(g20:07)Taxi/Uber/Lyft
(q20:08)Walk

(920:09)Other

(q20:10)Don't Know / Refused

Question: g21 - 1(Singl e)
Text:
When you travel on a daily basis, how do you get around for MOST trips?

(g21:1)Drive Alone
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(g21:2)Carpool
(921:3)Subway

(g21:4)Light Rail

(g21:5)Bus
(q21:6)Taxi/Uber/Lyft
(g21:7)Bicycle

(g21:8)Walk

(g21:9)Don't Know / Refused

Question: g22 - 1 (Single)
Text:
How often do you ride a bicycle?

(g22:1)Often (more than three times a week)
(g22:2)Sometimes (1 - 3 times per week)
(g22:3)Rarely (a few times pe r month)
(g22:4)Almost never (a few times per year or less)
(g22:5)Don't Know / Refused

Question: g23 - 3 (Numeric)
Text:
In minutes, how long would it take you to walk to the public

transportation stop closest to your home? If you don't know, respond with
‘don't know'

Question: g23x - 4 ( Single )
Text:
Exclusive Options: In minutes, how long would i t take you to walk to the

public transportation stop closest to your home? If you don't know,
respond with ‘don't know' .

(g23x:9999)Don't know
Question: g24 - 1 (Single)
Text:

How often do you use public transportation (bus, subway, light rail or
commuter rail)?
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(g24:1)Often (once a week or more)
(g24:2)Sometimes (a few times a month)
(g24:3)Rarely (a few times a year)
(q24:4)1 never use public transportation
(g24:5)Don't Know / Refused

Question: g25 - 1 (Single)
Text:
What sort of home do you live in?

(g25:1)Detached single family home
(g25:2)Attached single family home or duplex
(925:3)Multi - Family (3 or more units)
(925:4)Other

(g25:5)Don't Know / Refused

Question: g26 - 1 (Single)
Text:

Do you own or rent your home?
(g26:1)0Own

(926:2)Rent
(926:3)Don't Know / Refu sed

Question: q27 - 1 (Single)
Text:

Does your current housing unit include an off
driveway, garage or other off - street slot)?

(g27:1)Yes
(927:2)No
(g27:3)Don't Know / Refused

Question: g28 - 1 (Single)

Text:

- street parking space (in a

Does your workplace provide free parking if you drive to work?



(g28:1)Yes
(928:2)No
(928:3)Don't Know / Refused

Question: g29 - 1 (Single)
Text:
How often does traffic congestion on the road slow down your daily travel?

(929:1)Never

(929:2)Once a week

(q29:3)Two or three times a week
(q 29:4)Every day

(q29:5)Don't Know / Refused

Question: g30 - 1 (Single)
Text:

Now for a slightly different topic. Housing development is always a big

issue in Los Angeles County. On election day, some cities in LA County
voted on proposals to restrict new housing development, and especially to
restrict the density of housing in their cities. In general, do you

support or oppose building more housing, and increasing housing density,

in Los Angeles County?

(q30:1)Strongly support
(930:2)Support

(q30:3)Neither Support Nor Oppose
(q30:4)Oppose

(q30:5)Strongly Oppose
(q30:6)Don't know / refused

Question: q31 - 1 (Single)
Text:
Do you support or oppose building more housing in your own neighborhood?

(q31:1)Strongly Support
(9q31:2)Support

(q31:3)Neither Support Nor Oppose
(g31:4)Oppose

(q31:5)Strongly Oppose
(g31:6)Don't Know / Refused
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