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TABLE 1: Q1.  Before we begin, I need to know if I have reached you on a cell phone, and if so, are you in a safe place where you can talk? 
  
 
  Q5/Q6 COMB 1/4 Q7 SALES TAX SUPPORT GIVEN  
 Q5 INITIAL 1/2 CENT SALES TAX VOTE CENT SALES TX VTE EMPLOYEE COMPENSATION CUTS PARTY BY GENDER 
 ----------------------------------------- ----------------- ----------------------------- ----------------------------------- 
  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  M-MRE SW-MR TOTAL TOTAL NO DF DEM DEM REP REP DTS/O DTS/O  
 Total YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD LIKLY LIKLY M-LKY L-LKY DK/NA MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 241 217 129 273 458 402 42 507 370 25 284 169 453 191 259 173 245 101 93 118 82 
 
Yes, cell and in safe place 18% 22% 17% 15% 15% 20% 15% 27% 21% 15% 13% 19% 10% 16% 21% 20% 21% 16% 17% 16% 15% 13% 
No, not on cell 82  78  83  85  85  80  85  73  79  85  87  81  90  84  79  80  79  84  83  84  85  87  
 
 Q18 1/2 CNT SALES Q20 FINAL 1/2 CNT   
 TX VOTE AFTER POS SALES TAX VOTE Q8A INITIAL PARKING TAX VOTE GENDER BY AGE 
 ----------------- ----------------- ------------------------------------------ ----------------------- 
  TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  MEN MEN WOMEN WOMEN  
 Total YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 497 384 21 470 410 22 153 183 180 351 336 532 34 231 187 225 219 
 
Yes, cell and in safe place 18% 20% 15% 25% 20% 16% 14% 13% 14% 18% 22% 14% 20% 20% 23% 13% 22% 14% 
No, not on cell 82  80  85  75  80  84  86  87  86  82  78  86  80  80  77  87  78  86  
 
  Q22 BUSINESS TAX   
 Q8B INITIAL BUSINESS TAX VOTE AFTER POSITIVES Q9 CARD ROOM PROPOSAL SAMPLE/PHONE TYPE 
 ----------------------------------------- ----------------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------------- 
  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  STR SMWT STR TOTAL TOTAL  VOTER RDD CELL RDD RDD  
 Total YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD SUPPT SUPPT OPPOS SUPPT OPPOS UNDCD LIST SAMP SAMP CELL LAND  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 203 197 157 267 400 424 78 431 434 38 349 187 229 536 306 60 452 393 57 102 348 
 
Yes, cell and in safe place 18% 15% 17% 14% 18% 16% 16% 36% 17% 18% 24% 18% 21% 16% 19% 16% 17% 13% 11% 100% 100% 0% 
No, not on cell 82  85  83  86  82  84  84  64  83  82  76  82  79  84  81  84  83  87  89  0  0  100  
 
  Q21 WASTE DISPSAL Q10 CITY BUDGET  
 Q8C INITIAL WASTE DISPOSAL TAX TX AFTR POS & NEG 12 MONTHS FROM PARTY (COMBINED) 
 ----------------------------------------- ----------------- ----------------------------- ----------------- 
  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  SMWT MUCH TOTAL TOTAL NO DF     
 Total YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD WORSE WORSE WORSE BETTR DK/NA DEM REP DTS/O  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 205 204 148 291 409 439 54 429 450 24 131 83 214 196 56 417 195 201 
 
Yes, cell and in safe place 18% 22% 18% 15% 18% 20% 17% 12% 19% 16% 25% 19% 22% 20% 15% 8% 18% 17% 14% 
No, not on cell 82  78  82  85  82  80  83  88  81  84  75  81  78  80  85  92  82  83  86  
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TABLE 1: Q1.  Before we begin, I need to know if I have reached you on a cell phone, and if so, are you in a safe place where you can talk? 
  
 
 Q11 FEELINGS ABOUT Q15 FIRST CHOICE Q16 RDC SRV  
 THE CITY BUDGET PRT/BDGT SHRTFLL /RAISG REV CITY COUNCIL DISTRICT 
 ----------------------------- ------------------ ----------- ----------------------------------------------------------- 
  SMWT VERY TOTAL TOTAL NTRL/ REDCE REDCE RAISE REDCE RAISE            
 Total NEG NEG NEG POS DK/NA COMP SRVCS RVNUE SRVCS RVNUE 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 113 91 204 107 125 368 185 228 408 344 63 99 60 70 41 95 61 95 106 100 
 
Yes, cell and in safe place 18% 18% 23% 20% 18% 19% 13% 20% 25% 16% 21% 8% 15% 26% 15% 24% 21% 17% 10% 13% 13% 
No, not on cell 82  82  77  80  82  81  87  80  75  84  79  92  85  74  85  76  79  83  90  87  87  
 
 VOTER SALES TAX TARGETS BUSINESS TAX TARGETS WASTE DISPOSAL TARGETS 
 ----------- ----------------------------------------- ----------------------------- ----------------------------- 
   NON- CONS CONS  POS NEG COST COMP CONS CONS  POS NEG CONS CONS  POS NEG  
 Total VOTER VOTER YES NO SWING MOVER MOVER P-MVR P-MVR YES NO SWING MOVER MOVER YES NO SWING MOVER MOVER  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 833 69 378 320 204 88 75 61 136 308 322 272 123 112 310 336 256 118 113 
 
Yes, cell and in safe place 18% 17% 30% 19% 14% 23% 23% 25% 30% 11% 15% 14% 26% 22% 30% 19% 16% 19% 20% 18% 
No, not on cell 82  83  70  81  86  77  77  75  70  89  85  86  74  78  70  81  84  81  80  82  
 
  Q24 TYPE OF Q25 Q26 KIDS   
 Q23 YEARS IN SAN JOSE RESIDENCE RESIDENCE AT HOME Q27 EDUCATION Q28 ETHNICITY 
 ----------------------------- ----------- ----------- ----------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------- 
       DETCH MULTI     HS OR SOME COLL POST NON-   NON-    
 Total 0-10 11-20 21-30 31-40 41+ HOUSE UNIT OWN RENT YES NO LESS COLL GRAD GRAD COLL COLL+ WHITE WHITE LATNO ASIAN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 184 210 191 161 151 703 164 672 219 362 533 185 220 351 127 404 477 461 418 187 173 
 
Yes, cell and in safe place 18% 32% 19% 15% 12% 9% 15% 28% 14% 29% 19% 17% 29% 15% 14% 11% 21% 13% 16% 20% 16% 25% 
No, not on cell 82  68  81  85  88  91  85  72  86  71  81  83  71  85  86  89  79  87  84  80  84  75  
 
   Q31 REGSTRD Q33 VOTE  
 Q29 AGE Q30 INCOME TO VOTE PROPENSITY GENDER 
 ----------------------------------------------- ----------------------- ----------- ----------------- ----------- 
          $0- $30K- $60K- $100K    ALMST     
 Total 18-29 30-39 40-49 50-64 65-74 75+ 18-49 50+ $30K $60K $100K + YES NO ALWYS ALL MOST MEN WOMEN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 104 153 198 257 87 62 455 406 160 160 196 148 381 65 390 277 108 433 469 
 
Yes, cell and in safe place 18% 41% 20% 14% 15% 10% 11% 22% 13% 27% 23% 13% 11% 21% 30% 17% 16% 16% 19% 17% 
No, not on cell 82  59  80  86  85  90  89  78  87  73  77  87  89  79  70  83  84  84  81  83  
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TABLE 1: Q1.  Before we begin, I need to know if I have reached you on a cell phone, and if so, are you in a safe place where you can talk? 
  
 
 LIKELY    
 VOTER PARTY BY AGE ETHNICITY BY AGE ETHNICITY BY GENDER 
 ----------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------------------- 
    DEM DEM REP REP DTS/O DTS/O WHITE WHITE LATNO LATNO ASIAN ASIAN WHITE WHITE LATNO LATNO ASIAN ASIAN  
 Total YES NO 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 721 181 210 197 69 115 120 70 189 254 115 63 108 59 213 248 90 96 88 85 
 
Yes, cell and in safe place 18% 16% 27% 25% 11% 14% 19% 18% 5% 21% 12% 17% 17% 28% 21% 17% 14% 16% 16% 22% 28% 
No, not on cell 82  84  73  75  89  86  81  82  95  79  88  83  83  72  79  83  86  84  84  78  72  
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TABLE 2: Q2.  Of all the personal telephone calls that you receive, that is calls not related to your job, do you get all calls on a cell phone, almost all calls on a 

cell phone, some on a cell phone and some on a regular home phone, or all or almost all calls on a regular home phone? 
  
 
  Q5/Q6 COMB 1/4 Q7 SALES TAX SUPPORT GIVEN  
 Q5 INITIAL 1/2 CENT SALES TAX VOTE CENT SALES TX VTE EMPLOYEE COMPENSATION CUTS PARTY BY GENDER 
 ----------------------------------------- ----------------- ----------------------------- ----------------------------------- 
  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  M-MRE SW-MR TOTAL TOTAL NO DF DEM DEM REP REP DTS/O DTS/O  
 Total YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD LIKLY LIKLY M-LKY L-LKY DK/NA MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 57 18 14 6 17 32 24 1 33 23 1 19 10 29 9 19 15 15 4 3 9 7 
 
All calls on a cell phone 60% 79% 42% 46% 60% 62% 56% 100% 66% 54% 0% 69% 39% 58% 57% 65% 70% 58% 54% 34% 85% 52% 
Almost all calls on a cell 40  21  58  54  40  38  44  0  34  46  100  31  61  42  43  35  30  42  46  66  15  48  
 
 Q18 1/2 CNT SALES Q20 FINAL 1/2 CNT   
 TX VOTE AFTER POS SALES TAX VOTE Q8A INITIAL PARKING TAX VOTE GENDER BY AGE 
 ----------------- ----------------- ------------------------------------------ ----------------------- 
  TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  MEN MEN WOMEN WOMEN  
 Total YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 57 34 22 1 31 25 1 9 9 5 31 19 36 3 22 5 22 7 
 
All calls on a cell phone 60% 57% 64% 100% 62% 57% 100% 51% 45% 100% 60% 48% 65% 81% 67% 55% 46% 76% 
Almost all calls on a cell 40  43  36  0  38  43  0  49  55  0  40  52  35  19  33  45  54  24  
 
  Q22 BUSINESS TAX   
 Q8B INITIAL BUSINESS TAX VOTE AFTER POSITIVES Q9 CARD ROOM PROPOSAL SAMPLE/PHONE TYPE 
 ----------------------------------------- ----------------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------------- 
  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  STR SMWT STR TOTAL TOTAL  VOTER RDD CELL RDD RDD  
 Total YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD SUPPT SUPPT OPPOS SUPPT OPPOS UNDCD LIST SAMP SAMP CELL LAND  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 57 11 10 6 23 21 28 8 24 30 3 27 16 9 42 12 3 0 0 57 57 0 
 
All calls on a cell phone 60% 85% 39% 19% 63% 62% 54% 79% 53% 69% 37% 54% 47% 91% 52% 87% 80% 0% 0% 60% 60% 0% 
Almost all calls on a cell 40  15  61  81  37  38  46  21  47  31  63  46  53  9  48  13  20  0  0  40  40  0  
 
  Q21 WASTE DISPSAL Q10 CITY BUDGET  
 Q8C INITIAL WASTE DISPOSAL TAX TX AFTR POS & NEG 12 MONTHS FROM PARTY (COMBINED) 
 ----------------------------------------- ----------------- ----------------------------- ----------------- 
  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  SMWT MUCH TOTAL TOTAL NO DF     
 Total YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD WORSE WORSE WORSE BETTR DK/NA DEM REP DTS/O  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 57 9 14 8 24 23 32 2 29 25 4 11 1 12 15 3 30 7 16 
 
All calls on a cell phone 60% 80% 51% 63% 61% 62% 62% 23% 47% 72% 87% 76% 0% 73% 72% 0% 64% 44% 70% 
Almost all calls on a cell 40  20  49  37  39  38  38  77  53  28  13  24  100  27  28  100  36  56  30  
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TABLE 2: Q2.  Of all the personal telephone calls that you receive, that is calls not related to your job, do you get all calls on a cell phone, almost all calls on a 

cell phone, some on a cell phone and some on a regular home phone, or all or almost all calls on a regular home phone? 
  
 
 Q11 FEELINGS ABOUT Q15 FIRST CHOICE Q16 RDC SRV  
 THE CITY BUDGET PRT/BDGT SHRTFLL /RAISG REV CITY COUNCIL DISTRICT 
 ----------------------------- ------------------ ----------- ----------------------------------------------------------- 
  SMWT VERY TOTAL TOTAL NTRL/ REDCE REDCE RAISE REDCE RAISE            
 Total NEG NEG NEG POS DK/NA COMP SRVCS RVNUE SRVCS RVNUE 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 57 5 11 15 5 7 17 15 16 25 23 1 8 4 6 4 6 2 3 6 6 
 
All calls on a cell phone 60% 24% 87% 68% 0% 65% 68% 69% 48% 66% 55% 100% 81% 78% 0% 50% 79% 74% 59% 66% 56% 
Almost all calls on a cell 40  76  13  32  100  35  32  31  52  34  45  0  19  22  100  50  21  26  41  34  44  
 
 VOTER SALES TAX TARGETS BUSINESS TAX TARGETS WASTE DISPOSAL TARGETS 
 ----------- ----------------------------------------- ----------------------------- ----------------------------- 
   NON- CONS CONS  POS NEG COST COMP CONS CONS  POS NEG CONS CONS  POS NEG  
 Total VOTER VOTER YES NO SWING MOVER MOVER P-MVR P-MVR YES NO SWING MOVER MOVER YES NO SWING MOVER MOVER  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 57 53 5 25 16 16 5 7 2 5 14 20 23 10 10 16 21 20 12 4 
 
All calls on a cell phone 60% 63% 28% 62% 54% 66% 42% 70% 76% 57% 57% 63% 60% 46% 82% 49% 69% 61% 43% 88% 
Almost all calls on a cell 40  37  72  38  46  34  58  30  24  43  43  37  40  54  18  51  31  39  57  12  
 
  Q24 TYPE OF Q25 Q26 KIDS   
 Q23 YEARS IN SAN JOSE RESIDENCE RESIDENCE AT HOME Q27 EDUCATION Q28 ETHNICITY 
 ----------------------------- ----------- ----------- ----------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------- 
       DETCH MULTI     HS OR SOME COLL POST NON-   NON-    
 Total 0-10 11-20 21-30 31-40 41+ HOUSE UNIT OWN RENT YES NO LESS COLL GRAD GRAD COLL COLL+ WHITE WHITE LATNO ASIAN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 57 19 15 12 5 6 36 20 26 30 19 37 21 15 18 3 36 21 21 35 14 15 
 
All calls on a cell phone 60% 64% 31% 74% 78% 82% 59% 63% 55% 64% 49% 66% 75% 67% 48% 0% 72% 41% 53% 63% 91% 29% 
Almost all calls on a cell 40  36  69  26  22  18  41  37  45  36  51  34  25  33  52  100  28  59  47  37  9  71  
 
   Q31 REGSTRD Q33 VOTE  
 Q29 AGE Q30 INCOME TO VOTE PROPENSITY GENDER 
 ----------------------------------------------- ----------------------- ----------- ----------------- ----------- 
          $0- $30K- $60K- $100K    ALMST     
 Total 18-29 30-39 40-49 50-64 65-74 75+ 18-49 50+ $30K $60K $100K + YES NO ALWYS ALL MOST MEN WOMEN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 57 21 11 13 9 2 0 44 11 18 9 11 8 53 5 14 18 9 29 28 
 
All calls on a cell phone 60% 74% 23% 57% 58% 100% 0% 57% 67% 78% 74% 33% 35% 63% 28% 57% 44% 79% 67% 53% 
Almost all calls on a cell 40  26  77  43  42  0  0  43  33  22  26  67  65  37  72  43  56  21  33  47  



FAIRBANK, MASLIN, MAULLIN, METZ & ASSOCIATES 
2010 CITY OF SAN JOSÉ COMMUNITY BUDGET SURVEY - 320-422 - (JANUARY 13-21, 2010) 

16 

 
TABLE 2: Q2.  Of all the personal telephone calls that you receive, that is calls not related to your job, do you get all calls on a cell phone, almost all calls on a 

cell phone, some on a cell phone and some on a regular home phone, or all or almost all calls on a regular home phone? 
  
 
 LIKELY    
 VOTER PARTY BY AGE ETHNICITY BY AGE ETHNICITY BY GENDER 
 ----------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------------------- 
    DEM DEM REP REP DTS/O DTS/O WHITE WHITE LATNO LATNO ASIAN ASIAN WHITE WHITE LATNO LATNO ASIAN ASIAN  
 Total YES NO 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 57 32 25 24 6 2 5 13 1 16 5 8 6 15 0 11 9 7 7 7 8 
 
All calls on a cell phone 60% 50% 74% 59% 84% 32% 51% 68% 0% 63% 24% 85% 100% 29% 0% 47% 61% 100% 82% 59% 0% 
Almost all calls on a cell 40  50  26  41  16  68  49  32  100  37  76  15  0  71  0  53  39  0  18  41  100  
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TABLE 3: Q5A.  (SPLIT A) The first measure is entitled The City of San José Vital City Services Measure, and reads as follows:  In order to provide temporary 

emergency funding to protect and maintain essential City services such as police patrols, fire protection, 9-1-1 emergency response, street maintenance, 
pothole repair, parks and libraries, youth and senior recreation programs, and neighborhood watch and crime prevention, shall an ordinance be adopted to 
enact a one-half cent sales tax limited to 6 years subject to existing financial audits and public expenditure reports?  If there were an election today, do 
you think you would vote yes in favor of this measure or no to oppose it? 

  
 
  Q5/Q6 COMB 1/4 Q7 SALES TAX SUPPORT GIVEN  
 Q5 INITIAL 1/2 CENT SALES TAX VOTE CENT SALES TX VTE EMPLOYEE COMPENSATION CUTS PARTY BY GENDER 
 ----------------------------------------- ----------------- ----------------------------- ----------------------------------- 
  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  M-MRE SW-MR TOTAL TOTAL NO DF DEM DEM REP REP DTS/O DTS/O  
 Total YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD LIKLY LIKLY M-LKY L-LKY DK/NA MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 466 124 110 65 146 234 211 21 256 196 14 133 80 213 103 150 85 134 49 46 69 35 
 
TOTAL YES 50% 100% 100% 0% 0% 100% 0% 0% 90% 3% 0% 83% 54% 72% 27% 36% 63% 63% 23% 38% 35% 48% 
Definitely yes 27  100  0  0  0  53  0  0  49  0  0  61  9  41  17  12  38  40  8  9  19  15  
Probably yes 15  0  66  0  0  31  0  0  28  1  0  19  24  21  6  14  16  15  13  23  9  14  
Undecided, lean yes 8  0  34  0  0  16  0  0  13  2  0  3  21  9  4  9  8  8  1  6  7  19  
 
TOTAL NO 45  0  0  100  100  0  100  0  8  96  11  16  40  25  69  58  34  29  75  53  65  48  
Undecided, lean no 5  0  0  35  0  0  11  0  3  7  6  0  13  5  5  5  1  4  4  0  5  11  
Probably no 9  0  0  65  0  0  20  0  2  18  5  4  10  6  8  14  2  6  7  14  20  14  
Definitely no 31  0  0  0  100  0  69  0  3  71  0  11  17  13  57  39  32  19  63  39  39  22  
 
UNDECIDED 5  0  0  0  0  0  0  100  2  1  89  2  6  3  4  7  3  7  3  8  1  4  
DK/NA 5  0  0  0  0  0  0  100  2  1  89  2  6  3  4  7  3  7  3  8  1  4  
 
 Q18 1/2 CNT SALES Q20 FINAL 1/2 CNT   
 TX VOTE AFTER POS SALES TAX VOTE Q8A INITIAL PARKING TAX VOTE GENDER BY AGE 
 ----------------- ----------------- ------------------------------------------ ----------------------- 
  TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  MEN MEN WOMEN WOMEN  
 Total YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 466 252 198 15 233 218 15 80 84 100 180 164 280 22 122 96 114 113 
 
TOTAL YES 50% 84% 10% 24% 83% 16% 45% 63% 60% 54% 36% 61% 42% 69% 49% 35% 59% 55% 
Definitely yes 27  43  7  13  44  10  0  57  21  19  22  38  21  16  29  19  24  34  
Probably yes 15  27  1  7  27  2  41  3  33  18  11  19  13  22  16  9  20  16  
Undecided, lean yes 8  14  1  4  13  3  4  3  5  17  4  4  8  32  4  7  15  5  
 
TOTAL NO 45  13  88  19  14  82  3  32  35  43  62  34  55  6  49  62  36  37  
Undecided, lean no 5  6  4  0  4  5  3  3  10  7  3  7  4  0  7  3  7  3  
Probably no 9  4  16  7  5  14  0  7  7  16  8  7  11  3  11  8  11  7  
Definitely no 31  3  68  12  5  62  0  22  19  20  51  20  40  3  32  51  18  26  
 
UNDECIDED 5  3  2  58  3  3  52  5  5  3  2  5  3  24  2  3  5  8  
DK/NA 5  3  2  58  3  3  52  5  5  3  2  5  3  24  2  3  5  8  
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TABLE 3: Q5A.  (SPLIT A) The first measure is entitled The City of San José Vital City Services Measure, and reads as follows:  In order to provide temporary 

emergency funding to protect and maintain essential City services such as police patrols, fire protection, 9-1-1 emergency response, street maintenance, 
pothole repair, parks and libraries, youth and senior recreation programs, and neighborhood watch and crime prevention, shall an ordinance be adopted to 
enact a one-half cent sales tax limited to 6 years subject to existing financial audits and public expenditure reports?  If there were an election today, do 
you think you would vote yes in favor of this measure or no to oppose it? 

  
 
  Q22 BUSINESS TAX   
 Q8B INITIAL BUSINESS TAX VOTE AFTER POSITIVES Q9 CARD ROOM PROPOSAL SAMPLE/PHONE TYPE 
 ----------------------------------------- ----------------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------------- 
  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  STR SMWT STR TOTAL TOTAL  VOTER RDD CELL RDD RDD  
 Total YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD SUPPT SUPPT OPPOS SUPPT OPPOS UNDCD LIST SAMP SAMP CELL LAND  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 466 105 101 72 140 206 212 48 227 215 24 181 99 118 280 157 29 228 208 30 53 185 
 
TOTAL YES 50% 73% 68% 46% 20% 71% 29% 56% 71% 27% 60% 56% 45% 44% 52% 44% 60% 43% 59% 51% 58% 57% 
Definitely yes 27  52  24  19  16  38  17  21  37  17  19  34  13  33  27  29  17  24  29  32  33  28  
Probably yes 15  15  33  17  3  24  8  13  22  7  26  14  25  5  18  8  28  12  20  14  13  21  
Undecided, lean yes 8  6  11  10  2  9  4  22  13  3  14  8  7  6  8  8  15  7  9  4  12  8  
 
TOTAL NO 45  23  27  52  77  25  69  28  25  70  15  40  49  54  43  52  33  51  39  46  38  41  
Undecided, lean no 5  5  4  10  4  4  6  2  7  4  0  4  8  0  6  2  13  4  6  5  7  6  
Probably no 9  1  12  18  9  7  12  7  6  13  3  8  12  8  10  9  5  12  7  3  5  7  
Definitely no 31  17  10  25  65  14  51  18  12  54  12  27  28  46  28  41  16  35  26  38  26  27  
 
UNDECIDED 5  3  5  2  2  4  2  17  3  3  25  4  6  2  5  4  7  7  2  4  4  2  
DK/NA 5  3  5  2  2  4  2  17  3  3  25  4  6  2  5  4  7  7  2  4  4  2  
 
  Q21 WASTE DISPSAL Q10 CITY BUDGET  
 Q8C INITIAL WASTE DISPOSAL TAX TX AFTR POS & NEG 12 MONTHS FROM PARTY (COMBINED) 
 ----------------------------------------- ----------------- ----------------------------- ----------------- 
  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  SMWT MUCH TOTAL TOTAL NO DF     
 Total YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD WORSE WORSE WORSE BETTR DK/NA DEM REP DTS/O  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 466 96 103 83 153 199 236 31 215 239 12 131 83 214 196 56 220 95 104 
 
TOTAL YES 50% 77% 58% 46% 27% 67% 34% 64% 70% 33% 41% 38% 44% 40% 59% 56% 63% 30% 39% 
Definitely yes 27  57  16  22  21  35  21  11  35  20  11  19  32  24  32  19  40  9  18  
Probably yes 15  17  30  15  3  23  7  27  24  8  11  13  6  10  19  21  15  18  11  
Undecided, lean yes 8  4  12  9  3  8  5  27  11  4  19  6  6  6  8  16  8  4  11  
 
TOTAL NO 45  23  35  50  70  29  63  16  26  63  35  55  55  55  37  38  31  65  59  
Undecided, lean no 5  4  12  7  1  8  3  0  7  3  0  5  4  4  7  0  3  2  7  
Probably no 9  4  9  18  9  7  12  1  6  11  22  17  7  13  5  6  5  11  18  
Definitely no 31  15  14  25  60  14  48  15  12  49  13  33  44  38  24  32  24  52  34  
 
UNDECIDED 5  0  7  3  3  4  3  20  5  3  24  7  1  4  4  5  6  5  2  
DK/NA 5  0  7  3  3  4  3  20  5  3  24  7  1  4  4  5  6  5  2  
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TABLE 3: Q5A.  (SPLIT A) The first measure is entitled The City of San José Vital City Services Measure, and reads as follows:  In order to provide temporary 

emergency funding to protect and maintain essential City services such as police patrols, fire protection, 9-1-1 emergency response, street maintenance, 
pothole repair, parks and libraries, youth and senior recreation programs, and neighborhood watch and crime prevention, shall an ordinance be adopted to 
enact a one-half cent sales tax limited to 6 years subject to existing financial audits and public expenditure reports?  If there were an election today, do 
you think you would vote yes in favor of this measure or no to oppose it? 

  
 
 Q11 FEELINGS ABOUT Q15 FIRST CHOICE Q16 RDC SRV  
 THE CITY BUDGET PRT/BDGT SHRTFLL /RAISG REV CITY COUNCIL DISTRICT 
 ----------------------------- ------------------ ----------- ----------------------------------------------------------- 
  SMWT VERY TOTAL TOTAL NTRL/ REDCE REDCE RAISE REDCE RAISE            
 Total NEG NEG NEG POS DK/NA COMP SRVCS RVNUE SRVCS RVNUE 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 466 0 0 0 0 0 181 97 124 195 187 32 53 31 37 21 45 33 49 50 50 
 
TOTAL YES 50% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 38% 39% 73% 37% 65% 60% 40% 62% 46% 45% 46% 56% 47% 56% 39% 
Definitely yes 27  0  0  0  0  0  22  18  42  19  36  30  24  50  27  26  21  29  31  20  17  
Probably yes 15  0  0  0  0  0  10  16  20  14  21  20  10  8  18  5  20  20  9  19  15  
Undecided, lean yes 8  0  0  0  0  0  6  4  11  4  9  11  6  4  2  14  5  7  7  17  7  
 
TOTAL NO 45  0  0  0  0  0  56  61  22  61  30  36  56  34  45  55  47  44  48  39  55  
Undecided, lean no 5  0  0  0  0  0  3  7  6  5  5  4  1  7  12  4  4  0  4  3  7  
Probably no 9  0  0  0  0  0  10  14  6  10  6  7  11  12  5  5  9  11  18  5  13  
Definitely no 31  0  0  0  0  0  43  41  11  46  19  25  44  16  27  47  34  33  26  31  35  
 
UNDECIDED 5  0  0  0  0  0  6  0  5  3  5  4  4  4  9  0  6  0  5  6  6  
DK/NA 5  0  0  0  0  0  6  0  5  3  5  4  4  4  9  0  6  0  5  6  6  
 
 VOTER SALES TAX TARGETS BUSINESS TAX TARGETS WASTE DISPOSAL TARGETS 
 ----------- ----------------------------------------- ----------------------------- ----------------------------- 
   NON- CONS CONS  POS NEG COST COMP CONS CONS  POS NEG CONS CONS  POS NEG  
 Total VOTER VOTER YES NO SWING MOVER MOVER P-MVR P-MVR YES NO SWING MOVER MOVER YES NO SWING MOVER MOVER  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 466 433 33 189 171 106 41 40 27 60 163 161 142 64 54 153 181 132 62 58 
 
TOTAL YES 50% 50% 50% 100% 0% 42% 0% 85% 0% 0% 76% 18% 57% 60% 53% 70% 26% 60% 69% 55% 
Definitely yes 27  27  21  53  0  23  0  56  0  0  39  10  31  30  37  35  17  31  33  32  
Probably yes 15  15  21  32  0  11  0  11  0  0  26  4  16  12  16  26  6  15  17  14  
Undecided, lean yes 8  8  8  15  0  8  0  19  0  0  10  3  11  18  1  9  3  14  18  8  
 
TOTAL NO 45  45  47  0  100  38  81  0  78  88  21  80  33  35  39  26  71  32  26  39  
Undecided, lean no 5  4  17  0  5  14  36  0  31  18  5  4  6  11  4  8  2  5  5  7  
Probably no 9  9  7  0  18  11  24  0  22  23  6  15  7  8  6  7  13  5  4  4  
Definitely no 31  32  23  0  77  13  20  0  25  47  10  62  20  16  29  10  56  22  17  29  
 
UNDECIDED 5  5  3  0  0  20  19  15  22  12  3  2  9  5  7  4  3  8  6  6  
DK/NA 5  5  3  0  0  20  19  15  22  12  3  2  9  5  7  4  3  8  6  6  
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TABLE 3: Q5A.  (SPLIT A) The first measure is entitled The City of San José Vital City Services Measure, and reads as follows:  In order to provide temporary 

emergency funding to protect and maintain essential City services such as police patrols, fire protection, 9-1-1 emergency response, street maintenance, 
pothole repair, parks and libraries, youth and senior recreation programs, and neighborhood watch and crime prevention, shall an ordinance be adopted to 
enact a one-half cent sales tax limited to 6 years subject to existing financial audits and public expenditure reports?  If there were an election today, do 
you think you would vote yes in favor of this measure or no to oppose it? 

  
 
  Q24 TYPE OF Q25 Q26 KIDS   
 Q23 YEARS IN SAN JOSE RESIDENCE RESIDENCE AT HOME Q27 EDUCATION Q28 ETHNICITY 
 ----------------------------- ----------- ----------- ----------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------- 
       DETCH MULTI     HS OR SOME COLL POST NON-   NON-    
 Total 0-10 11-20 21-30 31-40 41+ HOUSE UNIT OWN RENT YES NO LESS COLL GRAD GRAD COLL COLL+ WHITE WHITE LATNO ASIAN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 466 81 120 109 77 77 365 83 344 115 191 272 98 112 181 69 210 250 231 222 98 92 
 
TOTAL YES 50% 54% 54% 50% 39% 54% 48% 58% 46% 62% 53% 48% 63% 56% 38% 51% 59% 42% 46% 55% 60% 48% 
Definitely yes 27  31  23  25  21  38  25  32  23  36  24  28  35  27  22  27  31  23  23  31  30  29  
Probably yes 15  17  17  18  12  13  16  14  15  16  21  12  17  20  11  17  19  13  17  14  20  9  
Undecided, lean yes 8  6  15  7  6  3  8  12  7  10  7  9  11  10  5  7  10  6  6  10  10  10  
 
TOTAL NO 45  43  40  45  57  42  47  40  49  34  45  46  29  42  60  37  36  54  49  42  38  47  
Undecided, lean no 5  5  6  4  3  4  5  5  4  7  8  2  5  8  5  0  6  4  5  5  3  8  
Probably no 9  9  10  9  13  4  9  9  10  6  9  9  5  8  10  15  6  11  11  7  7  8  
Definitely no 31  29  24  32  41  34  32  25  35  21  27  34  19  27  45  22  23  38  33  30  28  31  
 
UNDECIDED 5  4  5  5  4  4  5  3  5  3  2  6  7  2  2  12  4  5  6  3  2  5  
DK/NA 5  4  5  5  4  4  5  3  5  3  2  6  7  2  2  12  4  5  6  3  2  5  
 
   Q31 REGSTRD Q33 VOTE  
 Q29 AGE Q30 INCOME TO VOTE PROPENSITY GENDER 
 ----------------------------------------------- ----------------------- ----------- ----------------- ----------- 
          $0- $30K- $60K- $100K    ALMST     
 Total 18-29 30-39 40-49 50-64 65-74 75+ 18-49 50+ $30K $60K $100K + YES NO ALWYS ALL MOST MEN WOMEN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 466 54 80 103 132 50 27 236 209 89 82 105 78 205 30 211 127 64 224 242 
 
TOTAL YES 50% 54% 56% 52% 41% 53% 56% 54% 46% 61% 54% 55% 44% 59% 54% 45% 48% 68% 43% 57% 
Definitely yes 27  30  23  28  28  23  30  27  27  37  28  26  27  31  22  27  25  33  25  28  
Probably yes 15  15  27  13  8  21  18  18  13  13  19  19  14  19  23  12  17  23  13  18  
Undecided, lean yes 8  9  6  12  5  9  8  9  6  11  7  11  2  9  9  6  6  13  6  10  
 
TOTAL NO 45  42  41  45  52  45  38  43  49  34  43  43  51  39  43  49  50  28  54  37  
Undecided, lean no 5  12  4  7  3  1  4  7  3  2  10  5  4  4  19  4  5  0  5  5  
Probably no 9  5  14  12  11  4  1  11  8  3  10  9  14  7  6  9  13  5  10  9  
Definitely no 31  25  22  27  38  39  33  25  38  30  23  30  32  28  18  36  32  23  40  23  
 
UNDECIDED 5  4  4  2  7  2  6  3  5  5  4  1  5  2  3  6  2  4  2  7  
DK/NA 5  4  4  2  7  2  6  3  5  5  4  1  5  2  3  6  2  4  2  7  
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TABLE 3: Q5A.  (SPLIT A) The first measure is entitled The City of San José Vital City Services Measure, and reads as follows:  In order to provide temporary 

emergency funding to protect and maintain essential City services such as police patrols, fire protection, 9-1-1 emergency response, street maintenance, 
pothole repair, parks and libraries, youth and senior recreation programs, and neighborhood watch and crime prevention, shall an ordinance be adopted to 
enact a one-half cent sales tax limited to 6 years subject to existing financial audits and public expenditure reports?  If there were an election today, do 
you think you would vote yes in favor of this measure or no to oppose it? 

  
 
 LIKELY    
 VOTER PARTY BY AGE ETHNICITY BY AGE ETHNICITY BY GENDER 
 ----------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------------------- 
    DEM DEM REP REP DTS/O DTS/O WHITE WHITE LATNO LATNO ASIAN ASIAN WHITE WHITE LATNO LATNO ASIAN ASIAN  
 Total YES NO 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 466 362 104 108 105 34 58 65 34 93 130 59 35 58 29 109 122 46 52 48 44 
 
TOTAL YES 50% 47% 63% 66% 60% 34% 27% 40% 38% 48% 44% 66% 52% 45% 51% 38% 52% 63% 58% 35% 63% 
Definitely yes 27  26  29  39  40  8  9  18  17  25  22  30  34  23  34  19  26  35  26  26  32  
Probably yes 15  14  21  19  11  19  16  12  10  18  16  28  6  9  12  13  21  23  17  2  18  
Undecided, lean yes 8  7  13  8  8  6  1  10  11  6  6  8  12  12  5  5  6  5  15  8  13  
 
TOTAL NO 45  48  35  29  35  63  67  58  61  47  50  34  43  50  44  59  39  36  40  64  29  
Undecided, lean no 5  4  7  4  2  0  4  9  4  5  4  5  0  11  3  4  5  6  0  8  8  
Probably no 9  10  6  5  4  25  3  15  27  16  9  9  5  9  5  12  11  6  8  13  2  
Definitely no 31  34  23  20  29  38  60  34  30  26  37  21  38  30  36  44  23  24  32  43  19  
 
UNDECIDED 5  5  3  5  5  4  6  2  1  5  6  0  5  5  5  3  9  2  2  1  9  
DK/NA 5  5  3  5  5  4  6  2  1  5  6  0  5  5  5  3  9  2  2  1  9  
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TABLE 4: Q5B.  (SPLIT B) The first measure is entitled The City of San José Vital City Services Measure, and reads as follows:  In order to provide funding to protect 

and maintain essential City services such as police patrols, fire protection, 9-1-1 emergency response, street maintenance, pothole repair, parks and 
libraries, youth and senior recreation programs, and neighborhood watch and crime prevention, shall an ordinance be adopted to enact a one-half cent sales 
tax subject to existing financial audits and public expenditure reports?  If there were an election today, do you think you would vote yes in favor of this 
measure or no to oppose it? 

  
 
  Q5/Q6 COMB 1/4 Q7 SALES TAX SUPPORT GIVEN  
 Q5 INITIAL 1/2 CENT SALES TAX VOTE CENT SALES TX VTE EMPLOYEE COMPENSATION CUTS PARTY BY GENDER 
 ----------------------------------------- ----------------- ----------------------------- ----------------------------------- 
  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  M-MRE SW-MR TOTAL TOTAL NO DF DEM DEM REP REP DTS/O DTS/O  
 Total YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD LIKLY LIKLY M-LKY L-LKY DK/NA MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 436 117 107 64 128 224 191 21 251 174 11 151 89 239 88 109 87 110 52 48 49 47 
 
TOTAL YES 51% 100% 100% 0% 0% 100% 0% 0% 86% 4% 5% 75% 57% 68% 33% 29% 58% 57% 23% 42% 52% 51% 
Definitely yes 27  100  0  0  0  52  0  0  46  0  0  49  9  34  20  16  40  26  10  17  23  27  
Probably yes 19  0  79  0  0  38  0  0  32  3  5  23  39  29  8  9  18  23  5  22  19  21  
Undecided, lean yes 5  0  21  0  0  10  0  0  8  1  0  4  9  6  5  4  0  8  9  3  10  3  
 
TOTAL NO 44  0  0  100  100  0  100  0  9  95  30  19  39  26  66  65  38  32  77  52  45  49  
Undecided, lean no 5  0  0  36  0  0  12  0  3  7  20  1  2  2  12  7  4  3  10  9  3  2  
Probably no 9  0  0  64  0  0  21  0  3  19  10  5  13  8  9  13  6  13  3  16  7  10  
Definitely no 29  0  0  0  100  0  67  0  3  69  0  12  24  17  45  45  29  16  64  27  35  37  
 
UNDECIDED 5  0  0  0  0  0  0  100  5  1  65  6  4  5  1  6  4  10  0  6  2  0  
DK/NA 5  0  0  0  0  0  0  100  5  1  65  6  4  5  1  6  4  10  0  6  2  0  
 
 Q18 1/2 CNT SALES Q20 FINAL 1/2 CNT   
 TX VOTE AFTER POS SALES TAX VOTE Q8A INITIAL PARKING TAX VOTE GENDER BY AGE 
 ----------------- ----------------- ------------------------------------------ ----------------------- 
  TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  MEN MEN WOMEN WOMEN  
 Total YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 436 245 186 6 238 191 7 73 99 81 171 172 251 12 108 90 111 107 
 
TOTAL YES 51% 81% 13% 24% 82% 15% 5% 74% 65% 56% 30% 69% 38% 70% 58% 38% 53% 53% 
Definitely yes 27  45  4  15  45  5  5  61  25  18  16  40  17  46  32  24  22  27  
Probably yes 19  29  7  9  30  7  0  13  32  29  11  24  17  19  22  9  25  21  
Undecided, lean yes 5  7  3  0  7  3  0  0  9  9  3  5  5  6  4  4  6  5  
 
TOTAL NO 44  14  84  22  13  82  63  22  32  43  62  28  56  23  41  59  38  42  
Undecided, lean no 5  3  8  0  4  7  16  0  4  10  6  2  7  9  5  5  4  6  
Probably no 9  4  17  0  3  16  20  7  10  11  10  8  10  6  8  6  12  12  
Definitely no 29  7  59  22  6  59  26  16  18  22  47  17  39  8  28  49  22  23  
 
UNDECIDED 5  5  3  54  5  3  32  4  3  1  8  3  6  7  2  3  9  5  
DK/NA 5  5  3  54  5  3  32  4  3  1  8  3  6  7  2  3  9  5  
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TABLE 4: Q5B.  (SPLIT B) The first measure is entitled The City of San José Vital City Services Measure, and reads as follows:  In order to provide funding to protect 

and maintain essential City services such as police patrols, fire protection, 9-1-1 emergency response, street maintenance, pothole repair, parks and 
libraries, youth and senior recreation programs, and neighborhood watch and crime prevention, shall an ordinance be adopted to enact a one-half cent sales 
tax subject to existing financial audits and public expenditure reports?  If there were an election today, do you think you would vote yes in favor of this 
measure or no to oppose it? 

  
 
  Q22 BUSINESS TAX   
 Q8B INITIAL BUSINESS TAX VOTE AFTER POSITIVES Q9 CARD ROOM PROPOSAL SAMPLE/PHONE TYPE 
 ----------------------------------------- ----------------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------------- 
  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  STR SMWT STR TOTAL TOTAL  VOTER RDD CELL RDD RDD  
 Total YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD SUPPT SUPPT OPPOS SUPPT OPPOS UNDCD LIST SAMP SAMP CELL LAND  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 436 98 96 84 127 195 212 30 204 219 13 168 88 112 256 150 31 224 185 27 48 164 
 
TOTAL YES 51% 77% 68% 42% 24% 73% 31% 55% 75% 29% 59% 60% 53% 34% 57% 40% 55% 47% 55% 63% 64% 53% 
Definitely yes 27  57  23  17  13  40  15  28  42  13  31  33  19  25  28  26  21  24  29  30  38  27  
Probably yes 19  19  40  14  7  29  10  23  28  11  28  23  30  6  26  8  22  17  21  25  21  22  
Undecided, lean yes 5  2  6  11  4  4  7  4  5  5  0  4  4  3  4  6  12  6  4  8  5  4  
 
TOTAL NO 44  21  29  53  73  25  65  15  23  65  21  33  44  62  37  56  41  47  41  37  36  42  
Undecided, lean no 5  1  8  8  5  4  6  3  4  6  8  3  9  4  5  6  5  4  6  8  12  5  
Probably no 9  10  7  17  7  9  11  2  9  10  4  7  14  7  10  10  3  8  11  8  6  13  
Definitely no 29  10  14  28  61  12  48  9  10  48  9  22  22  50  22  41  34  35  23  22  18  24  
 
UNDECIDED 5  2  3  4  3  2  3  30  2  6  20  7  2  4  6  3  4  6  4  0  0  5  
DK/NA 5  2  3  4  3  2  3  30  2  6  20  7  2  4  6  3  4  6  4  0  0  5  
 
  Q21 WASTE DISPSAL Q10 CITY BUDGET  
 Q8C INITIAL WASTE DISPOSAL TAX TX AFTR POS & NEG 12 MONTHS FROM PARTY (COMBINED) 
 ----------------------------------------- ----------------- ----------------------------- ----------------- 
  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  SMWT MUCH TOTAL TOTAL NO DF     
 Total YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD WORSE WORSE WORSE BETTR DK/NA DEM REP DTS/O  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 436 109 101 65 138 210 203 23 214 211 11 0 0 0 0 0 198 100 97 
 
TOTAL YES 51% 63% 73% 47% 26% 68% 33% 66% 71% 30% 69% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 58% 32% 52% 
Definitely yes 27  47  30  13  13  39  13  37  38  14  55  0  0  0  0  0  32  13  25  
Probably yes 19  12  32  31  10  22  17  19  26  13  14  0  0  0  0  0  21  13  20  
Undecided, lean yes 5  4  10  3  3  7  3  10  7  3  0  0  0  0  0  0  4  6  7  
 
TOTAL NO 44  28  27  52  70  27  64  18  26  64  16  0  0  0  0  0  35  65  47  
Undecided, lean no 5  4  9  4  5  7  4  0  5  6  0  0  0  0  0  0  4  10  2  
Probably no 9  8  9  19  6  8  10  10  8  11  12  0  0  0  0  0  10  9  8  
Definitely no 29  16  8  28  59  12  49  7  13  47  4  0  0  0  0  0  22  46  36  
 
UNDECIDED 5  9  1  1  4  5  3  16  3  6  15  0  0  0  0  0  7  3  1  
DK/NA 5  9  1  1  4  5  3  16  3  6  15  0  0  0  0  0  7  3  1  
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TABLE 4: Q5B.  (SPLIT B) The first measure is entitled The City of San José Vital City Services Measure, and reads as follows:  In order to provide funding to protect 

and maintain essential City services such as police patrols, fire protection, 9-1-1 emergency response, street maintenance, pothole repair, parks and 
libraries, youth and senior recreation programs, and neighborhood watch and crime prevention, shall an ordinance be adopted to enact a one-half cent sales 
tax subject to existing financial audits and public expenditure reports?  If there were an election today, do you think you would vote yes in favor of this 
measure or no to oppose it? 

  
 
 Q11 FEELINGS ABOUT Q15 FIRST CHOICE Q16 RDC SRV  
 THE CITY BUDGET PRT/BDGT SHRTFLL /RAISG REV CITY COUNCIL DISTRICT 
 ----------------------------- ------------------ ----------- ----------------------------------------------------------- 
  SMWT VERY TOTAL TOTAL NTRL/ REDCE REDCE RAISE REDCE RAISE            
 Total NEG NEG NEG POS DK/NA COMP SRVCS RVNUE SRVCS RVNUE 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 436 113 91 204 107 125 187 89 105 212 157 31 46 29 33 20 50 27 46 56 50 
 
TOTAL YES 51% 54% 32% 44% 67% 50% 44% 40% 73% 37% 72% 52% 67% 51% 40% 48% 42% 57% 44% 57% 53% 
Definitely yes 27  25  18  22  38  25  22  18  44  17  42  24  44  33  16  16  28  32  15  29  27  
Probably yes 19  23  9  17  25  19  19  17  22  17  23  20  22  18  21  31  11  21  25  20  13  
Undecided, lean yes 5  6  5  5  3  6  3  5  7  3  7  8  0  0  3  0  4  3  4  8  12  
 
TOTAL NO 44  43  66  53  32  39  53  58  18  60  22  48  30  24  55  47  51  40  56  42  45  
Undecided, lean no 5  5  7  6  7  3  5  7  5  8  3  2  3  0  6  7  2  10  0  7  8  
Probably no 9  12  8  11  9  7  12  10  6  12  6  13  8  9  9  8  12  0  13  13  8  
Definitely no 29  26  50  37  16  29  35  41  7  40  13  33  19  15  41  33  37  30  43  22  29  
 
UNDECIDED 5  4  3  3  1  10  3  2  8  3  6  0  4  26  5  5  6  4  0  1  2  
DK/NA 5  4  3  3  1  10  3  2  8  3  6  0  4  26  5  5  6  4  0  1  2  
 
 VOTER SALES TAX TARGETS BUSINESS TAX TARGETS WASTE DISPOSAL TARGETS 
 ----------- ----------------------------------------- ----------------------------- ----------------------------- 
   NON- CONS CONS  POS NEG COST COMP CONS CONS  POS NEG CONS CONS  POS NEG  
 Total VOTER VOTER YES NO SWING MOVER MOVER P-MVR P-MVR YES NO SWING MOVER MOVER YES NO SWING MOVER MOVER  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 436 400 36 189 149 98 47 35 34 76 145 161 130 59 58 158 155 123 56 56 
 
TOTAL YES 51% 50% 68% 100% 0% 35% 0% 82% 0% 0% 80% 23% 54% 62% 45% 74% 25% 56% 65% 44% 
Definitely yes 27  25  45  56  0  12  0  29  0  0  44  8  30  36  24  40  9  32  33  27  
Probably yes 19  19  21  36  0  18  0  38  0  0  32  9  18  16  18  26  13  19  26  13  
Undecided, lean yes 5  5  2  9  0  6  0  16  0  0  4  6  6  10  3  8  3  5  7  4  
 
TOTAL NO 44  45  29  0  100  43  74  0  66  83  18  74  35  34  39  25  73  31  29  37  
Undecided, lean no 5  5  6  0  8  11  18  0  24  5  3  7  6  5  6  6  5  5  2  8  
Probably no 9  9  11  0  20  11  20  0  21  25  6  9  14  15  15  8  10  10  9  12  
Definitely no 29  31  11  0  71  22  36  0  21  53  9  59  15  14  18  11  58  16  19  17  
 
UNDECIDED 5  5  3  0  0  21  26  18  34  17  2  3  11  4  16  1  2  12  6  19  
DK/NA 5  5  3  0  0  21  26  18  34  17  2  3  11  4  16  1  2  12  6  19  
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TABLE 4: Q5B.  (SPLIT B) The first measure is entitled The City of San José Vital City Services Measure, and reads as follows:  In order to provide funding to protect 

and maintain essential City services such as police patrols, fire protection, 9-1-1 emergency response, street maintenance, pothole repair, parks and 
libraries, youth and senior recreation programs, and neighborhood watch and crime prevention, shall an ordinance be adopted to enact a one-half cent sales 
tax subject to existing financial audits and public expenditure reports?  If there were an election today, do you think you would vote yes in favor of this 
measure or no to oppose it? 

  
 
  Q24 TYPE OF Q25 Q26 KIDS   
 Q23 YEARS IN SAN JOSE RESIDENCE RESIDENCE AT HOME Q27 EDUCATION Q28 ETHNICITY 
 ----------------------------- ----------- ----------- ----------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------- 
       DETCH MULTI     HS OR SOME COLL POST NON-   NON-    
 Total 0-10 11-20 21-30 31-40 41+ HOUSE UNIT OWN RENT YES NO LESS COLL GRAD GRAD COLL COLL+ WHITE WHITE LATNO ASIAN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 436 104 90 82 84 75 338 81 329 104 171 261 86 108 170 58 194 228 230 196 89 81 
 
TOTAL YES 51% 56% 54% 52% 47% 47% 49% 60% 47% 66% 56% 49% 63% 57% 46% 47% 59% 46% 47% 59% 69% 50% 
Definitely yes 27  27  27  25  26  30  26  29  25  33  30  25  38  26  26  18  31  24  24  31  39  22  
Probably yes 19  19  23  22  17  14  18  26  16  29  21  19  20  25  16  20  23  17  18  22  24  20  
Undecided, lean yes 5  10  4  5  4  3  5  5  5  4  6  5  4  6  4  9  5  5  5  6  6  8  
 
TOTAL NO 44  36  42  47  51  47  45  38  47  33  38  47  36  38  50  53  37  51  46  39  29  48  
Undecided, lean no 5  5  6  6  6  4  5  8  5  5  5  6  6  2  5  11  4  6  7  4  3  6  
Probably no 9  7  10  12  10  9  9  9  9  10  8  10  7  9  10  11  8  10  9  9  7  10  
Definitely no 29  23  26  29  35  34  32  21  32  19  25  31  22  27  35  31  25  34  30  26  19  32  
 
UNDECIDED 5  9  4  1  2  7  5  2  6  0  5  4  1  5  4  0  3  3  7  2  2  2  
DK/NA 5  9  4  1  2  7  5  2  6  0  5  4  1  5  4  0  3  3  7  2  2  2  
 
   Q31 REGSTRD Q33 VOTE  
 Q29 AGE Q30 INCOME TO VOTE PROPENSITY GENDER 
 ----------------------------------------------- ----------------------- ----------- ----------------- ----------- 
          $0- $30K- $60K- $100K    ALMST     
 Total 18-29 30-39 40-49 50-64 65-74 75+ 18-49 50+ $30K $60K $100K + YES NO ALWYS ALL MOST MEN WOMEN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 436 50 74 96 125 38 35 219 197 71 79 91 69 176 35 180 150 45 209 227 
 
TOTAL YES 51% 59% 55% 54% 42% 51% 58% 55% 46% 58% 57% 51% 44% 53% 71% 44% 51% 64% 49% 53% 
Definitely yes 27  33  23  27  25  33  21  27  26  26  25  26  27  26  46  28  23  17  29  25  
Probably yes 19  19  27  24  13  16  25  24  16  26  28  17  17  22  22  12  21  42  16  23  
Undecided, lean yes 5  8  5  3  4  1  12  5  5  5  4  8  0  5  3  4  7  5  5  5  
 
TOTAL NO 44  26  44  43  58  41  32  39  50  40  31  47  55  43  26  48  47  34  48  40  
Undecided, lean no 5  5  3  6  7  5  0  5  6  3  4  4  8  7  6  3  7  8  5  6  
Probably no 9  9  7  13  9  13  6  10  9  14  6  7  8  11  12  8  11  8  6  12  
Definitely no 29  11  35  24  41  23  26  25  35  23  21  35  39  25  8  36  29  18  37  22  
 
UNDECIDED 5  15  1  3  1  9  10  5  4  2  12  2  1  4  3  8  2  2  2  7  
DK/NA 5  15  1  3  1  9  10  5  4  2  12  2  1  4  3  8  2  2  2  7  
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TABLE 4: Q5B.  (SPLIT B) The first measure is entitled The City of San José Vital City Services Measure, and reads as follows:  In order to provide funding to protect 

and maintain essential City services such as police patrols, fire protection, 9-1-1 emergency response, street maintenance, pothole repair, parks and 
libraries, youth and senior recreation programs, and neighborhood watch and crime prevention, shall an ordinance be adopted to enact a one-half cent sales 
tax subject to existing financial audits and public expenditure reports?  If there were an election today, do you think you would vote yes in favor of this 
measure or no to oppose it? 

  
 
 LIKELY    
 VOTER PARTY BY AGE ETHNICITY BY AGE ETHNICITY BY GENDER 
 ----------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------------------- 
    DEM DEM REP REP DTS/O DTS/O WHITE WHITE LATNO LATNO ASIAN ASIAN WHITE WHITE LATNO LATNO ASIAN ASIAN  
 Total YES NO 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 436 359 77 103 92 36 57 56 36 96 124 56 28 50 30 104 126 44 45 40 41 
 
TOTAL YES 51% 48% 68% 58% 56% 20% 35% 63% 34% 46% 47% 69% 62% 59% 36% 41% 52% 73% 65% 54% 46% 
Definitely yes 27  25  34  28  36  7  15  29  14  18  27  38  41  27  14  23  24  36  42  39  6  
Probably yes 19  17  30  25  17  10  17  27  13  23  15  29  15  20  20  14  22  27  21  10  30  
Undecided, lean yes 5  6  3  5  4  3  4  7  8  4  5  2  7  11  2  4  5  10  2  5  10  
 
TOTAL NO 44  47  29  32  39  77  62  37  62  45  49  31  30  39  63  56  39  27  31  46  50  
Undecided, lean no 5  4  9  3  5  19  5  1  2  8  5  0  10  5  7  8  5  3  3  0  12  
Probably no 9  10  8  12  7  4  13  8  11  9  10  8  7  12  7  5  13  6  8  10  11  
Definitely no 29  33  12  17  27  54  44  28  50  28  33  23  14  22  49  43  20  18  20  36  28  
 
UNDECIDED 5  5  3  10  5  2  2  0  3  9  4  0  7  2  2  3  10  0  5  0  4  
DK/NA 5  5  3  10  5  2  2  0  3  9  4  0  7  2  2  3  10  0  5  0  4  
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TABLE 5: Q5.  (OVERALL) The first measure is entitled The City of San José Vital City Services Measure, and reads as follows:  In order to provide (SPLIT A ONLY: 

temporary emergency) funding to protect and maintain essential City services such as police patrols, fire protection, 9-1-1 emergency response, street 
maintenance, pothole repair, parks and libraries, youth and senior recreation programs, and neighborhood watch and crime prevention, shall an ordinance be 
adopted to enact a one-half cent sales tax (SPLIT A ONLY: limited to 6 years) subject to existing financial audits and public expenditure reports?  If there 
were an election today, do you think you would vote yes in favor of this measure or no to oppose it? 

  
 
  Q5/Q6 COMB 1/4 Q7 SALES TAX SUPPORT GIVEN  
 Q5 INITIAL 1/2 CENT SALES TAX VOTE CENT SALES TX VTE EMPLOYEE COMPENSATION CUTS PARTY BY GENDER 
 ----------------------------------------- ----------------- ----------------------------- ----------------------------------- 
  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  M-MRE SW-MR TOTAL TOTAL NO DF DEM DEM REP REP DTS/O DTS/O  
 Total YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD LIKLY LIKLY M-LKY L-LKY DK/NA MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 241 217 129 273 458 402 42 507 370 25 284 169 453 191 259 173 245 101 93 118 82 
 
TOTAL YES 51% 100% 100% 0% 0% 100% 0% 0% 88% 3% 2% 79% 55% 70% 30% 33% 60% 61% 23% 40% 42% 50% 
Definitely yes 27  100  0  0  0  53  0  0  48  0  0  54  9  37  19  14  39  34  9  13  21  22  
Probably yes 17  0  72  0  0  34  0  0  30  2  2  21  32  25  7  12  17  19  9  22  13  18  
Undecided, lean yes 7  0  28  0  0  13  0  0  11  1  0  3  15  7  4  7  4  8  5  5  8  10  
 
TOTAL NO 45  0  0  100  100  0  100  0  9  96  19  17  40  26  68  61  36  31  76  53  56  49  
Undecided, lean no 5  0  0  36  0  0  11  0  3  7  12  1  7  3  8  6  2  4  7  4  4  6  
Probably no 9  0  0  64  0  0  21  0  3  18  7  5  12  7  9  13  4  9  5  15  15  12  
Definitely no 30  0  0  0  100  0  68  0  3  70  0  12  21  15  51  42  30  18  64  33  38  31  
 
UNDECIDED 5  0  0  0  0  0  0  100  3  1  78  4  5  4  2  6  3  9  1  7  1  2  
DK/NA 5  0  0  0  0  0  0  100  3  1  78  4  5  4  2  6  3  9  1  7  1  2  
 
 Q18 1/2 CNT SALES Q20 FINAL 1/2 CNT   
 TX VOTE AFTER POS SALES TAX VOTE Q8A INITIAL PARKING TAX VOTE GENDER BY AGE 
 ----------------- ----------------- ------------------------------------------ ----------------------- 
  TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  MEN MEN WOMEN WOMEN  
 Total YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 497 384 21 470 410 22 153 183 180 351 336 532 34 231 187 225 219 
 
TOTAL YES 51% 82% 11% 24% 82% 15% 32% 68% 63% 55% 33% 65% 41% 70% 53% 36% 56% 54% 
Definitely yes 27  44  5  14  44  8  2  59  23  19  19  39  19  26  30  22  23  31  
Probably yes 17  28  4  7  28  4  28  8  32  23  11  21  15  21  19  9  22  19  
Undecided, lean yes 7  10  2  3  10  3  3  1  7  14  3  5  7  22  4  6  10  5  
 
TOTAL NO 45  14  86  20  13  82  22  28  33  43  62  31  56  12  45  61  37  39  
Undecided, lean no 5  5  6  0  4  6  8  2  7  8  4  4  6  3  6  4  6  5  
Probably no 9  4  16  5  4  15  6  7  8  14  9  8  10  4  9  7  11  10  
Definitely no 30  5  64  15  5  60  8  19  18  21  49  18  39  5  30  50  20  25  
 
UNDECIDED 5  4  2  57  4  3  46  5  4  2  5  4  4  18  2  3  7  6  
DK/NA 5  4  2  57  4  3  46  5  4  2  5  4  4  18  2  3  7  6  
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TABLE 5: Q5.  (OVERALL) The first measure is entitled The City of San José Vital City Services Measure, and reads as follows:  In order to provide (SPLIT A ONLY: 

temporary emergency) funding to protect and maintain essential City services such as police patrols, fire protection, 9-1-1 emergency response, street 
maintenance, pothole repair, parks and libraries, youth and senior recreation programs, and neighborhood watch and crime prevention, shall an ordinance be 
adopted to enact a one-half cent sales tax (SPLIT A ONLY: limited to 6 years) subject to existing financial audits and public expenditure reports?  If there 
were an election today, do you think you would vote yes in favor of this measure or no to oppose it? 

  
 
  Q22 BUSINESS TAX   
 Q8B INITIAL BUSINESS TAX VOTE AFTER POSITIVES Q9 CARD ROOM PROPOSAL SAMPLE/PHONE TYPE 
 ----------------------------------------- ----------------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------------- 
  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  STR SMWT STR TOTAL TOTAL  VOTER RDD CELL RDD RDD  
 Total YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD SUPPT SUPPT OPPOS SUPPT OPPOS UNDCD LIST SAMP SAMP CELL LAND  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 203 197 157 267 400 424 78 431 434 38 349 187 229 536 306 60 452 393 57 102 348 
 
TOTAL YES 51% 75% 68% 44% 22% 72% 30% 55% 73% 28% 59% 58% 49% 39% 55% 42% 58% 45% 57% 56% 61% 55% 
Definitely yes 27  54  23  18  14  39  16  23  39  15  23  33  16  29  27  27  19  24  29  31  35  28  
Probably yes 17  17  36  16  5  26  9  17  25  9  27  19  28  6  22  8  25  14  21  19  17  21  
Undecided, lean yes 7  4  8  10  3  6  6  15  9  4  9  6  5  5  6  7  13  6  7  6  9  6  
 
TOTAL NO 45  22  28  53  75  25  67  23  24  67  17  36  47  58  40  54  37  49  40  42  37  41  
Undecided, lean no 5  3  6  9  5  4  6  3  5  5  3  4  9  2  5  4  9  4  6  6  9  5  
Probably no 9  6  10  18  8  8  11  5  7  11  3  8  13  8  10  9  4  10  9  5  5  10  
Definitely no 30  14  12  27  63  13  50  14  11  51  11  25  25  48  25  41  25  35  24  30  22  26  
 
UNDECIDED 5  3  4  3  2  3  3  22  3  5  23  6  4  3  5  4  5  6  3  2  2  3  
DK/NA 5  3  4  3  2  3  3  22  3  5  23  6  4  3  5  4  5  6  3  2  2  3  
 
  Q21 WASTE DISPSAL Q10 CITY BUDGET  
 Q8C INITIAL WASTE DISPOSAL TAX TX AFTR POS & NEG 12 MONTHS FROM PARTY (COMBINED) 
 ----------------------------------------- ----------------- ----------------------------- ----------------- 
  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  SMWT MUCH TOTAL TOTAL NO DF     
 Total YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD WORSE WORSE WORSE BETTR DK/NA DEM REP DTS/O  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 205 204 148 291 409 439 54 429 450 24 131 83 214 196 56 417 195 201 
 
TOTAL YES 51% 70% 65% 47% 27% 67% 34% 65% 71% 32% 54% 38% 44% 40% 59% 56% 60% 31% 45% 
Definitely yes 27  51  23  18  17  37  18  22  36  17  32  19  32  24  32  19  36  11  21  
Probably yes 17  14  31  22  7  23  12  23  25  10  12  13  6  10  19  21  18  15  15  
Undecided, lean yes 7  4  11  7  3  8  4  20  9  4  10  6  6  6  8  16  6  5  9  
 
TOTAL NO 45  26  31  51  70  28  63  17  26  64  26  55  55  55  37  38  33  65  53  
Undecided, lean no 5  4  11  6  3  7  4  0  6  5  0  5  4  4  7  0  3  6  5  
Probably no 9  6  9  19  7  8  11  5  7  11  17  17  7  13  5  6  7  10  13  
Definitely no 30  15  11  27  60  13  49  11  13  48  9  33  44  38  24  32  23  49  35  
 
UNDECIDED 5  5  4  2  4  4  3  18  4  5  20  7  1  4  4  5  7  4  2  
DK/NA 5  5  4  2  4  4  3  18  4  5  20  7  1  4  4  5  7  4  2  
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TABLE 5: Q5.  (OVERALL) The first measure is entitled The City of San José Vital City Services Measure, and reads as follows:  In order to provide (SPLIT A ONLY: 

temporary emergency) funding to protect and maintain essential City services such as police patrols, fire protection, 9-1-1 emergency response, street 
maintenance, pothole repair, parks and libraries, youth and senior recreation programs, and neighborhood watch and crime prevention, shall an ordinance be 
adopted to enact a one-half cent sales tax (SPLIT A ONLY: limited to 6 years) subject to existing financial audits and public expenditure reports?  If there 
were an election today, do you think you would vote yes in favor of this measure or no to oppose it? 

  
 
 Q11 FEELINGS ABOUT Q15 FIRST CHOICE Q16 RDC SRV  
 THE CITY BUDGET PRT/BDGT SHRTFLL /RAISG REV CITY COUNCIL DISTRICT 
 ----------------------------- ------------------ ----------- ----------------------------------------------------------- 
  SMWT VERY TOTAL TOTAL NTRL/ REDCE REDCE RAISE REDCE RAISE            
 Total NEG NEG NEG POS DK/NA COMP SRVCS RVNUE SRVCS RVNUE 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 113 91 204 107 125 368 185 228 408 344 63 99 60 70 41 95 61 95 106 100 
 
TOTAL YES 51% 54% 32% 44% 67% 50% 41% 40% 73% 37% 68% 56% 53% 56% 43% 46% 44% 57% 45% 56% 46% 
Definitely yes 27  25  18  22  38  25  22  18  43  18  39  27  34  42  22  21  25  31  23  25  22  
Probably yes 17  23  9  17  25  19  15  17  21  15  22  20  16  12  19  18  15  20  17  20  14  
Undecided, lean yes 7  6  5  5  3  6  5  5  9  3  8  9  3  2  2  7  5  5  6  12  10  
 
TOTAL NO 45  43  66  53  32  39  54  60  21  60  26  42  44  29  50  51  49  42  52  40  50  
Undecided, lean no 5  5  7  6  7  3  4  7  6  6  4  3  2  3  9  5  3  4  2  5  8  
Probably no 9  12  8  11  9  7  11  12  6  11  6  10  10  10  7  6  11  6  15  9  10  
Definitely no 30  26  50  37  16  29  39  41  9  43  16  29  32  15  34  40  35  31  34  26  32  
 
UNDECIDED 5  4  3  3  1  10  4  1  6  3  5  2  4  14  7  2  6  2  3  3  4  
DK/NA 5  4  3  3  1  10  4  1  6  3  5  2  4  14  7  2  6  2  3  3  4  
 
 VOTER SALES TAX TARGETS BUSINESS TAX TARGETS WASTE DISPOSAL TARGETS 
 ----------- ----------------------------------------- ----------------------------- ----------------------------- 
   NON- CONS CONS  POS NEG COST COMP CONS CONS  POS NEG CONS CONS  POS NEG  
 Total VOTER VOTER YES NO SWING MOVER MOVER P-MVR P-MVR YES NO SWING MOVER MOVER YES NO SWING MOVER MOVER  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 833 69 378 320 204 88 75 61 136 308 322 272 123 112 310 336 256 118 113 
 
TOTAL YES 51% 50% 60% 100% 0% 39% 0% 84% 0% 0% 78% 21% 56% 61% 49% 72% 26% 58% 67% 50% 
Definitely yes 27  26  33  54  0  18  0  43  0  0  42  9  30  33  30  38  13  31  33  30  
Probably yes 17  17  21  34  0  14  0  23  0  0  29  7  17  14  17  26  9  17  21  14  
Undecided, lean yes 7  7  5  12  0  7  0  17  0  0  7  4  9  14  2  8  3  10  13  6  
 
TOTAL NO 45  45  37  0  100  41  77  0  71  85  20  77  34  35  39  25  72  32  27  38  
Undecided, lean no 5  5  12  0  6  12  26  0  27  11  4  5  6  8  5  7  4  5  4  7  
Probably no 9  9  9  0  19  11  22  0  21  24  6  12  10  12  11  8  12  8  6  8  
Definitely no 30  31  17  0  75  17  29  0  23  50  10  60  18  15  23  11  57  19  18  23  
 
UNDECIDED 5  5  3  0  0  20  23  16  29  15  2  2  10  4  12  3  2  10  6  12  
DK/NA 5  5  3  0  0  20  23  16  29  15  2  2  10  4  12  3  2  10  6  12  
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TABLE 5: Q5.  (OVERALL) The first measure is entitled The City of San José Vital City Services Measure, and reads as follows:  In order to provide (SPLIT A ONLY: 

temporary emergency) funding to protect and maintain essential City services such as police patrols, fire protection, 9-1-1 emergency response, street 
maintenance, pothole repair, parks and libraries, youth and senior recreation programs, and neighborhood watch and crime prevention, shall an ordinance be 
adopted to enact a one-half cent sales tax (SPLIT A ONLY: limited to 6 years) subject to existing financial audits and public expenditure reports?  If there 
were an election today, do you think you would vote yes in favor of this measure or no to oppose it? 

  
 
  Q24 TYPE OF Q25 Q26 KIDS   
 Q23 YEARS IN SAN JOSE RESIDENCE RESIDENCE AT HOME Q27 EDUCATION Q28 ETHNICITY 
 ----------------------------- ----------- ----------- ----------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------- 
       DETCH MULTI     HS OR SOME COLL POST NON-   NON-    
 Total 0-10 11-20 21-30 31-40 41+ HOUSE UNIT OWN RENT YES NO LESS COLL GRAD GRAD COLL COLL+ WHITE WHITE LATNO ASIAN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 184 210 191 161 151 703 164 672 219 362 533 185 220 351 127 404 477 461 418 187 173 
 
TOTAL YES 51% 55% 54% 51% 43% 51% 49% 59% 46% 64% 55% 49% 63% 56% 42% 49% 59% 44% 46% 57% 64% 49% 
Definitely yes 27  29  25  25  24  34  26  30  24  34  27  27  37  26  24  23  31  23  23  31  34  26  
Probably yes 17  18  19  20  14  14  17  20  16  22  21  15  19  22  14  18  21  15  18  18  22  14  
Undecided, lean yes 7  8  10  6  5  3  7  9  6  8  7  7  8  8  5  8  8  6  5  8  8  9  
 
TOTAL NO 45  39  41  46  54  44  46  39  48  34  42  46  32  40  55  44  37  52  48  41  34  47  
Undecided, lean no 5  5  6  5  4  4  5  6  5  6  7  4  6  5  5  5  5  5  6  5  3  7  
Probably no 9  8  10  10  11  7  9  9  10  8  9  9  6  8  10  13  7  11  10  8  7  9  
Definitely no 30  26  25  31  38  34  32  23  34  20  26  33  21  27  40  26  24  36  31  28  24  32  
 
UNDECIDED 5  7  5  3  3  5  5  2  5  2  4  5  4  3  3  7  4  4  6  3  2  4  
DK/NA 5  7  5  3  3  5  5  2  5  2  4  5  4  3  3  7  4  4  6  3  2  4  
 
   Q31 REGSTRD Q33 VOTE  
 Q29 AGE Q30 INCOME TO VOTE PROPENSITY GENDER 
 ----------------------------------------------- ----------------------- ----------- ----------------- ----------- 
          $0- $30K- $60K- $100K    ALMST     
 Total 18-29 30-39 40-49 50-64 65-74 75+ 18-49 50+ $30K $60K $100K + YES NO ALWYS ALL MOST MEN WOMEN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 104 153 198 257 87 62 455 406 160 160 196 148 381 65 390 277 108 433 469 
 
TOTAL YES 51% 57% 55% 53% 41% 52% 57% 55% 46% 60% 55% 53% 44% 56% 63% 44% 49% 66% 46% 55% 
Definitely yes 27  31  23  27  27  27  25  27  27  32  26  26  27  29  35  27  24  26  27  27  
Probably yes 17  17  27  18  11  19  22  21  14  19  23  18  16  20  22  12  19  31  14  20  
Undecided, lean yes 7  8  6  8  4  5  10  7  5  8  6  9  1  7  6  5  7  9  5  8  
 
TOTAL NO 45  34  42  44  55  43  35  41  49  37  37  45  53  41  34  48  48  30  52  38  
Undecided, lean no 5  9  4  6  5  3  2  6  4  2  7  4  6  5  12  3  6  3  5  5  
Probably no 9  7  10  12  10  8  4  10  9  7  8  8  12  9  9  9  12  6  8  10  
Definitely no 30  19  28  26  40  32  29  25  36  27  22  32  35  27  13  36  31  21  39  23  
 
UNDECIDED 5  9  2  3  4  5  8  4  5  4  8  2  3  3  3  7  2  3  2  7  
DK/NA 5  9  2  3  4  5  8  4  5  4  8  2  3  3  3  7  2  3  2  7  
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TABLE 5: Q5.  (OVERALL) The first measure is entitled The City of San José Vital City Services Measure, and reads as follows:  In order to provide (SPLIT A ONLY: 

temporary emergency) funding to protect and maintain essential City services such as police patrols, fire protection, 9-1-1 emergency response, street 
maintenance, pothole repair, parks and libraries, youth and senior recreation programs, and neighborhood watch and crime prevention, shall an ordinance be 
adopted to enact a one-half cent sales tax (SPLIT A ONLY: limited to 6 years) subject to existing financial audits and public expenditure reports?  If there 
were an election today, do you think you would vote yes in favor of this measure or no to oppose it? 

  
 
 LIKELY    
 VOTER PARTY BY AGE ETHNICITY BY AGE ETHNICITY BY GENDER 
 ----------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------------------- 
    DEM DEM REP REP DTS/O DTS/O WHITE WHITE LATNO LATNO ASIAN ASIAN WHITE WHITE LATNO LATNO ASIAN ASIAN  
 Total YES NO 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 721 181 210 197 69 115 120 70 189 254 115 63 108 59 213 248 90 96 88 85 
 
TOTAL YES 51% 47% 65% 62% 58% 27% 31% 51% 36% 47% 46% 67% 57% 51% 43% 39% 52% 68% 61% 44% 55% 
Definitely yes 27  26  31  34  38  8  12  23  15  22  25  34  37  25  24  21  25  36  33  32  20  
Probably yes 17  16  25  22  14  14  16  19  11  20  16  29  10  14  16  14  21  25  19  5  24  
Undecided, lean yes 7  6  9  7  6  4  2  9  9  5  5  5  10  12  3  5  6  7  9  7  11  
 
TOTAL NO 45  48  32  30  37  70  65  49  62  46  50  33  37  45  54  58  39  32  36  56  39  
Undecided, lean no 5  4  7  3  3  10  4  6  3  7  5  2  4  9  5  6  5  5  1  4  10  
Probably no 9  10  7  9  6  14  8  12  19  12  10  8  6  11  6  9  12  6  8  12  6  
Definitely no 30  33  18  18  28  46  52  31  40  27  35  22  27  26  42  43  21  21  26  40  23  
 
UNDECIDED 5  5  3  7  5  3  4  1  2  7  5  0  6  4  4  3  9  1  3  1  7  
DK/NA 5  5  3  7  5  3  4  1  2  7  5  0  6  4  4  3  9  1  3  1  7  
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TABLE 6: Q6.  Suppose the measure I just described to you enacted a one-quarter cent sales tax instead of a one-half cent sales tax.  In that case, would you vote yes 

in favor of this measure or no to oppose it? 
  
 
  Q5/Q6 COMB 1/4 Q7 SALES TAX SUPPORT GIVEN  
 Q5 INITIAL 1/2 CENT SALES TAX VOTE CENT SALES TX VTE EMPLOYEE COMPENSATION CUTS PARTY BY GENDER 
 ----------------------------------------- ----------------- ----------------------------- ----------------------------------- 
  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  M-MRE SW-MR TOTAL TOTAL NO DF DEM DEM REP REP DTS/O DTS/O  
 Total YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD LIKLY LIKLY M-LKY L-LKY DK/NA MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 661 0 217 129 273 217 402 42 266 370 25 130 153 283 155 223 105 161 92 81 94 64 
 
TOTAL YES 40% 0% 94% 23% 5% 94% 11% 42% 100% 0% 0% 71% 56% 63% 20% 25% 41% 52% 20% 42% 34% 42% 
Definitely yes 12  0  31  2  3  31  2  0  29  0  0  29  8  18  6  7  17  15  4  10  5  12  
Probably yes 19  0  47  8  1  47  3  23  47  0  0  34  30  32  6  11  19  25  10  20  17  17  
Undecided, lean yes 10  0  17  13  1  17  5  19  24  0  0  8  18  13  8  7  5  12  6  11  11  13  
 
TOTAL NO 56  0  5  73  95  5  88  10  0  100  0  27  40  34  80  68  53  42  77  55  66  56  
Undecided, lean no 6  0  1  24  1  1  8  2  0  10  0  3  6  5  7  6  3  6  5  5  2  8  
Probably no 11  0  3  43  3  3  16  0  0  19  0  5  11  8  10  15  4  12  8  11  16  13  
Definitely no 40  0  1  7  90  1  64  8  0  71  0  19  23  21  62  47  46  24  65  40  48  36  
 
UNDECIDED 4  0  0  4  0  0  1  47  0  0  100  2  4  3  1  7  5  6  2  3  1  1  
DK/NA 4  0  0  4  0  0  1  47  0  0  100  2  4  3  1  7  5  6  2  3  1  1  
 
 Q18 1/2 CNT SALES Q20 FINAL 1/2 CNT   
 TX VOTE AFTER POS SALES TAX VOTE Q8A INITIAL PARKING TAX VOTE GENDER BY AGE 
 ----------------- ----------------- ------------------------------------------ ----------------------- 
  TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  MEN MEN WOMEN WOMEN  
 Total YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 661 279 363 18 262 377 22 63 141 147 284 204 431 25 161 146 172 152 
 
TOTAL YES 40% 80% 10% 34% 79% 13% 52% 44% 59% 48% 24% 54% 32% 57% 39% 24% 55% 42% 
Definitely yes 12  26  1  0  27  1  10  14  15  15  8  15  10  9  13  7  16  10  
Probably yes 19  38  4  12  36  6  28  17  30  15  14  26  14  40  19  11  24  20  
Undecided, lean yes 10  16  4  22  16  5  14  13  14  18  3  14  8  8  7  6  15  11  
 
TOTAL NO 56  17  88  17  18  84  16  50  38  49  74  42  65  14  57  74  42  54  
Undecided, lean no 6  5  7  0  5  6  2  2  7  7  5  6  6  4  4  5  6  7  
Probably no 11  5  16  0  5  15  0  11  8  17  10  9  12  3  12  9  11  12  
Definitely no 40  7  66  17  8  63  14  38  22  25  59  27  47  6  42  60  24  35  
 
UNDECIDED 4  3  2  49  3  3  32  6  3  3  2  4  2  30  4  2  4  4  
DK/NA 4  3  2  49  3  3  32  6  3  3  2  4  2  30  4  2  4  4  
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TABLE 6: Q6.  Suppose the measure I just described to you enacted a one-quarter cent sales tax instead of a one-half cent sales tax.  In that case, would you vote yes 

in favor of this measure or no to oppose it? 
  
 
  Q22 BUSINESS TAX   
 Q8B INITIAL BUSINESS TAX VOTE AFTER POSITIVES Q9 CARD ROOM PROPOSAL SAMPLE/PHONE TYPE 
 ----------------------------------------- ----------------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------------- 
  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  STR SMWT STR TOTAL TOTAL  VOTER RDD CELL RDD RDD  
 Total YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD SUPPT SUPPT OPPOS SUPPT OPPOS UNDCD LIST SAMP SAMP CELL LAND  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 661 93 151 128 229 244 357 60 262 370 29 233 157 163 389 223 48 344 278 39 66 252 
 
TOTAL YES 40% 57% 65% 36% 14% 62% 22% 62% 67% 21% 46% 47% 46% 20% 46% 26% 57% 36% 46% 39% 50% 44% 
Definitely yes 12  26  19  8  3  22  5  11  22  4  7  18  8  6  14  7  13  9  15  13  14  15  
Probably yes 19  22  36  10  6  31  7  38  30  10  27  19  27  9  22  10  30  18  20  19  16  21  
Undecided, lean yes 10  8  10  18  5  9  10  13  15  6  13  10  11  5  10  8  14  9  11  7  20  8  
 
TOTAL NO 56  38  31  61  85  34  76  26  30  77  25  50  49  78  50  71  38  60  50  60  47  53  
Undecided, lean no 6  7  9  6  3  8  4  5  7  5  4  6  8  2  7  4  5  4  7  10  9  7  
Probably no 11  9  9  22  9  9  13  3  8  13  7  10  15  8  12  11  2  11  11  8  5  12  
Definitely no 40  22  13  33  74  17  59  18  15  59  14  34  26  68  31  56  31  45  32  41  32  34  
 
UNDECIDED 4  5  4  3  1  4  2  12  3  2  29  3  5  2  4  3  5  4  4  1  4  4  
DK/NA 4  5  4  3  1  4  2  12  3  2  29  3  5  2  4  3  5  4  4  1  4  4  
 
  Q21 WASTE DISPSAL Q10 CITY BUDGET  
 Q8C INITIAL WASTE DISPOSAL TAX TX AFTR POS & NEG 12 MONTHS FROM PARTY (COMBINED) 
 ----------------------------------------- ----------------- ----------------------------- ----------------- 
  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  SMWT MUCH TOTAL TOTAL NO DF     
 Total YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD WORSE WORSE WORSE BETTR DK/NA DEM REP DTS/O  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 661 100 157 121 241 257 361 42 273 371 16 106 57 163 133 46 267 173 159 
 
TOTAL YES 40% 59% 61% 38% 17% 60% 24% 58% 64% 23% 41% 32% 24% 29% 47% 47% 48% 30% 37% 
Definitely yes 12  26  14  10  5  19  7  8  19  6  16  6  8  7  15  9  16  7  8  
Probably yes 19  23  32  19  8  29  12  20  30  11  13  13  4  10  17  33  23  15  17  
Undecided, lean yes 10  10  15  9  4  13  6  30  15  6  11  13  12  12  14  4  9  9  12  
 
TOTAL NO 56  39  34  59  81  36  74  25  32  75  29  62  74  66  50  47  46  67  62  
Undecided, lean no 6  3  14  5  3  10  3  0  8  4  4  7  4  6  6  4  5  5  4  
Probably no 11  9  9  22  7  9  12  11  8  13  12  16  9  13  10  2  9  9  15  
Definitely no 40  26  11  31  72  17  58  15  17  57  13  40  61  47  34  41  33  53  43  
 
UNDECIDED 4  2  5  4  2  4  2  17  4  2  30  6  1  4  4  6  6  3  1  
DK/NA 4  2  5  4  2  4  2  17  4  2  30  6  1  4  4  6  6  3  1  
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TABLE 6: Q6.  Suppose the measure I just described to you enacted a one-quarter cent sales tax instead of a one-half cent sales tax.  In that case, would you vote yes 

in favor of this measure or no to oppose it? 
  
 
 Q11 FEELINGS ABOUT Q15 FIRST CHOICE Q16 RDC SRV  
 THE CITY BUDGET PRT/BDGT SHRTFLL /RAISG REV CITY COUNCIL DISTRICT 
 ----------------------------- ------------------ ----------- ----------------------------------------------------------- 
  SMWT VERY TOTAL TOTAL NTRL/ REDCE REDCE RAISE REDCE RAISE            
 Total NEG NEG NEG POS DK/NA COMP SRVCS RVNUE SRVCS RVNUE 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 661 85 74 159 66 94 288 152 130 334 211 46 66 35 55 32 72 42 73 79 78 
 
TOTAL YES 40% 42% 22% 33% 56% 48% 32% 27% 71% 26% 61% 44% 38% 53% 32% 33% 31% 51% 32% 51% 37% 
Definitely yes 12  9  12  11  14  16  10  5  27  7  20  14  18  7  13  9  6  17  5  14  14  
Probably yes 19  23  7  15  33  26  15  14  28  14  28  27  18  39  13  19  19  19  20  16  12  
Undecided, lean yes 10  10  4  7  10  6  7  7  17  5  13  3  3  7  6  4  7  15  8  21  12  
 
TOTAL NO 56  55  71  63  41  50  65  72  24  71  34  51  59  47  62  67  62  49  66  48  58  
Undecided, lean no 6  5  3  4  8  6  5  10  5  8  4  9  4  8  13  7  3  0  2  4  6  
Probably no 11  17  10  14  11  6  12  13  7  12  6  9  11  11  8  6  14  14  16  11  11  
Definitely no 40  33  59  45  22  37  49  49  12  51  24  33  44  28  41  55  46  35  49  33  41  
 
UNDECIDED 4  3  6  4  2  2  3  1  4  3  4  5  3  0  6  0  7  0  1  1  5  
DK/NA 4  3  6  4  2  2  3  1  4  3  4  5  3  0  6  0  7  0  1  1  5  
 
 VOTER SALES TAX TARGETS BUSINESS TAX TARGETS WASTE DISPOSAL TARGETS 
 ----------- ----------------------------------------- ----------------------------- ----------------------------- 
   NON- CONS CONS  POS NEG COST COMP CONS CONS  POS NEG CONS CONS  POS NEG  
 Total VOTER VOTER YES NO SWING MOVER MOVER P-MVR P-MVR YES NO SWING MOVER MOVER YES NO SWING MOVER MOVER  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 661 614 46 173 320 168 88 43 61 136 179 292 189 82 78 194 292 175 80 80 
 
TOTAL YES 40% 40% 43% 97% 5% 49% 43% 67% 100% 27% 72% 16% 48% 56% 41% 64% 17% 53% 63% 45% 
Definitely yes 12  11  16  35  0  9  10  6  16  5  26  4  10  13  8  21  4  14  16  11  
Probably yes 19  19  16  46  2  22  16  36  38  12  35  5  24  19  28  31  9  22  27  19  
Undecided, lean yes 10  10  10  16  2  18  17  25  46  11  10  7  14  24  5  12  4  17  21  15  
 
TOTAL NO 56  56  53  3  94  38  47  18  0  67  27  83  41  37  52  32  82  40  34  49  
Undecided, lean no 6  5  13  1  7  9  14  4  0  8  8  4  7  5  10  9  3  5  3  8  
Probably no 11  11  14  1  16  10  13  4  0  14  7  13  12  12  13  8  12  11  8  15  
Definitely no 40  41  26  0  71  20  21  10  0  45  12  67  23  20  28  15  66  23  22  26  
 
UNDECIDED 4  4  4  0  1  13  10  15  0  6  1  1  10  7  7  5  1  7  3  6  
DK/NA 4  4  4  0  1  13  10  15  0  6  1  1  10  7  7  5  1  7  3  6  
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TABLE 6: Q6.  Suppose the measure I just described to you enacted a one-quarter cent sales tax instead of a one-half cent sales tax.  In that case, would you vote yes 

in favor of this measure or no to oppose it? 
  
 
  Q24 TYPE OF Q25 Q26 KIDS   
 Q23 YEARS IN SAN JOSE RESIDENCE RESIDENCE AT HOME Q27 EDUCATION Q28 ETHNICITY 
 ----------------------------- ----------- ----------- ----------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------- 
       DETCH MULTI     HS OR SOME COLL POST NON-   NON-    
 Total 0-10 11-20 21-30 31-40 41+ HOUSE UNIT OWN RENT YES NO LESS COLL GRAD GRAD COLL COLL+ WHITE WHITE LATNO ASIAN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 661 132 158 143 122 100 522 114 511 144 265 390 117 162 267 98 279 365 355 289 123 129 
 
TOTAL YES 40% 47% 45% 41% 33% 31% 39% 48% 37% 52% 46% 37% 48% 45% 30% 45% 46% 34% 39% 43% 51% 38% 
Definitely yes 12  14  11  11  9  11  11  10  10  16  15  9  13  14  10  12  13  11  11  12  14  11  
Probably yes 19  23  21  18  16  15  19  20  17  25  21  17  23  24  11  19  23  13  19  19  27  13  
Undecided, lean yes 10  10  12  12  8  5  9  18  10  10  9  10  11  8  9  14  9  10  8  12  10  14  
 
TOTAL NO 56  50  50  55  64  64  57  50  59  46  52  58  48  52  66  50  50  62  57  54  47  58  
Undecided, lean no 6  4  7  5  7  4  6  5  5  7  8  4  7  10  3  4  9  3  6  5  5  3  
Probably no 11  12  11  12  12  8  11  12  11  10  11  11  9  10  12  11  10  12  11  11  9  14  
Definitely no 40  34  32  39  46  52  41  33  42  29  34  43  32  33  51  35  32  46  40  38  33  40  
 
UNDECIDED 4  3  5  4  2  5  4  2  4  2  2  5  4  3  4  5  3  4  4  3  2  5  
DK/NA 4  3  5  4  2  5  4  2  4  2  2  5  4  3  4  5  3  4  4  3  2  5  
 
   Q31 REGSTRD Q33 VOTE  
 Q29 AGE Q30 INCOME TO VOTE PROPENSITY GENDER 
 ----------------------------------------------- ----------------------- ----------- ----------------- ----------- 
          $0- $30K- $60K- $100K    ALMST     
 Total 18-29 30-39 40-49 50-64 65-74 75+ 18-49 50+ $30K $60K $100K + YES NO ALWYS ALL MOST MEN WOMEN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 661 71 118 144 189 63 46 333 298 108 118 145 108 271 43 285 211 80 318 343 
 
TOTAL YES 40% 60% 47% 41% 27% 42% 47% 47% 33% 43% 51% 41% 38% 45% 45% 34% 39% 62% 32% 48% 
Definitely yes 12  19  15  12  7  13  7  15  9  12  17  7  12  14  16  8  13  21  10  13  
Probably yes 19  25  24  18  10  23  27  22  16  19  26  21  16  21  18  16  20  28  15  22  
Undecided, lean yes 10  16  8  11  9  5  13  11  9  11  8  14  11  10  11  11  6  13  7  12  
 
TOTAL NO 56  38  50  54  71  54  47  49  64  53  48  57  59  51  50  61  57  35  65  48  
Undecided, lean no 6  6  3  6  8  5  2  5  6  4  9  3  4  6  15  4  7  0  5  7  
Probably no 11  8  11  14  14  5  3  12  10  9  12  9  12  10  15  10  12  10  10  11  
Definitely no 40  24  36  34  49  44  43  33  47  40  27  45  42  35  20  47  39  25  50  30  
 
UNDECIDED 4  2  3  5  2  4  6  4  3  4  1  2  3  4  4  5  4  3  3  5  
DK/NA 4  2  3  5  2  4  6  4  3  4  1  2  3  4  4  5  4  3  3  5  
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TABLE 6: Q6.  Suppose the measure I just described to you enacted a one-quarter cent sales tax instead of a one-half cent sales tax.  In that case, would you vote yes 

in favor of this measure or no to oppose it? 
  
 
 LIKELY    
 VOTER PARTY BY AGE ETHNICITY BY AGE ETHNICITY BY GENDER 
 ----------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------------------- 
    DEM DEM REP REP DTS/O DTS/O WHITE WHITE LATNO LATNO ASIAN ASIAN WHITE WHITE LATNO LATNO ASIAN ASIAN  
 Total YES NO 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 661 536 125 139 121 64 101 92 60 148 192 76 39 81 45 168 187 58 64 60 69 
 
TOTAL YES 40% 38% 52% 56% 39% 29% 29% 42% 32% 46% 34% 56% 39% 45% 26% 28% 48% 52% 50% 25% 49% 
Definitely yes 12  11  16  20  11  5  9  11  4  13  10  19  6  16  4  9  13  18  10  4  17  
Probably yes 19  18  24  27  17  11  17  21  13  23  16  31  19  13  12  12  25  27  28  12  13  
Undecided, lean yes 10  9  12  8  11  14  3  11  15  9  8  6  13  16  10  6  11  7  12  9  18  
 
TOTAL NO 56  58  46  38  56  66  70  57  67  50  63  43  57  50  70  68  47  45  48  75  43  
Undecided, lean no 6  5  9  4  6  2  7  5  2  5  7  4  9  3  4  5  8  7  3  2  4  
Probably no 11  11  11  10  7  11  8  13  18  11  11  12  5  15  12  11  11  6  11  17  11  
Definitely no 40  42  27  25  43  52  55  39  46  35  44  28  43  33  54  52  28  32  34  55  27  
 
UNDECIDED 4  4  2  6  5  6  0  1  2  4  3  1  4  5  4  4  5  2  1  0  9  
DK/NA 4  4  2  6  5  6  0  1  2  4  3  1  4  5  4  4  5  2  1  0  9  
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TABLE 7: Q5/Q6.  COMBINED  
  
 
  Q5/Q6 COMB 1/4 Q7 SALES TAX SUPPORT GIVEN  
 Q5 INITIAL 1/2 CENT SALES TAX VOTE CENT SALES TX VTE EMPLOYEE COMPENSATION CUTS PARTY BY GENDER 
 ----------------------------------------- ----------------- ----------------------------- ----------------------------------- 
  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  M-MRE SW-MR TOTAL TOTAL NO DF DEM DEM REP REP DTS/O DTS/O  
 Total YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD LIKLY LIKLY M-LKY L-LKY DK/NA MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 241 217 129 273 458 402 42 507 370 25 284 169 453 191 259 173 245 101 93 118 82 
 
TOTAL YES 56% 100% 94% 23% 5% 97% 11% 42% 100% 0% 0% 87% 60% 77% 35% 36% 64% 68% 28% 49% 47% 55% 
Definitely yes 35  100  31  2  3  67  2  0  63  0  0  68  16  49  24  20  49  44  13  22  24  31  
Probably yes 14  0  47  8  1  22  3  23  25  0  0  16  27  20  5  10  12  17  9  18  14  14  
Undecided, lean yes 7  0  17  13  1  8  5  19  13  0  0  3  16  8  6  6  3  8  5  10  9  10  
 
TOTAL NO 41  0  5  73  95  3  88  10  0  100  0  12  37  21  65  58  33  28  70  48  52  44  
Undecided, lean no 4  0  1  24  1  1  8  2  0  10  0  1  6  3  5  6  2  4  4  4  2  6  
Probably no 8  0  3  43  3  2  16  0  0  19  0  2  10  5  8  12  2  8  7  9  12  10  
Definitely no 29  0  1  7  90  0  64  8  0  71  0  9  21  13  51  40  28  16  59  34  38  28  
 
UNDECIDED 3  0  0  4  0  0  1  47  0  0  100  1  3  2  1  6  3  4  2  3  1  1  
DK/NA 3  0  0  4  0  0  1  47  0  0  100  1  3  2  1  6  3  4  2  3  1  1  
 
 Q18 1/2 CNT SALES Q20 FINAL 1/2 CNT   
 TX VOTE AFTER POS SALES TAX VOTE Q8A INITIAL PARKING TAX VOTE GENDER BY AGE 
 ----------------- ----------------- ------------------------------------------ ----------------------- 
  TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  MEN MEN WOMEN WOMEN  
 Total YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 497 384 21 470 410 22 153 183 180 351 336 532 34 231 187 225 219 
 
TOTAL YES 56% 89% 15% 43% 88% 20% 52% 77% 69% 58% 39% 72% 45% 68% 57% 40% 65% 60% 
Definitely yes 35  58  7  14  59  9  12  64  35  31  25  48  27  33  39  27  36  38  
Probably yes 14  21  4  10  20  6  27  7  23  12  11  16  12  29  14  9  18  14  
Undecided, lean yes 7  9  4  19  9  5  13  5  11  15  2  8  6  6  5  5  11  8  
 
TOTAL NO 41  9  83  15  10  78  16  21  29  40  60  25  53  10  40  58  32  37  
Undecided, lean no 4  3  6  0  3  6  2  1  6  6  4  3  5  3  3  4  5  5  
Probably no 8  3  15  0  3  14  0  4  6  14  8  6  10  2  8  7  9  8  
Definitely no 29  4  62  15  4  58  13  16  17  21  48  16  38  5  29  47  19  24  
 
UNDECIDED 3  2  2  42  2  3  32  3  2  2  2  2  2  22  2  2  3  3  
DK/NA 3  2  2  42  2  3  32  3  2  2  2  2  2  22  2  2  3  3  
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TABLE 7: Q5/Q6.  COMBINED  
  
 
  Q22 BUSINESS TAX   
 Q8B INITIAL BUSINESS TAX VOTE AFTER POSITIVES Q9 CARD ROOM PROPOSAL SAMPLE/PHONE TYPE 
 ----------------------------------------- ----------------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------------- 
  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  STR SMWT STR TOTAL TOTAL  VOTER RDD CELL RDD RDD  
 Total YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD SUPPT SUPPT OPPOS SUPPT OPPOS UNDCD LIST SAMP SAMP CELL LAND  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 203 197 157 267 400 424 78 431 434 38 349 187 229 536 306 60 452 393 57 102 348 
 
TOTAL YES 56% 80% 73% 47% 26% 77% 34% 71% 80% 33% 59% 65% 54% 43% 61% 46% 65% 51% 62% 58% 68% 59% 
Definitely yes 35  66  38  24  17  52  20  32  53  18  29  45  23  33  37  33  29  31  40  40  44  38  
Probably yes 14  10  28  8  5  19  6  29  18  9  21  13  23  6  16  7  24  13  14  13  10  15  
Undecided, lean yes 7  4  7  14  5  6  8  10  9  5  10  7  9  4  7  6  11  7  8  5  13  6  
 
TOTAL NO 41  17  24  50  72  21  64  20  18  65  19  33  41  55  36  52  31  46  36  41  30  38  
Undecided, lean no 4  3  7  5  2  5  3  4  4  4  3  4  7  1  5  3  4  3  5  7  6  5  
Probably no 8  4  7  18  7  5  11  2  5  11  5  7  12  6  9  8  1  8  8  5  3  9  
Definitely no 29  10  10  27  63  10  50  13  9  50  11  23  22  49  23  41  25  34  23  28  21  24  
 
UNDECIDED 3  2  3  3  1  3  2  9  2  2  22  2  4  2  3  2  4  3  3  1  2  3  
DK/NA 3  2  3  3  1  3  2  9  2  2  22  2  4  2  3  2  4  3  3  1  2  3  
 
  Q21 WASTE DISPSAL Q10 CITY BUDGET  
 Q8C INITIAL WASTE DISPOSAL TAX TX AFTR POS & NEG 12 MONTHS FROM PARTY (COMBINED) 
 ----------------------------------------- ----------------- ----------------------------- ----------------- 
  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  SMWT MUCH TOTAL TOTAL NO DF     
 Total YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD WORSE WORSE WORSE BETTR DK/NA DEM REP DTS/O  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 205 204 148 291 409 439 54 429 450 24 131 83 214 196 56 417 195 201 
 
TOTAL YES 56% 80% 70% 49% 31% 75% 37% 67% 77% 36% 60% 45% 48% 46% 64% 57% 67% 38% 50% 
Definitely yes 35  64  34  26  22  49  23  28  48  22  43  24  37  29  42  26  46  17  27  
Probably yes 14  11  25  15  7  18  10  16  19  9  9  11  3  8  12  27  15  13  14  
Undecided, lean yes 7  5  11  7  3  8  5  23  9  5  8  10  8  9  10  3  6  8  9  
 
TOTAL NO 41  19  26  48  67  23  61  20  21  62  20  50  51  51  34  38  30  60  49  
Undecided, lean no 4  2  11  4  2  6  3  0  5  4  3  6  2  5  4  4  3  4  3  
Probably no 8  5  7  18  5  6  10  8  5  11  8  13  6  10  7  1  6  8  12  
Definitely no 29  13  9  25  60  11  48  11  11  47  9  32  42  36  23  33  21  47  34  
 
UNDECIDED 3  1  4  3  1  2  2  13  3  2  20  4  1  3  2  5  4  2  1  
DK/NA 3  1  4  3  1  2  2  13  3  2  20  4  1  3  2  5  4  2  1  
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TABLE 7: Q5/Q6.  COMBINED  
  
 
 Q11 FEELINGS ABOUT Q15 FIRST CHOICE Q16 RDC SRV  
 THE CITY BUDGET PRT/BDGT SHRTFLL /RAISG REV CITY COUNCIL DISTRICT 
 ----------------------------- ------------------ ----------- ----------------------------------------------------------- 
  SMWT VERY TOTAL TOTAL NTRL/ REDCE REDCE RAISE REDCE RAISE            
 Total NEG NEG NEG POS DK/NA COMP SRVCS RVNUE SRVCS RVNUE 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 113 91 204 107 125 368 185 228 408 344 63 99 60 70 41 95 61 95 106 100 
 
TOTAL YES 56% 56% 36% 47% 73% 61% 47% 40% 84% 40% 76% 59% 59% 73% 47% 47% 48% 66% 48% 63% 51% 
Definitely yes 35  32  28  30  47  38  29  23  58  24  51  37  45  46  32  28  29  43  27  36  33  
Probably yes 14  17  5  12  20  19  11  12  16  12  17  20  12  22  10  15  14  13  15  12  9  
Undecided, lean yes 7  8  3  5  6  5  6  6  10  4  8  2  2  4  5  3  5  10  6  16  9  
 
TOTAL NO 41  42  59  49  26  37  51  59  14  58  21  37  39  27  48  53  47  34  51  36  45  
Undecided, lean no 4  4  3  3  5  5  4  8  3  6  2  7  2  5  10  5  2  0  1  3  5  
Probably no 8  13  8  11  7  5  9  10  4  10  4  6  7  7  6  5  10  10  12  9  9  
Definitely no 29  25  48  35  13  28  38  40  7  42  15  24  29  16  32  43  34  24  38  25  32  
 
UNDECIDED 3  2  5  3  2  2  2  1  2  2  3  3  2  0  5  0  5  0  1  1  4  
DK/NA 3  2  5  3  2  2  2  1  2  2  3  3  2  0  5  0  5  0  1  1  4  
 
 VOTER SALES TAX TARGETS BUSINESS TAX TARGETS WASTE DISPOSAL TARGETS 
 ----------- ----------------------------------------- ----------------------------- ----------------------------- 
   NON- CONS CONS  POS NEG COST COMP CONS CONS  POS NEG CONS CONS  POS NEG  
 Total VOTER VOTER YES NO SWING MOVER MOVER P-MVR P-MVR YES NO SWING MOVER MOVER YES NO SWING MOVER MOVER  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 833 69 378 320 204 88 75 61 136 308 322 272 123 112 310 336 256 118 113 
 
TOTAL YES 56% 56% 62% 99% 5% 58% 43% 81% 100% 27% 84% 23% 64% 70% 59% 77% 28% 68% 75% 61% 
Definitely yes 35  34  44  70  0  25  10  46  16  5  57  13  37  41  36  50  17  41  43  38  
Probably yes 14  14  11  21  2  18  16  20  38  12  20  5  17  13  20  19  8  15  18  13  
Undecided, lean yes 7  7  7  7  2  15  17  14  46  11  6  6  10  16  4  8  3  12  14  11  
 
TOTAL NO 41  41  36  1  94  31  47  10  0  67  16  76  29  25  36  20  71  27  23  34  
Undecided, lean no 4  4  9  1  7  7  14  2  0  8  5  3  5  3  7  6  3  4  2  5  
Probably no 8  8  9  1  16  8  13  3  0  14  4  11  8  8  9  5  11  8  5  10  
Definitely no 29  30  17  0  71  16  21  6  0  45  7  61  16  14  20  9  57  16  15  18  
 
UNDECIDED 3  3  3  0  1  10  10  8  0  6  1  1  7  5  5  3  1  5  2  4  
DK/NA 3  3  3  0  1  10  10  8  0  6  1  1  7  5  5  3  1  5  2  4  
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TABLE 7: Q5/Q6.  COMBINED  
  
 
  Q24 TYPE OF Q25 Q26 KIDS   
 Q23 YEARS IN SAN JOSE RESIDENCE RESIDENCE AT HOME Q27 EDUCATION Q28 ETHNICITY 
 ----------------------------- ----------- ----------- ----------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------- 
       DETCH MULTI     HS OR SOME COLL POST NON-   NON-    
 Total 0-10 11-20 21-30 31-40 41+ HOUSE UNIT OWN RENT YES NO LESS COLL GRAD GRAD COLL COLL+ WHITE WHITE LATNO ASIAN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 184 210 191 161 151 703 164 672 219 362 533 185 220 351 127 404 477 461 418 187 173 
 
TOTAL YES 56% 62% 58% 56% 49% 54% 54% 64% 52% 69% 60% 54% 67% 60% 46% 58% 63% 49% 53% 61% 68% 54% 
Definitely yes 35  39  33  33  31  41  34  37  32  45  38  34  45  36  31  32  40  32  32  39  43  34  
Probably yes 14  16  16  14  12  10  14  14  13  17  16  13  15  17  8  15  16  10  15  13  18  9  
Undecided, lean yes 7  7  9  9  6  3  6  12  7  7  7  7  7  6  7  11  7  8  7  8  6  10  
 
TOTAL NO 41  36  38  41  49  42  43  35  45  30  38  43  30  39  51  38  35  47  44  37  31  43  
Undecided, lean no 4  3  6  4  5  3  4  4  4  5  6  3  5  7  3  3  6  3  5  4  4  3  
Probably no 8  8  8  9  9  5  8  8  8  7  8  8  6  7  9  8  7  9  8  8  6  10  
Definitely no 29  24  24  29  35  35  30  23  32  19  25  31  20  24  39  27  22  36  30  26  22  30  
 
UNDECIDED 3  2  4  3  2  3  3  2  3  1  2  4  3  2  3  4  2  3  3  2  1  3  
DK/NA 3  2  4  3  2  3  3  2  3  1  2  4  3  2  3  4  2  3  3  2  1  3  
 
   Q31 REGSTRD Q33 VOTE  
 Q29 AGE Q30 INCOME TO VOTE PROPENSITY GENDER 
 ----------------------------------------------- ----------------------- ----------- ----------------- ----------- 
          $0- $30K- $60K- $100K    ALMST     
 Total 18-29 30-39 40-49 50-64 65-74 75+ 18-49 50+ $30K $60K $100K + YES NO ALWYS ALL MOST MEN WOMEN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 104 153 198 257 87 62 455 406 160 160 196 148 381 65 390 277 108 433 469 
 
TOTAL YES 56% 73% 59% 57% 46% 58% 60% 61% 51% 61% 64% 56% 55% 61% 64% 52% 53% 72% 50% 62% 
Definitely yes 35  44  34  36  32  37  30  37  33  41  39  31  36  39  45  33  33  41  34  36  
Probably yes 14  17  19  13  8  17  20  16  12  13  19  15  12  15  12  11  15  21  11  16  
Undecided, lean yes 7  11  6  8  7  4  10  8  6  7  6  10  8  7  7  8  5  10  5  9  
 
TOTAL NO 41  26  38  40  52  39  35  36  47  36  35  42  43  36  33  45  44  26  48  35  
Undecided, lean no 4  4  2  5  6  3  2  4  5  3  6  2  3  4  10  3  5  0  3  5  
Probably no 8  6  8  10  10  4  2  8  8  6  9  7  9  7  10  7  9  8  7  8  
Definitely no 29  17  28  25  36  32  32  24  34  27  20  33  31  25  13  34  30  18  37  22  
 
UNDECIDED 3  1  2  4  2  3  4  3  2  3  1  1  2  3  3  3  3  2  2  3  
DK/NA 3  1  2  4  2  3  4  3  2  3  1  1  2  3  3  3  3  2  2  3  
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TABLE 7: Q5/Q6.  COMBINED  
  
 
 LIKELY    
 VOTER PARTY BY AGE ETHNICITY BY AGE ETHNICITY BY GENDER 
 ----------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------------------- 
    DEM DEM REP REP DTS/O DTS/O WHITE WHITE LATNO LATNO ASIAN ASIAN WHITE WHITE LATNO LATNO ASIAN ASIAN  
 Total YES NO 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 721 181 210 197 69 115 120 70 189 254 115 63 108 59 213 248 90 96 88 85 
 
TOTAL YES 56% 54% 67% 71% 62% 34% 38% 56% 42% 57% 51% 71% 62% 58% 44% 43% 61% 69% 67% 49% 59% 
Definitely yes 35  33  42  47  45  12  20  31  19  32  32  47  41  37  27  28  35  47  40  35  34  
Probably yes 14  13  16  18  10  10  15  16  11  18  12  20  12  9  9  10  19  17  19  8  11  
Undecided, lean yes 7  7  8  5  7  13  3  8  12  7  6  4  8  12  8  5  8  5  8  6  15  
 
TOTAL NO 41  43  32  25  35  60  62  44  56  39  47  29  36  38  53  54  35  29  32  51  34  
Undecided, lean no 4  4  6  2  4  2  6  4  2  4  5  2  6  2  3  4  6  5  2  2  4  
Probably no 8  8  7  7  5  10  7  10  16  8  8  8  3  11  9  8  8  4  7  12  9  
Definitely no 29  32  19  16  26  48  48  30  39  27  33  18  27  24  41  41  21  20  23  38  22  
 
UNDECIDED 3  3  1  4  3  5  0  1  1  3  2  1  3  4  3  3  4  1  1  0  7  
DK/NA 3  3  1  4  3  5  0  1  1  3  2  1  3  4  3  3  4  1  1  0  7  
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TABLE 8: Q7.  Now let me provide you with some additional background information.  City employees are currently in discussions with the City to voluntarily reduce 

their compensation by 5 percent to help address the City's budget deficit.  If City employees were to voluntarily reduce their compensation by 5 percent, 
would you be more likely or less likely to support a one-half cent sales tax to protect and maintain essential City services like police patrols, fire 
protection, street repair, parks and libraries. 

  
 
  Q5/Q6 COMB 1/4 Q7 SALES TAX SUPPORT GIVEN  
 Q5 INITIAL 1/2 CENT SALES TAX VOTE CENT SALES TX VTE EMPLOYEE COMPENSATION CUTS PARTY BY GENDER 
 ----------------------------------------- ----------------- ----------------------------- ----------------------------------- 
  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  M-MRE SW-MR TOTAL TOTAL NO DF DEM DEM REP REP DTS/O DTS/O  
 Total YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD LIKLY LIKLY M-LKY L-LKY DK/NA MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 241 217 129 273 458 402 42 507 370 25 284 169 453 191 259 173 245 101 93 118 82 
 
TOTAL MORE LIKELY 50% 70% 68% 37% 25% 69% 29% 49% 69% 26% 33% 100% 100% 100% 0% 0% 58% 54% 37% 48% 50% 45% 
Much more likely 32  64  32  12  12  49  12  28  49  9  10  100  0  63  0  0  40  39  17  27  24  27  
Somewhat more likely 19  6  36  24  13  20  17  21  20  17  23  0  100  37  0  0  18  15  21  21  26  18  
 
TOTAL LESS LIKELY 21  15  10  25  36  12  32  11  13  33  5  0  0  0  100  0  21  12  29  23  26  25  
Somewhat less likely 5  6  4  10  4  5  6  2  5  5  0  0  0  0  24  0  5  4  2  6  6  9  
Much less likely 16  9  6  15  32  8  26  9  8  28  5  0  0  0  76  0  17  8  27  17  20  16  
 
NO DIFF/DK/NA 29  15  22  38  39  19  39  40  18  41  62  0  0  0  0  100  21  34  34  29  24  31  
No difference 25  13  16  37  38  15  38  20  15  39  41  0  0  0  0  87  19  27  34  26  21  29  
DK/NA 4  2  7  2  1  4  1  20  4  2  22  0  0  0  0  13  2  7  0  3  3  2  
 
 Q18 1/2 CNT SALES Q20 FINAL 1/2 CNT   
 TX VOTE AFTER POS SALES TAX VOTE Q8A INITIAL PARKING TAX VOTE GENDER BY AGE 
 ----------------- ----------------- ------------------------------------------ ----------------------- 
  TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  MEN MEN WOMEN WOMEN  
 Total YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 497 384 21 470 410 22 153 183 180 351 336 532 34 231 187 225 219 
 
TOTAL MORE LIKELY 50% 69% 27% 32% 70% 29% 25% 73% 63% 47% 36% 68% 40% 40% 54% 47% 50% 48% 
Much more likely 32  48  11  13  48  14  6  53  34  24  26  43  25  21  31  29  30  36  
Somewhat more likely 19  21  15  19  22  15  19  20  29  23  11  25  15  19  23  19  21  12  
 
TOTAL LESS LIKELY 21  13  33  8  12  32  18  13  13  28  26  13  27  9  21  28  17  22  
Somewhat less likely 5  5  5  0  5  5  7  5  3  8  5  4  6  3  5  4  6  6  
Much less likely 16  8  27  8  7  27  12  8  11  20  21  9  21  7  17  24  11  15  
 
NO DIFF/DK/NA 29  18  41  60  18  40  57  14  24  25  37  19  33  51  25  25  33  31  
No difference 25  14  38  41  15  36  33  10  21  24  34  16  31  25  23  23  28  26  
DK/NA 4  4  3  18  3  3  24  3  3  1  3  3  3  26  2  2  5  5  
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TABLE 8: Q7.  Now let me provide you with some additional background information.  City employees are currently in discussions with the City to voluntarily reduce 

their compensation by 5 percent to help address the City's budget deficit.  If City employees were to voluntarily reduce their compensation by 5 percent, 
would you be more likely or less likely to support a one-half cent sales tax to protect and maintain essential City services like police patrols, fire 
protection, street repair, parks and libraries. 

  
 
  Q22 BUSINESS TAX   
 Q8B INITIAL BUSINESS TAX VOTE AFTER POSITIVES Q9 CARD ROOM PROPOSAL SAMPLE/PHONE TYPE 
 ----------------------------------------- ----------------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------------- 
  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  STR SMWT STR TOTAL TOTAL  VOTER RDD CELL RDD RDD  
 Total YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD SUPPT SUPPT OPPOS SUPPT OPPOS UNDCD LIST SAMP SAMP CELL LAND  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 203 197 157 267 400 424 78 431 434 38 349 187 229 536 306 60 452 393 57 102 348 
 
TOTAL MORE LIKELY 50% 71% 59% 52% 29% 65% 37% 43% 66% 36% 38% 56% 57% 39% 57% 40% 45% 48% 53% 51% 48% 54% 
Much more likely 32  56  32  25  18  44  21  25  43  22  15  40  24  28  34  27  29  33  30  33  36  29  
Somewhat more likely 19  14  28  27  11  21  17  18  23  14  23  16  33  11  22  13  16  15  23  18  12  25  
 
TOTAL LESS LIKELY 21  13  13  27  31  13  30  17  14  28  14  19  15  31  18  27  26  22  21  16  23  20  
Somewhat less likely 5  3  6  7  4  4  5  6  5  5  5  5  5  5  5  4  7  4  6  5  7  5  
Much less likely 16  10  7  20  27  8  24  11  9  23  9  14  10  26  12  22  18  17  16  11  16  15  
 
NO DIFF/DK/NA 29  16  28  21  40  22  33  40  19  36  48  25  28  30  26  33  29  30  26  34  29  26  
No difference 25  13  23  19  37  18  30  33  17  32  35  21  24  28  22  31  24  28  22  30  26  22  
DK/NA 4  4  4  2  3  4  3  7  2  4  13  4  4  2  4  3  6  3  4  4  3  5  
 
  Q21 WASTE DISPSAL Q10 CITY BUDGET  
 Q8C INITIAL WASTE DISPOSAL TAX TX AFTR POS & NEG 12 MONTHS FROM PARTY (COMBINED) 
 ----------------------------------------- ----------------- ----------------------------- ----------------- 
  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  SMWT MUCH TOTAL TOTAL NO DF     
 Total YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD WORSE WORSE WORSE BETTR DK/NA DEM REP DTS/O  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 205 204 148 291 409 439 54 429 450 24 131 83 214 196 56 417 195 201 
 
TOTAL MORE LIKELY 50% 61% 62% 50% 35% 61% 40% 53% 65% 37% 32% 33% 46% 38% 53% 49% 55% 42% 48% 
Much more likely 32  48  31  23  26  40  25  24  40  24  26  18  34  24  35  23  39  22  25  
Somewhat more likely 19  13  30  27  9  21  15  29  25  13  7  15  12  14  18  26  16  21  23  
 
TOTAL LESS LIKELY 21  18  15  20  28  17  25  20  16  26  24  26  28  27  20  11  16  26  25  
Somewhat less likely 5  7  6  5  2  7  3  7  6  4  13  9  5  8  5  0  4  4  7  
Much less likely 16  11  9  15  25  10  22  13  10  23  11  17  23  19  16  11  12  22  18  
 
NO DIFF/DK/NA 29  21  23  30  38  22  35  26  20  37  44  41  27  35  26  40  29  32  27  
No difference 25  17  19  29  34  18  32  18  16  33  27  37  25  32  23  29  24  30  24  
DK/NA 4  4  3  1  4  4  3  8  3  3  17  4  1  3  3  11  5  1  3  
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TABLE 8: Q7.  Now let me provide you with some additional background information.  City employees are currently in discussions with the City to voluntarily reduce 

their compensation by 5 percent to help address the City's budget deficit.  If City employees were to voluntarily reduce their compensation by 5 percent, 
would you be more likely or less likely to support a one-half cent sales tax to protect and maintain essential City services like police patrols, fire 
protection, street repair, parks and libraries. 

  
 
 Q11 FEELINGS ABOUT Q15 FIRST CHOICE Q16 RDC SRV  
 THE CITY BUDGET PRT/BDGT SHRTFLL /RAISG REV CITY COUNCIL DISTRICT 
 ----------------------------- ------------------ ----------- ----------------------------------------------------------- 
  SMWT VERY TOTAL TOTAL NTRL/ REDCE REDCE RAISE REDCE RAISE            
 Total NEG NEG NEG POS DK/NA COMP SRVCS RVNUE SRVCS RVNUE 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 113 91 204 107 125 368 185 228 408 344 63 99 60 70 41 95 61 95 106 100 
 
TOTAL MORE LIKELY 50% 52% 42% 48% 67% 56% 47% 48% 58% 45% 58% 60% 55% 55% 56% 42% 49% 45% 47% 52% 48% 
Much more likely 32  29  34  31  43  32  28  28  44  25  42  32  36  38  32  19  35  36  33  32  26  
Somewhat more likely 19  23  8  16  24  24  19  20  14  20  16  28  19  17  23  24  14  9  14  20  22  
 
TOTAL LESS LIKELY 21  17  33  24  18  15  19  28  21  25  17  14  16  18  24  23  15  25  27  20  27  
Somewhat less likely 5  5  3  4  6  4  3  6  8  5  5  3  2  4  8  10  3  6  7  6  3  
Much less likely 16  13  29  20  12  11  16  22  13  21  12  12  14  14  16  13  12  20  20  13  25  
 
NO DIFF/DK/NA 29  30  26  28  14  29  34  24  21  30  25  26  29  26  20  34  36  29  26  29  25  
No difference 25  28  21  25  12  25  31  23  17  28  20  23  26  26  14  31  29  22  22  27  21  
DK/NA 4  2  5  3  2  4  3  1  4  2  4  3  3  0  6  4  7  7  4  1  3  
 
 VOTER SALES TAX TARGETS BUSINESS TAX TARGETS WASTE DISPOSAL TARGETS 
 ----------- ----------------------------------------- ----------------------------- ----------------------------- 
   NON- CONS CONS  POS NEG COST COMP CONS CONS  POS NEG CONS CONS  POS NEG  
 Total VOTER VOTER YES NO SWING MOVER MOVER P-MVR P-MVR YES NO SWING MOVER MOVER YES NO SWING MOVER MOVER  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 833 69 378 320 204 88 75 61 136 308 322 272 123 112 310 336 256 118 113 
 
TOTAL MORE LIKELY 50% 51% 46% 73% 24% 50% 59% 49% 61% 100% 70% 31% 50% 56% 49% 63% 31% 60% 70% 54% 
Much more likely 32  32  30  52  9  28  32  31  41  45  48  16  31  30  37  39  19  38  41  37  
Somewhat more likely 19  19  16  21  14  22  27  18  20  55  22  15  20  25  12  24  12  22  29  17  
 
TOTAL LESS LIKELY 21  21  26  10  34  22  22  22  20  0  11  31  21  24  20  16  29  17  14  18  
Somewhat less likely 5  5  6  4  5  7  8  4  10  0  4  5  6  7  5  7  3  6  4  6  
Much less likely 16  16  20  6  29  15  14  18  10  0  6  26  15  17  15  9  26  11  10  12  
 
NO DIFF/DK/NA 29  29  28  17  43  28  19  29  19  0  19  38  29  21  32  21  40  24  16  27  
No difference 25  25  24  14  41  21  16  18  16  0  16  34  25  20  26  17  37  19  14  22  
DK/NA 4  4  4  3  2  7  2  11  3  0  3  3  4  1  6  4  3  5  2  5  
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TABLE 8: Q7.  Now let me provide you with some additional background information.  City employees are currently in discussions with the City to voluntarily reduce 

their compensation by 5 percent to help address the City's budget deficit.  If City employees were to voluntarily reduce their compensation by 5 percent, 
would you be more likely or less likely to support a one-half cent sales tax to protect and maintain essential City services like police patrols, fire 
protection, street repair, parks and libraries. 

  
 
  Q24 TYPE OF Q25 Q26 KIDS   
 Q23 YEARS IN SAN JOSE RESIDENCE RESIDENCE AT HOME Q27 EDUCATION Q28 ETHNICITY 
 ----------------------------- ----------- ----------- ----------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------- 
       DETCH MULTI     HS OR SOME COLL POST NON-   NON-    
 Total 0-10 11-20 21-30 31-40 41+ HOUSE UNIT OWN RENT YES NO LESS COLL GRAD GRAD COLL COLL+ WHITE WHITE LATNO ASIAN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 184 210 191 161 151 703 164 672 219 362 533 185 220 351 127 404 477 461 418 187 173 
 
TOTAL MORE LIKELY 50% 54% 48% 48% 48% 53% 51% 45% 49% 52% 54% 48% 53% 51% 46% 55% 52% 48% 48% 53% 58% 45% 
Much more likely 32  37  27  26  31  39  32  26  30  34  32  32  35  30  28  35  32  30  30  34  38  27  
Somewhat more likely 19  17  22  22  17  14  19  18  19  18  22  16  18  21  18  20  20  19  18  19  21  18  
 
TOTAL LESS LIKELY 21  19  18  22  24  24  21  21  22  19  19  23  21  15  27  17  18  24  21  21  18  27  
Somewhat less likely 5  6  4  6  4  7  5  6  5  5  5  5  4  5  5  7  4  6  4  6  5  7  
Much less likely 16  13  14  16  21  17  17  15  17  15  14  17  17  10  22  10  14  19  17  15  13  20  
 
NO DIFF/DK/NA 29  27  34  29  28  24  28  35  29  29  27  29  26  34  27  28  30  28  31  26  24  27  
No difference 25  23  30  27  24  20  25  29  25  25  25  25  22  30  24  27  26  25  26  23  19  26  
DK/NA 4  4  4  3  4  3  3  6  4  4  3  4  3  4  3  2  4  3  4  3  5  2  
 
   Q31 REGSTRD Q33 VOTE  
 Q29 AGE Q30 INCOME TO VOTE PROPENSITY GENDER 
 ----------------------------------------------- ----------------------- ----------- ----------------- ----------- 
          $0- $30K- $60K- $100K    ALMST     
 Total 18-29 30-39 40-49 50-64 65-74 75+ 18-49 50+ $30K $60K $100K + YES NO ALWYS ALL MOST MEN WOMEN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 104 153 198 257 87 62 455 406 160 160 196 148 381 65 390 277 108 433 469 
 
TOTAL MORE LIKELY 50% 51% 52% 53% 47% 49% 51% 52% 48% 53% 57% 47% 48% 54% 48% 51% 46% 57% 51% 49% 
Much more likely 32  33  31  29  32  36  31  30  32  39  33  27  31  30  31  35  26  35  30  33  
Somewhat more likely 19  18  21  25  15  13  20  22  15  13  25  20  18  23  17  17  20  22  21  16  
 
TOTAL LESS LIKELY 21  22  20  16  23  22  31  19  24  18  17  23  25  20  28  24  18  17  24  19  
Somewhat less likely 5  5  7  4  4  6  8  5  5  4  7  6  6  6  6  6  4  6  4  6  
Much less likely 16  17  14  12  20  16  23  14  19  14  10  17  19  14  21  18  14  10  20  13  
 
NO DIFF/DK/NA 29  27  28  30  30  29  18  29  28  29  25  30  27  27  25  25  36  26  25  32  
No difference 25  23  27  25  27  25  14  25  25  27  22  26  25  22  21  21  33  23  23  27  
DK/NA 4  4  1  5  3  4  4  4  3  2  3  5  2  4  4  4  3  3  2  5  
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TABLE 8: Q7.  Now let me provide you with some additional background information.  City employees are currently in discussions with the City to voluntarily reduce 

their compensation by 5 percent to help address the City's budget deficit.  If City employees were to voluntarily reduce their compensation by 5 percent, 
would you be more likely or less likely to support a one-half cent sales tax to protect and maintain essential City services like police patrols, fire 
protection, street repair, parks and libraries. 

  
 
 LIKELY    
 VOTER PARTY BY AGE ETHNICITY BY AGE ETHNICITY BY GENDER 
 ----------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------------------- 
    DEM DEM REP REP DTS/O DTS/O WHITE WHITE LATNO LATNO ASIAN ASIAN WHITE WHITE LATNO LATNO ASIAN ASIAN  
 Total YES NO 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 721 181 210 197 69 115 120 70 189 254 115 63 108 59 213 248 90 96 88 85 
 
TOTAL MORE LIKELY 50% 50% 52% 57% 52% 43% 41% 49% 49% 51% 47% 58% 59% 47% 39% 43% 53% 72% 46% 51% 39% 
Much more likely 32  32  30  38  40  16  25  26  24  27  33  39  39  27  24  26  34  40  36  29  26  
Somewhat more likely 19  18  21  19  12  27  16  23  24  24  14  19  20  20  15  17  19  32  10  22  13  
 
TOTAL LESS LIKELY 21  21  23  13  19  18  32  28  21  18  24  18  19  25  34  29  15  18  17  21  33  
Somewhat less likely 5  5  6  4  5  4  4  8  5  5  4  3  10  8  6  4  4  7  4  1  14  
Much less likely 16  16  17  10  14  14  28  19  16  13  20  15  10  17  28  24  11  11  14  20  19  
 
NO DIFF/DK/NA 29  30  25  29  29  39  27  23  30  32  29  24  22  28  27  29  32  10  37  27  27  
No difference 25  26  20  25  23  36  26  21  27  28  25  21  15  26  27  26  27  10  28  27  24  
DK/NA 4  3  5  4  5  2  0  2  4  4  3  4  7  3  0  3  5  0  9  0  3  
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TABLE 9: Q8A.  Now I would like to ask you about three other measures that may appear on a future City of San José ballot.  Each measure would provide funding to 

protect and maintain essential City services such as police patrols, fire protection, 9-1-1 emergency response, street maintenance, pothole repair, parks and 
libraries, youth and senior recreation programs.  After I read each one, please tell me whether you would you vote yes to support it, or no to oppose it:  A 
measure to protect and maintain essential City services like police patrols, fire protection, street repair, parks and libraries by establishing a ten 
percent tax on parking facility rates in San José 

  
 
  Q5/Q6 COMB 1/4 Q7 SALES TAX SUPPORT GIVEN  
 Q5 INITIAL 1/2 CENT SALES TAX VOTE CENT SALES TX VTE EMPLOYEE COMPENSATION CUTS PARTY BY GENDER 
 ----------------------------------------- ----------------- ----------------------------- ----------------------------------- 
  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  M-MRE SW-MR TOTAL TOTAL NO DF DEM DEM REP REP DTS/O DTS/O  
 Total YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD LIKLY LIKLY M-LKY L-LKY DK/NA MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 241 217 129 273 458 402 42 507 370 25 284 169 453 191 259 173 245 101 93 118 82 
 
TOTAL YES 37% 55% 40% 32% 23% 48% 26% 34% 48% 23% 32% 50% 50% 50% 23% 25% 49% 38% 23% 28% 39% 33% 
Definitely yes 17  37  7  10  11  23  10  17  23  9  15  28  18  25  11  8  25  20  6  13  15  16  
Probably yes 16  16  24  17  10  20  12  14  19  12  12  17  26  20  11  12  21  14  16  11  21  11  
Lean yes 4  2  9  5  2  5  3  4  5  3  5  5  5  5  1  5  4  4  1  4  3  7  
 
TOTAL NO 59  42  53  66  77  47  73  51  47  76  38  47  46  47  75  68  45  56  77  69  58  65  
Lean no 6  5  9  11  2  7  4  0  7  4  0  4  9  6  8  4  3  6  8  7  5  9  
Probably no 14  9  21  20  12  14  15  9  13  16  16  11  15  13  19  14  14  12  10  15  23  13  
Definitely no 39  28  23  35  63  25  54  42  27  57  22  32  22  28  48  51  29  38  58  47  31  43  
 
UNDECIDED 4  4  7  2  1  5  1  15  5  1  30  2  4  3  2  7  5  7  0  3  2  2  
DK/NA 4  4  7  2  1  5  1  15  5  1  30  2  4  3  2  7  5  7  0  3  2  2  
 
 Q18 1/2 CNT SALES Q20 FINAL 1/2 CNT   
 TX VOTE AFTER POS SALES TAX VOTE Q8A INITIAL PARKING TAX VOTE GENDER BY AGE 
 ----------------- ----------------- ------------------------------------------ ----------------------- 
  TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  MEN MEN WOMEN WOMEN  
 Total YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 497 384 21 470 410 22 153 183 180 351 336 532 34 231 187 225 219 
 
TOTAL YES 37% 49% 23% 32% 50% 24% 18% 100% 100% 0% 0% 100% 0% 0% 47% 33% 36% 33% 
Definitely yes 17  23  9  23  23  11  11  100  0  0  0  46  0  0  20  14  19  15  
Probably yes 16  20  11  5  21  10  5  0  79  0  0  43  0  0  24  15  12  14  
Lean yes 4  5  3  5  6  3  2  0  21  0  0  11  0  0  3  5  5  4  
 
TOTAL NO 59  47  76  35  46  75  46  0  0  100  100  0  100  0  51  64  59  62  
Lean no 6  6  6  0  5  6  5  0  0  28  0  0  10  0  5  4  5  8  
Probably no 14  14  14  18  14  15  11  0  0  72  0  0  24  0  17  14  14  13  
Definitely no 39  27  56  17  26  54  30  0  0  0  100  0  66  0  29  46  40  40  
 
UNDECIDED 4  5  1  33  4  1  36  0  0  0  0  0  0  100  3  3  4  6  
DK/NA 4  5  1  33  4  1  36  0  0  0  0  0  0  100  3  3  4  6  
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TABLE 9: Q8A.  Now I would like to ask you about three other measures that may appear on a future City of San José ballot.  Each measure would provide funding to 

protect and maintain essential City services such as police patrols, fire protection, 9-1-1 emergency response, street maintenance, pothole repair, parks and 
libraries, youth and senior recreation programs.  After I read each one, please tell me whether you would you vote yes to support it, or no to oppose it:  A 
measure to protect and maintain essential City services like police patrols, fire protection, street repair, parks and libraries by establishing a ten 
percent tax on parking facility rates in San José 

  
 
  Q22 BUSINESS TAX   
 Q8B INITIAL BUSINESS TAX VOTE AFTER POSITIVES Q9 CARD ROOM PROPOSAL SAMPLE/PHONE TYPE 
 ----------------------------------------- ----------------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------------- 
  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  STR SMWT STR TOTAL TOTAL  VOTER RDD CELL RDD RDD  
 Total YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD SUPPT SUPPT OPPOS SUPPT OPPOS UNDCD LIST SAMP SAMP CELL LAND  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 203 197 157 267 400 424 78 431 434 38 349 187 229 536 306 60 452 393 57 102 348 
 
TOTAL YES 37% 60% 44% 32% 21% 52% 25% 26% 54% 21% 33% 43% 47% 24% 45% 24% 36% 37% 38% 32% 31% 40% 
Definitely yes 17  43  7  11  11  25  11  9  25  9  14  24  10  16  19  14  9  19  15  16  15  15  
Probably yes 16  13  30  17  8  21  11  13  23  9  17  15  30  6  20  8  19  14  18  14  14  19  
Lean yes 4  4  7  5  2  5  3  4  6  3  2  4  7  1  5  2  8  4  5  2  1  6  
 
TOTAL NO 59  39  51  63  78  45  72  58  43  76  40  54  47  74  51  72  58  59  59  63  66  57  
Lean no 6  3  8  14  2  5  6  3  6  6  3  4  6  4  5  7  6  8  4  0  4  3  
Probably no 14  5  20  34  4  13  16  17  14  15  18  12  16  12  13  16  16  13  17  9  17  16  
Definitely no 39  31  23  14  72  27  51  38  24  56  19  37  25  58  33  50  35  38  38  54  45  38  
 
UNDECIDED 4  1  5  5  1  3  2  17  3  2  28  3  6  3  4  3  6  4  3  5  4  3  
DK/NA 4  1  5  5  1  3  2  17  3  2  28  3  6  3  4  3  6  4  3  5  4  3  
 
  Q21 WASTE DISPSAL Q10 CITY BUDGET  
 Q8C INITIAL WASTE DISPOSAL TAX TX AFTR POS & NEG 12 MONTHS FROM PARTY (COMBINED) 
 ----------------------------------------- ----------------- ----------------------------- ----------------- 
  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  SMWT MUCH TOTAL TOTAL NO DF     
 Total YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD WORSE WORSE WORSE BETTR DK/NA DEM REP DTS/O  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 205 204 148 291 409 439 54 429 450 24 131 83 214 196 56 417 195 201 
 
TOTAL YES 37% 53% 50% 31% 23% 52% 26% 23% 51% 24% 34% 39% 27% 35% 36% 32% 42% 26% 37% 
Definitely yes 17  37  9  12  13  23  12  10  23  12  17  15  17  16  19  16  22  9  15  
Probably yes 16  12  32  15  9  22  11  13  23  10  9  16  9  13  16  15  16  14  17  
Lean yes 4  5  9  4  2  7  2  1  6  3  8  8  1  5  2  2  4  3  4  
 
TOTAL NO 59  44  46  66  76  45  73  51  45  73  52  55  71  61  61  55  51  73  61  
Lean no 6  4  12  10  0  8  4  7  8  3  0  6  7  7  7  5  4  8  6  
Probably no 14  10  16  36  4  13  15  20  13  15  27  13  12  12  17  17  12  12  19  
Definitely no 39  30  19  20  72  24  54  24  23  55  25  36  52  42  37  33  34  53  36  
 
UNDECIDED 4  3  4  3  1  4  1  25  4  3  14  6  1  4  3  13  6  2  2  
DK/NA 4  3  4  3  1  4  1  25  4  3  14  6  1  4  3  13  6  2  2  
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TABLE 9: Q8A.  Now I would like to ask you about three other measures that may appear on a future City of San José ballot.  Each measure would provide funding to 

protect and maintain essential City services such as police patrols, fire protection, 9-1-1 emergency response, street maintenance, pothole repair, parks and 
libraries, youth and senior recreation programs.  After I read each one, please tell me whether you would you vote yes to support it, or no to oppose it:  A 
measure to protect and maintain essential City services like police patrols, fire protection, street repair, parks and libraries by establishing a ten 
percent tax on parking facility rates in San José 

  
 
 Q11 FEELINGS ABOUT Q15 FIRST CHOICE Q16 RDC SRV  
 THE CITY BUDGET PRT/BDGT SHRTFLL /RAISG REV CITY COUNCIL DISTRICT 
 ----------------------------- ------------------ ----------- ----------------------------------------------------------- 
  SMWT VERY TOTAL TOTAL NTRL/ REDCE REDCE RAISE REDCE RAISE            
 Total NEG NEG NEG POS DK/NA COMP SRVCS RVNUE SRVCS RVNUE 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 113 91 204 107 125 368 185 228 408 344 63 99 60 70 41 95 61 95 106 100 
 
TOTAL YES 37% 32% 19% 26% 60% 43% 33% 33% 48% 32% 45% 40% 36% 38% 39% 41% 30% 47% 32% 40% 38% 
Definitely yes 17  10  14  12  28  15  16  12  24  12  22  17  17  9  21  24  17  25  11  18  19  
Probably yes 16  17  2  10  24  24  13  17  19  16  17  21  18  23  15  15  8  14  16  19  14  
Lean yes 4  5  3  4  7  5  4  4  5  4  6  3  1  5  3  2  4  8  5  3  5  
 
TOTAL NO 59  64  79  71  39  52  65  65  47  67  50  57  60  60  57  59  58  46  65  58  60  
Lean no 6  7  3  5  6  2  4  8  6  6  5  9  4  8  5  3  7  2  9  3  5  
Probably no 14  20  15  18  10  11  14  17  11  15  13  17  12  14  10  13  13  6  15  17  12  
Definitely no 39  38  61  48  23  39  47  40  29  46  32  32  44  38  42  43  38  38  42  38  42  
 
UNDECIDED 4  4  2  3  1  4  2  2  5  2  5  2  4  3  4  0  13  7  3  1  2  
DK/NA 4  4  2  3  1  4  2  2  5  2  5  2  4  3  4  0  13  7  3  1  2  
 
 VOTER SALES TAX TARGETS BUSINESS TAX TARGETS WASTE DISPOSAL TARGETS 
 ----------- ----------------------------------------- ----------------------------- ----------------------------- 
   NON- CONS CONS  POS NEG COST COMP CONS CONS  POS NEG CONS CONS  POS NEG  
 Total VOTER VOTER YES NO SWING MOVER MOVER P-MVR P-MVR YES NO SWING MOVER MOVER YES NO SWING MOVER MOVER  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 833 69 378 320 204 88 75 61 136 308 322 272 123 112 310 336 256 118 113 
 
TOTAL YES 37% 37% 43% 52% 21% 35% 44% 30% 43% 42% 58% 19% 36% 43% 29% 55% 20% 38% 40% 36% 
Definitely yes 17  17  15  24  9  16  18  16  22  20  26  7  18  21  17  24  9  19  20  19  
Probably yes 16  16  19  21  10  15  20  11  16  18  25  9  15  18  10  24  8  17  19  16  
Lean yes 4  4  9  6  2  5  5  3  5  4  7  3  3  4  2  8  3  2  1  2  
 
TOTAL NO 59  59  56  43  77  59  55  68  57  56  40  80  56  51  67  41  79  54  53  54  
Lean no 6  6  4  5  4  8  5  16  8  3  5  6  5  7  4  8  2  7  9  7  
Probably no 14  15  12  14  14  15  14  15  6  11  11  15  18  19  16  13  15  15  14  12  
Definitely no 39  39  40  24  59  36  36  37  43  42  23  59  33  25  46  20  61  32  30  35  
 
UNDECIDED 4  4  1  5  1  5  1  2  0  2  2  2  8  6  4  3  1  9  7  10  
DK/NA 4  4  1  5  1  5  1  2  0  2  2  2  8  6  4  3  1  9  7  10  
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TABLE 9: Q8A.  Now I would like to ask you about three other measures that may appear on a future City of San José ballot.  Each measure would provide funding to 

protect and maintain essential City services such as police patrols, fire protection, 9-1-1 emergency response, street maintenance, pothole repair, parks and 
libraries, youth and senior recreation programs.  After I read each one, please tell me whether you would you vote yes to support it, or no to oppose it:  A 
measure to protect and maintain essential City services like police patrols, fire protection, street repair, parks and libraries by establishing a ten 
percent tax on parking facility rates in San José 

  
 
  Q24 TYPE OF Q25 Q26 KIDS   
 Q23 YEARS IN SAN JOSE RESIDENCE RESIDENCE AT HOME Q27 EDUCATION Q28 ETHNICITY 
 ----------------------------- ----------- ----------- ----------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------- 
       DETCH MULTI     HS OR SOME COLL POST NON-   NON-    
 Total 0-10 11-20 21-30 31-40 41+ HOUSE UNIT OWN RENT YES NO LESS COLL GRAD GRAD COLL COLL+ WHITE WHITE LATNO ASIAN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 184 210 191 161 151 703 164 672 219 362 533 185 220 351 127 404 477 461 418 187 173 
 
TOTAL YES 37% 39% 41% 36% 33% 35% 38% 38% 37% 37% 40% 35% 34% 40% 37% 41% 37% 38% 36% 40% 45% 39% 
Definitely yes 17  13  21  16  15  19  19  12  18  14  17  16  18  17  17  19  17  17  15  20  24  18  
Probably yes 16  19  16  17  12  13  15  19  15  18  17  16  14  18  17  13  16  16  17  16  17  18  
Lean yes 4  6  4  3  6  2  4  7  4  5  6  3  2  5  3  9  4  5  5  4  4  4  
 
TOTAL NO 59  58  55  59  63  62  58  60  59  61  57  60  62  58  59  54  60  57  59  57  52  58  
Lean no 6  6  7  4  5  4  5  8  5  7  8  4  9  4  5  8  6  5  5  7  5  6  
Probably no 14  12  15  14  16  15  16  9  15  12  15  14  16  12  16  11  14  15  14  15  13  17  
Definitely no 39  40  32  40  42  43  37  42  38  42  35  41  37  43  38  35  40  37  40  36  33  35  
 
UNDECIDED 4  3  3  5  4  4  4  3  4  2  2  5  3  2  4  5  3  4  5  3  3  3  
DK/NA 4  3  3  5  4  4  4  3  4  2  2  5  3  2  4  5  3  4  5  3  3  3  
 
   Q31 REGSTRD Q33 VOTE  
 Q29 AGE Q30 INCOME TO VOTE PROPENSITY GENDER 
 ----------------------------------------------- ----------------------- ----------- ----------------- ----------- 
          $0- $30K- $60K- $100K    ALMST     
 Total 18-29 30-39 40-49 50-64 65-74 75+ 18-49 50+ $30K $60K $100K + YES NO ALWYS ALL MOST MEN WOMEN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 104 153 198 257 87 62 455 406 160 160 196 148 381 65 390 277 108 433 469 
 
TOTAL YES 37% 41% 41% 42% 34% 30% 34% 42% 33% 32% 41% 42% 45% 37% 45% 40% 33% 38% 40% 34% 
Definitely yes 17  15  20  21  15  14  14  19  15  14  16  19  21  15  15  21  12  15  17  17  
Probably yes 16  23  15  19  15  12  13  18  14  17  22  17  20  18  20  14  18  19  20  13  
Lean yes 4  4  6  3  4  4  6  4  4  2  4  7  4  4  10  5  3  5  4  5  
 
TOTAL NO 59  54  56  55  63  63  59  55  63  65  55  56  53  60  53  56  64  56  57  61  
Lean no 6  3  5  6  8  2  3  5  6  6  6  8  4  3  3  7  3  8  5  6  
Probably no 14  14  15  17  14  14  13  15  14  17  15  12  13  17  13  10  22  10  15  14  
Definitely no 39  37  37  32  41  47  44  35  43  42  34  36  36  40  38  39  39  38  37  41  
 
UNDECIDED 4  5  3  3  3  7  7  3  4  3  4  2  2  4  2  4  2  6  3  5  
DK/NA 4  5  3  3  3  7  7  3  4  3  4  2  2  4  2  4  2  6  3  5  



FAIRBANK, MASLIN, MAULLIN, METZ & ASSOCIATES 
2010 CITY OF SAN JOSÉ COMMUNITY BUDGET SURVEY - 320-422 - (JANUARY 13-21, 2010) 

51 

 
TABLE 9: Q8A.  Now I would like to ask you about three other measures that may appear on a future City of San José ballot.  Each measure would provide funding to 

protect and maintain essential City services such as police patrols, fire protection, 9-1-1 emergency response, street maintenance, pothole repair, parks and 
libraries, youth and senior recreation programs.  After I read each one, please tell me whether you would you vote yes to support it, or no to oppose it:  A 
measure to protect and maintain essential City services like police patrols, fire protection, street repair, parks and libraries by establishing a ten 
percent tax on parking facility rates in San José 

  
 
 LIKELY    
 VOTER PARTY BY AGE ETHNICITY BY AGE ETHNICITY BY GENDER 
 ----------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------------------- 
    DEM DEM REP REP DTS/O DTS/O WHITE WHITE LATNO LATNO ASIAN ASIAN WHITE WHITE LATNO LATNO ASIAN ASIAN  
 Total YES NO 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 721 181 210 197 69 115 120 70 189 254 115 63 108 59 213 248 90 96 88 85 
 
TOTAL YES 37% 38% 36% 44% 40% 27% 25% 43% 28% 40% 33% 52% 36% 40% 35% 37% 35% 53% 38% 45% 33% 
Definitely yes 17  18  13  24  19  5  11  20  8  17  13  27  20  17  19  13  16  24  24  20  15  
Probably yes 16  16  18  18  16  19  11  19  14  19  15  19  14  19  15  19  14  25  9  23  12  
Lean yes 4  4  5  3  5  3  2  4  6  4  6  5  3  5  1  5  5  4  5  2  6  
 
TOTAL NO 59  59  59  49  55  73  73  56  67  56  62  45  60  57  61  60  59  43  59  55  61  
Lean no 6  6  6  4  5  5  8  9  4  3  6  5  3  6  8  5  5  5  6  4  9  
Probably no 14  15  12  12  13  17  10  20  19  17  13  13  12  17  19  15  14  15  11  16  17  
Definitely no 39  38  42  33  37  51  54  28  44  36  43  28  44  35  35  39  40  24  42  34  35  
 
UNDECIDED 4  3  6  7  5  0  3  1  5  4  5  3  4  3  3  4  6  4  3  0  6  
DK/NA 4  3  6  7  5  0  3  1  5  4  5  3  4  3  3  4  6  4  3  0  6  
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TABLE 10: Q8B.  Now I would like to ask you about three other measures that may appear on a future City of San José ballot.  Each measure would provide funding to 

protect and maintain essential City services such as police patrols, fire protection, 9-1-1 emergency response, street maintenance, pothole repair, parks and 
libraries, youth and senior recreation programs.  After I read each one, please tell me whether you would you vote yes to support it, or no to oppose it:  A 
measure to protect and maintain essential City services like police patrols, fire protection, street repair, parks and libraries by increasing and 
modernizing the tax that businesses pay and regularly adjusting the tax for inflation 

  
 
  Q5/Q6 COMB 1/4 Q7 SALES TAX SUPPORT GIVEN  
 Q5 INITIAL 1/2 CENT SALES TAX VOTE CENT SALES TX VTE EMPLOYEE COMPENSATION CUTS PARTY BY GENDER 
 ----------------------------------------- ----------------- ----------------------------- ----------------------------------- 
  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  M-MRE SW-MR TOTAL TOTAL NO DF DEM DEM REP REP DTS/O DTS/O  
 Total YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD LIKLY LIKLY M-LKY L-LKY DK/NA MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 241 217 129 273 458 402 42 507 370 25 284 169 453 191 259 173 245 101 93 118 82 
 
TOTAL YES 44% 65% 60% 37% 19% 63% 25% 32% 61% 22% 41% 62% 49% 58% 27% 34% 57% 52% 19% 37% 34% 42% 
Definitely yes 22  46  19  13  10  33  11  13  32  9  18  40  17  32  14  13  32  26  8  12  13  20  
Probably yes 17  16  32  16  6  23  9  10  23  9  11  17  24  20  10  16  17  20  7  18  20  13  
Lean yes 5  3  9  8  3  6  4  10  6  4  12  5  9  6  4  5  8  5  3  6  1  9  
 
TOTAL NO 47  28  28  58  77  28  71  27  29  74  30  31  42  35  66  54  33  35  78  58  62  51  
Lean no 6  5  8  10  3  6  5  7  6  5  15  5  9  6  9  3  4  6  9  9  5  4  
Probably no 11  7  11  22  12  9  15  4  9  16  3  9  17  12  13  10  6  9  17  9  22  12  
Definitely no 30  16  10  26  62  13  50  16  14  52  12  17  17  17  43  42  23  20  53  40  34  35  
 
UNDECIDED 9  8  11  5  4  9  4  41  11  4  29  7  8  7  7  12  10  13  3  6  4  7  
DK/NA 9  8  11  5  4  9  4  41  11  4  29  7  8  7  7  12  10  13  3  6  4  7  
 
 Q18 1/2 CNT SALES Q20 FINAL 1/2 CNT   
 TX VOTE AFTER POS SALES TAX VOTE Q8A INITIAL PARKING TAX VOTE GENDER BY AGE 
 ----------------- ----------------- ------------------------------------------ ----------------------- 
  TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  MEN MEN WOMEN WOMEN  
 Total YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 497 384 21 470 410 22 153 183 180 351 336 532 34 231 187 225 219 
 
TOTAL YES 44% 62% 23% 37% 61% 26% 32% 66% 59% 40% 31% 62% 34% 33% 49% 33% 48% 45% 
Definitely yes 22  32  10  15  31  13  6  57  19  9  18  36  15  6  27  17  22  21  
Probably yes 17  24  7  14  24  8  20  7  31  23  10  20  14  20  17  11  20  17  
Lean yes 5  5  5  9  6  5  6  2  10  8  3  6  5  7  5  5  6  7  
 
TOTAL NO 47  28  73  34  29  69  24  29  34  51  61  32  58  29  45  61  40  46  
Lean no 6  5  7  5  6  6  2  4  7  13  2  6  6  12  6  5  7  6  
Probably no 11  9  15  13  9  14  14  7  12  29  4  9  13  11  13  14  10  9  
Definitely no 30  14  51  15  14  48  8  18  15  9  55  17  39  6  26  42  23  31  
 
UNDECIDED 9  11  5  29  10  6  44  4  7  9  8  6  8  38  6  6  13  10  
DK/NA 9  11  5  29  10  6  44  4  7  9  8  6  8  38  6  6  13  10  
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TABLE 10: Q8B.  Now I would like to ask you about three other measures that may appear on a future City of San José ballot.  Each measure would provide funding to 

protect and maintain essential City services such as police patrols, fire protection, 9-1-1 emergency response, street maintenance, pothole repair, parks 
and libraries, youth and senior recreation programs.  After I read each one, please tell me whether you would you vote yes to support it, or no to oppose 
it:  A measure to protect and maintain essential City services like police patrols, fire protection, street repair, parks and libraries by increasing and 
modernizing the tax that businesses pay and regularly adjusting the tax for inflation 

  
 
  Q22 BUSINESS TAX   
 Q8B INITIAL BUSINESS TAX VOTE AFTER POSITIVES Q9 CARD ROOM PROPOSAL SAMPLE/PHONE TYPE 
 ----------------------------------------- ----------------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------------- 
  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  STR SMWT STR TOTAL TOTAL  VOTER RDD CELL RDD RDD  
 Total YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD SUPPT SUPPT OPPOS SUPPT OPPOS UNDCD LIST SAMP SAMP CELL LAND  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 203 197 157 267 400 424 78 431 434 38 349 187 229 536 306 60 452 393 57 102 348 
 
TOTAL YES 44% 100% 100% 0% 0% 100% 0% 0% 72% 19% 27% 47% 53% 32% 49% 35% 50% 41% 50% 36% 37% 51% 
Definitely yes 22  100  0  0  0  51  0  0  37  9  7  29  17  22  25  21  10  20  26  19  20  27  
Probably yes 17  0  76  0  0  37  0  0  27  6  15  14  28  7  19  10  32  15  19  14  14  19  
Lean yes 5  0  24  0  0  12  0  0  7  3  5  4  9  3  6  4  8  6  5  3  3  6  
 
TOTAL NO 47  0  0  100  100  0  100  0  21  74  24  41  39  65  40  61  36  51  42  50  49  41  
Lean no 6  0  0  34  0  0  13  0  5  7  2  4  10  5  6  6  4  6  6  2  7  5  
Probably no 11  0  0  66  0  0  24  0  6  17  15  12  9  8  11  13  10  14  9  8  9  9  
Definitely no 30  0  0  0  100  0  63  0  10  51  8  25  21  51  23  42  21  31  26  39  33  27  
 
UNDECIDED 9  0  0  0  0  0  0  100  7  7  49  12  7  3  10  4  15  8  8  14  14  7  
DK/NA 9  0  0  0  0  0  0  100  7  7  49  12  7  3  10  4  15  8  8  14  14  7  
 
  Q21 WASTE DISPSAL Q10 CITY BUDGET  
 Q8C INITIAL WASTE DISPOSAL TAX TX AFTR POS & NEG 12 MONTHS FROM PARTY (COMBINED) 
 ----------------------------------------- ----------------- ----------------------------- ----------------- 
  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  SMWT MUCH TOTAL TOTAL NO DF     
 Total YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD WORSE WORSE WORSE BETTR DK/NA DEM REP DTS/O  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 205 204 148 291 409 439 54 429 450 24 131 83 214 196 56 417 195 201 
 
TOTAL YES 44% 70% 67% 30% 21% 68% 24% 28% 65% 24% 43% 39% 38% 39% 49% 47% 54% 27% 37% 
Definitely yes 22  53  16  11  13  34  12  15  33  13  21  13  25  17  30  17  29  10  16  
Probably yes 17  17  38  15  4  27  8  7  26  7  19  19  10  15  16  23  19  13  17  
Lean yes 5  0  13  4  4  7  4  6  6  4  3  8  4  6  4  7  7  5  4  
 
TOTAL NO 47  24  27  60  72  26  68  39  28  66  28  44  55  48  44  39  34  68  57  
Lean no 6  3  8  7  4  6  5  18  6  6  13  6  1  4  6  4  5  9  5  
Probably no 11  6  10  34  4  8  14  14  9  15  2  11  13  12  10  10  8  13  18  
Definitely no 30  15  9  19  64  12  49  7  14  46  13  28  41  33  28  26  22  46  35  
 
UNDECIDED 9  6  6  10  7  6  8  34  7  9  29  17  7  13  6  14  12  4  6  
DK/NA 9  6  6  10  7  6  8  34  7  9  29  17  7  13  6  14  12  4  6  
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TABLE 10: Q8B.  Now I would like to ask you about three other measures that may appear on a future City of San José ballot.  Each measure would provide funding to 

protect and maintain essential City services such as police patrols, fire protection, 9-1-1 emergency response, street maintenance, pothole repair, parks 
and libraries, youth and senior recreation programs.  After I read each one, please tell me whether you would you vote yes to support it, or no to oppose 
it:  A measure to protect and maintain essential City services like police patrols, fire protection, street repair, parks and libraries by increasing and 
modernizing the tax that businesses pay and regularly adjusting the tax for inflation 

  
 
 Q11 FEELINGS ABOUT Q15 FIRST CHOICE Q16 RDC SRV  
 THE CITY BUDGET PRT/BDGT SHRTFLL /RAISG REV CITY COUNCIL DISTRICT 
 ----------------------------- ------------------ ----------- ----------------------------------------------------------- 
  SMWT VERY TOTAL TOTAL NTRL/ REDCE REDCE RAISE REDCE RAISE            
 Total NEG NEG NEG POS DK/NA COMP SRVCS RVNUE SRVCS RVNUE 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 113 91 204 107 125 368 185 228 408 344 63 99 60 70 41 95 61 95 106 100 
 
TOTAL YES 44% 52% 31% 43% 52% 41% 35% 42% 60% 38% 56% 53% 49% 39% 53% 49% 41% 66% 36% 45% 33% 
Definitely yes 22  22  20  21  29  19  16  23  34  18  30  28  32  14  21  22  22  41  17  22  14  
Probably yes 17  21  9  15  18  18  14  13  23  14  21  18  13  15  24  21  16  22  11  20  13  
Lean yes 5  10  2  6  5  4  5  6  3  5  5  7  4  10  8  7  3  3  8  4  6  
 
TOTAL NO 47  43  68  54  45  43  58  50  30  58  33  41  41  37  40  49  48  30  61  47  61  
Lean no 6  9  8  9  7  4  6  8  5  6  5  5  2  5  9  0  7  2  2  10  4  
Probably no 11  12  12  12  15  11  12  15  8  12  10  13  10  21  9  20  13  2  14  11  12  
Definitely no 30  22  48  34  23  27  40  27  16  40  17  23  29  11  22  30  29  27  46  26  46  
 
UNDECIDED 9  5  1  3  3  16  7  8  10  4  12  6  10  24  7  2  11  4  3  7  6  
DK/NA 9  5  1  3  3  16  7  8  10  4  12  6  10  24  7  2  11  4  3  7  6  
 
 VOTER SALES TAX TARGETS BUSINESS TAX TARGETS WASTE DISPOSAL TARGETS 
 ----------- ----------------------------------------- ----------------------------- ----------------------------- 
   NON- CONS CONS  POS NEG COST COMP CONS CONS  POS NEG CONS CONS  POS NEG  
 Total VOTER VOTER YES NO SWING MOVER MOVER P-MVR P-MVR YES NO SWING MOVER MOVER YES NO SWING MOVER MOVER  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 833 69 378 320 204 88 75 61 136 308 322 272 123 112 310 336 256 118 113 
 
TOTAL YES 44% 44% 52% 66% 20% 43% 45% 48% 42% 36% 100% 0% 34% 0% 74% 72% 16% 48% 48% 49% 
Definitely yes 22  21  37  35  9  20  19  26  21  20  52  0  16  0  36  35  7  28  28  29  
Probably yes 17  17  11  25  6  16  20  13  17  10  38  0  12  0  25  31  6  14  14  12  
Lean yes 5  6  4  6  4  7  6  9  5  6  10  0  6  0  13  7  3  7  6  8  
 
TOTAL NO 47  48  39  26  76  39  37  39  35  54  0  100  37  75  0  24  77  36  38  36  
Lean no 6  6  6  6  6  7  3  8  3  8  0  9  9  19  0  6  5  7  5  8  
Probably no 11  11  11  9  15  10  10  9  8  17  0  22  12  21  0  7  15  13  14  15  
Definitely no 30  30  22  12  55  23  24  22  23  29  0  68  17  36  0  11  57  16  19  13  
 
UNDECIDED 9  9  9  8  4  18  19  13  23  11  0  0  29  25  26  4  7  16  14  15  
DK/NA 9  9  9  8  4  18  19  13  23  11  0  0  29  25  26  4  7  16  14  15  
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TABLE 10: Q8B.  Now I would like to ask you about three other measures that may appear on a future City of San José ballot.  Each measure would provide funding to 

protect and maintain essential City services such as police patrols, fire protection, 9-1-1 emergency response, street maintenance, pothole repair, parks 
and libraries, youth and senior recreation programs.  After I read each one, please tell me whether you would you vote yes to support it, or no to oppose 
it:  A measure to protect and maintain essential City services like police patrols, fire protection, street repair, parks and libraries by increasing and 
modernizing the tax that businesses pay and regularly adjusting the tax for inflation 

  
 
  Q24 TYPE OF Q25 Q26 KIDS   
 Q23 YEARS IN SAN JOSE RESIDENCE RESIDENCE AT HOME Q27 EDUCATION Q28 ETHNICITY 
 ----------------------------- ----------- ----------- ----------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------- 
       DETCH MULTI     HS OR SOME COLL POST NON-   NON-    
 Total 0-10 11-20 21-30 31-40 41+ HOUSE UNIT OWN RENT YES NO LESS COLL GRAD GRAD COLL COLL+ WHITE WHITE LATNO ASIAN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 184 210 191 161 151 703 164 672 219 362 533 185 220 351 127 404 477 461 418 187 173 
 
TOTAL YES 44% 49% 45% 41% 45% 40% 42% 54% 41% 55% 46% 43% 51% 46% 37% 54% 48% 42% 40% 50% 61% 44% 
Definitely yes 22  28  21  20  19  25  21  27  20  31  22  23  25  25  20  25  25  21  19  27  36  20  
Probably yes 17  19  19  16  17  9  16  19  16  17  19  15  18  15  14  21  17  16  15  18  18  20  
Lean yes 5  2  5  6  9  5  5  8  5  7  5  6  8  5  3  8  6  5  5  6  7  4  
 
TOTAL NO 47  37  47  50  50  51  49  38  51  35  46  48  41  45  56  39  43  51  49  44  33  50  
Lean no 6  3  12  3  6  4  7  4  7  3  7  5  6  5  8  1  5  6  7  5  2  8  
Probably no 11  13  10  16  9  10  12  7  13  8  12  11  8  9  15  11  9  14  12  11  9  14  
Definitely no 30  22  25  31  34  38  31  26  31  24  27  31  27  31  32  27  29  31  31  27  22  28  
 
UNDECIDED 9  13  7  9  5  9  9  8  8  10  8  9  9  9  7  7  9  7  11  6  5  6  
DK/NA 9  13  7  9  5  9  9  8  8  10  8  9  9  9  7  7  9  7  11  6  5  6  
 
   Q31 REGSTRD Q33 VOTE  
 Q29 AGE Q30 INCOME TO VOTE PROPENSITY GENDER 
 ----------------------------------------------- ----------------------- ----------- ----------------- ----------- 
          $0- $30K- $60K- $100K    ALMST     
 Total 18-29 30-39 40-49 50-64 65-74 75+ 18-49 50+ $30K $60K $100K + YES NO ALWYS ALL MOST MEN WOMEN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 104 153 198 257 87 62 455 406 160 160 196 148 381 65 390 277 108 433 469 
 
TOTAL YES 44% 52% 51% 44% 42% 42% 26% 48% 40% 48% 44% 43% 50% 48% 54% 39% 46% 50% 42% 46% 
Definitely yes 22  31  26  20  22  18  12  25  19  26  20  23  29  23  39  22  15  32  22  23  
Probably yes 17  15  23  18  13  20  9  19  14  17  19  16  16  19  11  12  24  14  15  18  
Lean yes 5  6  3  6  7  4  5  5  6  6  4  4  5  5  4  5  6  5  5  6  
 
TOTAL NO 47  29  44  48  51  50  62  42  53  45  44  48  44  43  37  51  49  39  52  43  
Lean no 6  3  8  7  6  4  4  6  5  3  9  9  3  6  6  6  7  6  5  7  
Probably no 11  10  8  15  10  13  12  11  11  9  17  10  11  9  12  10  16  9  14  9  
Definitely no 30  16  27  27  35  32  46  24  36  32  18  29  30  29  19  36  27  24  33  27  
 
UNDECIDED 9  19  5  7  7  8  12  9  8  7  12  9  6  9  9  10  5  11  6  11  
DK/NA 9  19  5  7  7  8  12  9  8  7  12  9  6  9  9  10  5  11  6  11  
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TABLE 10: Q8B.  Now I would like to ask you about three other measures that may appear on a future City of San José ballot.  Each measure would provide funding to 

protect and maintain essential City services such as police patrols, fire protection, 9-1-1 emergency response, street maintenance, pothole repair, parks 
and libraries, youth and senior recreation programs.  After I read each one, please tell me whether you would you vote yes to support it, or no to oppose 
it:  A measure to protect and maintain essential City services like police patrols, fire protection, street repair, parks and libraries by increasing and 
modernizing the tax that businesses pay and regularly adjusting the tax for inflation 

  
 
 LIKELY    
 VOTER PARTY BY AGE ETHNICITY BY AGE ETHNICITY BY GENDER 
 ----------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------------------- 
    DEM DEM REP REP DTS/O DTS/O WHITE WHITE LATNO LATNO ASIAN ASIAN WHITE WHITE LATNO LATNO ASIAN ASIAN  
 Total YES NO 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 721 181 210 197 69 115 120 70 189 254 115 63 108 59 213 248 90 96 88 85 
 
TOTAL YES 44% 43% 51% 58% 48% 26% 28% 40% 33% 39% 40% 69% 52% 47% 37% 35% 44% 64% 59% 48% 41% 
Definitely yes 22  20  32  29  26  6  11  18  13  17  19  40  32  22  12  16  22  39  34  27  13  
Probably yes 17  17  15  21  17  18  10  18  14  18  14  22  12  22  19  14  17  19  18  17  24  
Lean yes 5  6  3  8  5  2  7  3  6  4  6  7  7  3  6  5  5  6  7  4  4  
 
TOTAL NO 47  50  37  30  40  68  69  55  63  46  52  28  41  48  55  58  42  33  34  48  52  
Lean no 6  6  5  6  4  11  8  5  5  6  6  3  2  9  5  8  6  0  5  3  12  
Probably no 11  12  8  7  8  14  11  18  17  13  11  8  8  13  14  14  10  16  3  16  11  
Definitely no 30  31  24  17  28  43  50  32  40  27  35  17  30  25  35  37  26  17  26  29  28  
 
UNDECIDED 9  8  12  12  12  6  3  5  5  14  8  4  8  5  7  7  14  3  8  5  7  
DK/NA 9  8  12  12  12  6  3  5  5  14  8  4  8  5  7  7  14  3  8  5  7  
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TABLE 11: Q8C.  Now I would like to ask you about three other measures that may appear on a future City of San José ballot.  Each measure would provide funding to 

protect and maintain essential City services such as police patrols, fire protection, 9-1-1 emergency response, street maintenance, pothole repair, parks and 
libraries, youth and senior recreation programs.  After I read each one, please tell me whether you would you vote yes to support it, or no to oppose it:  A 
measure to protect and maintain essential City services like police patrols, fire protection, street repair, parks and libraries by increasing the tax, paid 
by waste disposal companies, on waste they dump at waste disposal facilities from 13 dollars per ton to seventeen dollars and fifty cents per ton and 
regularly adjusting the tax for inflation 

  
 
  Q5/Q6 COMB 1/4 Q7 SALES TAX SUPPORT GIVEN  
 Q5 INITIAL 1/2 CENT SALES TAX VOTE CENT SALES TX VTE EMPLOYEE COMPENSATION CUTS PARTY BY GENDER 
 ----------------------------------------- ----------------- ----------------------------- ----------------------------------- 
  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  M-MRE SW-MR TOTAL TOTAL NO DF DEM DEM REP REP DTS/O DTS/O  
 Total YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD LIKLY LIKLY M-LKY L-LKY DK/NA MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 241 217 129 273 458 402 42 507 370 25 284 169 453 191 259 173 245 101 93 118 82 
 
TOTAL YES 45% 63% 57% 47% 20% 60% 29% 43% 60% 25% 39% 57% 52% 55% 36% 35% 52% 46% 27% 33% 45% 56% 
Definitely yes 23  44  17  16  12  31  13  24  32  11  7  35  15  27  19  17  28  26  11  12  21  24  
Probably yes 16  15  29  20  6  22  10  6  21  10  3  18  26  21  12  10  18  13  9  13  21  20  
Lean yes 7  4  10  11  2  7  5  14  7  5  29  4  10  6  5  8  6  6  8  8  4  12  
 
TOTAL NO 49  32  32  50  78  32  69  33  32  72  33  38  39  38  58  60  40  46  70  63  50  39  
Lean no 5  3  8  4  5  5  5  4  5  5  11  4  9  6  4  4  5  3  5  9  7  5  
Probably no 11  8  11  24  9  10  14  5  10  14  6  8  14  10  11  13  7  11  11  15  15  11  
Definitely no 32  21  13  23  63  17  50  24  18  53  15  26  15  22  43  42  28  31  53  40  28  23  
 
UNDECIDED 6  5  11  2  2  8  2  24  7  3  29  5  9  6  6  6  8  8  3  4  4  5  
DK/NA 6  5  11  2  2  8  2  24  7  3  29  5  9  6  6  6  8  8  3  4  4  5  
 
 Q18 1/2 CNT SALES Q20 FINAL 1/2 CNT   
 TX VOTE AFTER POS SALES TAX VOTE Q8A INITIAL PARKING TAX VOTE GENDER BY AGE 
 ----------------- ----------------- ------------------------------------------ ----------------------- 
  TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  MEN MEN WOMEN WOMEN  
 Total YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 497 384 21 470 410 22 153 183 180 351 336 532 34 231 187 225 219 
 
TOTAL YES 45% 61% 25% 49% 62% 27% 40% 61% 64% 47% 28% 63% 35% 42% 55% 33% 51% 40% 
Definitely yes 23  32  11  15  32  13  6  50  18  16  17  33  17  17  29  16  29  16  
Probably yes 16  22  9  6  23  9  5  8  37  18  8  23  12  11  22  11  16  14  
Lean yes 7  7  5  27  7  5  29  4  9  13  2  7  6  13  4  6  6  10  
 
TOTAL NO 49  32  71  36  31  70  39  36  32  45  68  33  60  18  41  60  45  52  
Lean no 5  6  4  13  4  6  11  5  6  10  3  5  5  2  5  5  6  4  
Probably no 11  9  15  0  9  14  0  7  10  28  6  8  13  9  10  10  14  11  
Definitely no 32  17  53  23  17  50  28  24  16  7  59  20  42  8  26  44  25  37  
 
UNDECIDED 6  7  4  15  7  4  21  3  4  8  4  4  5  40  4  7  4  9  
DK/NA 6  7  4  15  7  4  21  3  4  8  4  4  5  40  4  7  4  9  
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TABLE 11: Q8C.  Now I would like to ask you about three other measures that may appear on a future City of San José ballot.  Each measure would provide funding to 

protect and maintain essential City services such as police patrols, fire protection, 9-1-1 emergency response, street maintenance, pothole repair, parks 
and libraries, youth and senior recreation programs.  After I read each one, please tell me whether you would you vote yes to support it, or no to oppose 
it:  A measure to protect and maintain essential City services like police patrols, fire protection, street repair, parks and libraries by increasing the 
tax, paid by waste disposal companies, on waste they dump at waste disposal facilities from 13 dollars per ton to seventeen dollars and fifty cents per ton 
and regularly adjusting the tax for inflation 

  
 
  Q22 BUSINESS TAX   
 Q8B INITIAL BUSINESS TAX VOTE AFTER POSITIVES Q9 CARD ROOM PROPOSAL SAMPLE/PHONE TYPE 
 ----------------------------------------- ----------------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------------- 
  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  STR SMWT STR TOTAL TOTAL  VOTER RDD CELL RDD RDD  
 Total YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD SUPPT SUPPT OPPOS SUPPT OPPOS UNDCD LIST SAMP SAMP CELL LAND  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 203 197 157 267 400 424 78 431 434 38 349 187 229 536 306 60 452 393 57 102 348 
 
TOTAL YES 45% 69% 70% 36% 18% 70% 25% 32% 66% 25% 41% 51% 53% 28% 52% 32% 53% 43% 49% 41% 43% 50% 
Definitely yes 23  53  18  12  11  36  12  16  33  13  13  31  11  21  24  20  23  21  26  16  21  25  
Probably yes 16  15  37  13  5  26  8  10  24  8  11  14  33  5  21  7  20  14  18  19  15  20  
Lean yes 7  1  16  11  2  8  5  6  9  4  16  6  9  2  7  5  10  8  5  6  7  5  
 
TOTAL NO 49  27  26  53  81  26  70  45  28  70  38  44  41  67  43  62  36  51  45  56  52  45  
Lean no 5  3  5  11  3  4  6  6  4  6  6  3  7  5  4  6  6  6  5  1  5  4  
Probably no 11  5  10  28  7  7  15  14  9  14  11  10  11  13  10  15  6  11  11  13  13  11  
Definitely no 32  19  12  14  70  15  50  25  16  50  21  31  23  49  28  41  24  34  29  42  34  30  
 
UNDECIDED 6  4  4  11  1  4  5  23  6  5  21  5  6  5  5  6  11  7  6  4  5  5  
DK/NA 6  4  4  11  1  4  5  23  6  5  21  5  6  5  5  6  11  7  6  4  5  5  
 
  Q21 WASTE DISPSAL Q10 CITY BUDGET  
 Q8C INITIAL WASTE DISPOSAL TAX TX AFTR POS & NEG 12 MONTHS FROM PARTY (COMBINED) 
 ----------------------------------------- ----------------- ----------------------------- ----------------- 
  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  SMWT MUCH TOTAL TOTAL NO DF     
 Total YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD WORSE WORSE WORSE BETTR DK/NA DEM REP DTS/O  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 205 204 148 291 409 439 54 429 450 24 131 83 214 196 56 417 195 201 
 
TOTAL YES 45% 100% 100% 0% 0% 100% 0% 0% 72% 20% 37% 42% 33% 39% 47% 41% 48% 30% 50% 
Definitely yes 23  100  0  0  0  50  0  0  36  11  15  16  17  16  26  20  27  11  22  
Probably yes 16  0  71  0  0  35  0  0  27  6  17  18  7  14  16  16  15  11  21  
Lean yes 7  0  29  0  0  15  0  0  10  3  5  8  8  8  6  6  6  8  7  
 
TOTAL NO 49  0  0  100  100  0  100  0  22  75  28  50  61  54  48  47  43  67  46  
Lean no 5  0  0  31  0  0  10  0  4  6  3  5  7  6  4  14  4  7  6  
Probably no 11  0  0  69  0  0  23  0  8  15  4  11  11  11  14  7  10  13  13  
Definitely no 32  0  0  0  100  0  66  0  11  53  20  34  43  37  30  26  30  47  26  
 
UNDECIDED 6  0  0  0  0  0  0  100  5  5  35  7  6  7  5  12  8  3  5  
DK/NA 6  0  0  0  0  0  0  100  5  5  35  7  6  7  5  12  8  3  5  
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TABLE 11: Q8C.  Now I would like to ask you about three other measures that may appear on a future City of San José ballot.  Each measure would provide funding to 

protect and maintain essential City services such as police patrols, fire protection, 9-1-1 emergency response, street maintenance, pothole repair, parks 
and libraries, youth and senior recreation programs.  After I read each one, please tell me whether you would you vote yes to support it, or no to oppose 
it:  A measure to protect and maintain essential City services like police patrols, fire protection, street repair, parks and libraries by increasing the 
tax, paid by waste disposal companies, on waste they dump at waste disposal facilities from 13 dollars per ton to seventeen dollars and fifty cents per ton 
and regularly adjusting the tax for inflation 

  
 
 Q11 FEELINGS ABOUT Q15 FIRST CHOICE Q16 RDC SRV  
 THE CITY BUDGET PRT/BDGT SHRTFLL /RAISG REV CITY COUNCIL DISTRICT 
 ----------------------------- ------------------ ----------- ----------------------------------------------------------- 
  SMWT VERY TOTAL TOTAL NTRL/ REDCE REDCE RAISE REDCE RAISE            
 Total NEG NEG NEG POS DK/NA COMP SRVCS RVNUE SRVCS RVNUE 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 113 91 204 107 125 368 185 228 408 344 63 99 60 70 41 95 61 95 106 100 
 
TOTAL YES 45% 48% 27% 39% 63% 51% 35% 43% 64% 39% 55% 54% 45% 55% 47% 44% 42% 58% 36% 44% 40% 
Definitely yes 23  28  13  21  26  30  16  17  40  18  31  19  25  32  23  16  26  44  15  17  20  
Probably yes 16  11  7  10  31  17  13  17  18  14  18  28  17  15  18  21  11  12  18  21  6  
Lean yes 7  9  7  8  6  4  6  8  6  7  6  6  4  8  7  7  5  2  3  6  14  
 
TOTAL NO 49  45  68  55  32  45  60  53  28  57  38  40  48  37  44  56  51  36  60  50  55  
Lean no 5  7  3  5  5  2  6  4  4  6  4  4  3  2  6  9  3  0  3  7  8  
Probably no 11  11  10  10  8  14  12  16  8  12  9  8  11  12  15  4  14  8  14  7  12  
Definitely no 32  27  55  40  19  30  42  34  16  39  25  29  34  23  23  43  34  29  44  35  35  
 
UNDECIDED 6  7  5  6  4  4  5  4  8  4  6  6  7  8  9  0  6  6  4  7  4  
DK/NA 6  7  5  6  4  4  5  4  8  4  6  6  7  8  9  0  6  6  4  7  4  
 
 VOTER SALES TAX TARGETS BUSINESS TAX TARGETS WASTE DISPOSAL TARGETS 
 ----------- ----------------------------------------- ----------------------------- ----------------------------- 
   NON- CONS CONS  POS NEG COST COMP CONS CONS  POS NEG CONS CONS  POS NEG  
 Total VOTER VOTER YES NO SWING MOVER MOVER P-MVR P-MVR YES NO SWING MOVER MOVER YES NO SWING MOVER MOVER  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 833 69 378 320 204 88 75 61 136 308 322 272 123 112 310 336 256 118 113 
 
TOTAL YES 45% 44% 57% 64% 23% 47% 54% 40% 60% 41% 75% 18% 44% 43% 46% 100% 0% 39% 0% 79% 
Definitely yes 23  22  32  33  10  24  29  24  36  21  38  8  23  20  29  49  0  20  0  42  
Probably yes 16  16  21  24  8  15  19  11  20  16  29  6  13  13  13  37  0  12  0  23  
Lean yes 7  7  4  7  5  8  6  6  5  5  8  4  8  10  4  14  0  7  0  14  
 
TOTAL NO 49  49  39  29  74  45  40  51  35  55  22  79  43  43  46  0  100  40  81  0  
Lean no 5  5  4  5  4  6  4  6  0  7  4  7  4  3  5  0  8  7  14  0  
Probably no 11  11  10  8  15  12  11  16  9  12  6  15  13  15  12  0  20  13  28  0  
Definitely no 32  33  24  15  55  28  25  29  26  36  12  57  26  25  29  0  71  20  39  0  
 
UNDECIDED 6  6  4  8  3  8  6  9  5  4  3  3  13  14  8  0  0  21  19  21  
DK/NA 6  6  4  8  3  8  6  9  5  4  3  3  13  14  8  0  0  21  19  21  
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TABLE 11: Q8C.  Now I would like to ask you about three other measures that may appear on a future City of San José ballot.  Each measure would provide funding to 

protect and maintain essential City services such as police patrols, fire protection, 9-1-1 emergency response, street maintenance, pothole repair, parks 
and libraries, youth and senior recreation programs.  After I read each one, please tell me whether you would you vote yes to support it, or no to oppose 
it:  A measure to protect and maintain essential City services like police patrols, fire protection, street repair, parks and libraries by increasing the 
tax, paid by waste disposal companies, on waste they dump at waste disposal facilities from 13 dollars per ton to seventeen dollars and fifty cents per ton 
and regularly adjusting the tax for inflation 

  
 
  Q24 TYPE OF Q25 Q26 KIDS   
 Q23 YEARS IN SAN JOSE RESIDENCE RESIDENCE AT HOME Q27 EDUCATION Q28 ETHNICITY 
 ----------------------------- ----------- ----------- ----------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------- 
       DETCH MULTI     HS OR SOME COLL POST NON-   NON-    
 Total 0-10 11-20 21-30 31-40 41+ HOUSE UNIT OWN RENT YES NO LESS COLL GRAD GRAD COLL COLL+ WHITE WHITE LATNO ASIAN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 184 210 191 161 151 703 164 672 219 362 533 185 220 351 127 404 477 461 418 187 173 
 
TOTAL YES 45% 59% 52% 39% 44% 29% 43% 55% 42% 56% 51% 41% 54% 44% 37% 56% 49% 42% 41% 51% 54% 51% 
Definitely yes 23  35  22  21  17  17  22  27  20  31  27  20  26  21  20  25  23  21  19  28  29  28  
Probably yes 16  17  22  14  16  7  15  22  14  21  18  15  19  18  12  18  19  14  15  17  20  15  
Lean yes 7  6  8  3  11  5  7  7  7  4  7  6  9  6  4  13  7  6  7  6  5  9  
 
TOTAL NO 49  36  45  52  50  65  51  38  52  39  45  51  42  51  56  38  47  51  51  44  41  45  
Lean no 5  3  9  4  3  6  5  4  5  5  6  5  4  5  6  6  4  6  6  4  2  5  
Probably no 11  10  10  15  10  11  13  5  13  7  13  11  11  11  15  2  11  12  13  10  9  14  
Definitely no 32  23  26  32  37  48  33  29  34  27  27  36  27  35  35  30  31  34  33  30  30  26  
 
UNDECIDED 6  5  3  10  6  6  6  6  7  5  4  8  4  5  8  5  4  7  7  5  5  4  
DK/NA 6  5  3  10  6  6  6  6  7  5  4  8  4  5  8  5  4  7  7  5  5  4  
 
   Q31 REGSTRD Q33 VOTE  
 Q29 AGE Q30 INCOME TO VOTE PROPENSITY GENDER 
 ----------------------------------------------- ----------------------- ----------- ----------------- ----------- 
          $0- $30K- $60K- $100K    ALMST     
 Total 18-29 30-39 40-49 50-64 65-74 75+ 18-49 50+ $30K $60K $100K + YES NO ALWYS ALL MOST MEN WOMEN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 104 153 198 257 87 62 455 406 160 160 196 148 381 65 390 277 108 433 469 
 
TOTAL YES 45% 74% 49% 45% 41% 33% 23% 53% 37% 48% 50% 45% 51% 47% 59% 43% 41% 51% 46% 45% 
Definitely yes 23  43  27  23  19  15  7  29  16  23  28  23  31  23  34  22  20  28  23  23  
Probably yes 16  27  15  17  13  13  11  19  12  20  15  17  13  18  21  13  15  18  17  15  
Lean yes 7  4  6  5  10  5  6  5  8  5  6  5  6  6  4  8  7  5  6  8  
 
TOTAL NO 49  24  48  49  51  59  71  43  55  49  45  50  42  48  36  50  54  39  49  48  
Lean no 5  0  5  9  4  4  10  6  5  5  4  5  3  4  5  7  4  3  5  5  
Probably no 11  10  11  14  10  11  10  12  11  6  18  13  13  12  11  8  17  10  10  12  
Definitely no 32  14  32  26  37  44  51  25  40  38  23  32  27  32  21  36  33  26  34  31  
 
UNDECIDED 6  2  3  6  8  8  6  4  8  3  6  5  7  6  4  7  4  10  5  7  
DK/NA 6  2  3  6  8  8  6  4  8  3  6  5  7  6  4  7  4  10  5  7  
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TABLE 11: Q8C.  Now I would like to ask you about three other measures that may appear on a future City of San José ballot.  Each measure would provide funding to 

protect and maintain essential City services such as police patrols, fire protection, 9-1-1 emergency response, street maintenance, pothole repair, parks 
and libraries, youth and senior recreation programs.  After I read each one, please tell me whether you would you vote yes to support it, or no to oppose 
it:  A measure to protect and maintain essential City services like police patrols, fire protection, street repair, parks and libraries by increasing the 
tax, paid by waste disposal companies, on waste they dump at waste disposal facilities from 13 dollars per ton to seventeen dollars and fifty cents per ton 
and regularly adjusting the tax for inflation 

  
 
 LIKELY    
 VOTER PARTY BY AGE ETHNICITY BY AGE ETHNICITY BY GENDER 
 ----------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------------------- 
    DEM DEM REP REP DTS/O DTS/O WHITE WHITE LATNO LATNO ASIAN ASIAN WHITE WHITE LATNO LATNO ASIAN ASIAN  
 Total YES NO 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 721 181 210 197 69 115 120 70 189 254 115 63 108 59 213 248 90 96 88 85 
 
TOTAL YES 45% 44% 52% 56% 39% 32% 28% 54% 42% 46% 38% 62% 38% 62% 33% 38% 45% 63% 46% 53% 50% 
Definitely yes 23  22  25  35  18  10  13  24  16  24  15  36  17  32  17  15  22  31  27  33  22  
Probably yes 16  14  23  16  14  17  7  23  16  17  14  23  14  20  6  16  15  27  13  12  17  
Lean yes 7  7  4  5  7  5  8  6  9  6  9  3  7  9  9  6  8  5  5  8  10  
 
TOTAL NO 49  51  41  38  50  66  69  44  49  49  54  35  53  36  61  57  47  31  50  46  44  
Lean no 5  5  4  4  4  6  6  9  3  6  6  4  0  6  4  6  6  3  2  7  4  
Probably no 11  11  11  11  8  16  12  13  12  18  9  7  11  12  17  12  13  9  8  10  17  
Definitely no 32  34  27  23  38  43  50  22  35  25  39  25  42  18  40  39  28  20  40  29  23  
 
UNDECIDED 6  6  7  6  10  2  3  2  9  5  8  3  9  2  7  6  8  6  4  1  6  
DK/NA 6  6  7  6  10  2  3  2  9  5  8  3  9  2  7  6  8  6  4  1  6  
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TABLE 12: Q9C.  (SPLIT C)I would like to ask you about a proposal the Mayor and City Council may consider.  This proposal would raise funds and help prevent cuts in 

City services like police, fire, street repair, parks and libraries by increasing the number of tables that card rooms are allowed to operate in the City.  
Does this sound like something you would support or oppose? 

  
 
  Q5/Q6 COMB 1/4 Q7 SALES TAX SUPPORT GIVEN  
 Q5 INITIAL 1/2 CENT SALES TAX VOTE CENT SALES TX VTE EMPLOYEE COMPENSATION CUTS PARTY BY GENDER 
 ----------------------------------------- ----------------- ----------------------------- ----------------------------------- 
  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  M-MRE SW-MR TOTAL TOTAL NO DF DEM DEM REP REP DTS/O DTS/O  
 Total YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD LIKLY LIKLY M-LKY L-LKY DK/NA MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 438 117 101 55 140 219 194 25 245 182 11 134 79 214 95 129 83 119 49 49 61 34 
 
TOTAL SUPPORT 55% 55% 59% 59% 48% 57% 51% 67% 59% 49% 64% 65% 61% 63% 50% 44% 56% 60% 44% 42% 59% 56% 
Strongly support 32  40  33  20  28  37  26  40  39  23  9  47  22  38  30  24  35  39  20  14  34  35  
Somewhat support 23  15  27  39  20  20  25  27  20  25  55  18  39  26  21  20  20  22  24  29  25  21  
 
TOTAL OPPOSE 38  38  30  38  46  34  43  27  33  45  26  29  29  29  43  49  35  32  52  52  32  34  
Somewhat oppose 10  7  15  11  8  11  9  7  10  10  17  6  15  9  2  17  15  7  19  7  5  9  
Strongly oppose 28  31  14  27  37  23  34  20  23  36  10  23  15  20  41  32  20  25  33  45  27  24  
 
UNDECIDED 7  7  11  3  7  9  6  6  8  6  9  6  10  8  6  7  9  7  4  5  9  10  
DK/NA 7  7  11  3  7  9  6  6  8  6  9  6  10  8  6  7  9  7  4  5  9  10  
 
 Q18 1/2 CNT SALES Q20 FINAL 1/2 CNT   
 TX VOTE AFTER POS SALES TAX VOTE Q8A INITIAL PARKING TAX VOTE GENDER BY AGE 
 ----------------- ----------------- ------------------------------------------ ----------------------- 
  TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  MEN MEN WOMEN WOMEN  
 Total YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 438 233 194 11 225 201 11 71 90 91 173 161 264 13 117 87 104 110 
 
TOTAL SUPPORT 55% 59% 49% 55% 60% 49% 47% 62% 64% 49% 51% 63% 50% 48% 60% 57% 56% 50% 
Strongly support 32  36  27  25  36  28  17  46  24  25  36  34  32  4  32  37  34  29  
Somewhat support 23  23  22  30  24  21  30  16  40  24  15  29  18  44  28  20  22  21  
 
TOTAL OPPOSE 38  32  46  22  33  46  0  32  27  43  44  29  43  32  37  33  36  41  
Somewhat oppose 10  8  12  17  9  12  0  5  11  20  6  8  11  9  12  10  11  5  
Strongly oppose 28  24  34  5  24  34  0  27  17  23  37  21  32  23  25  23  25  36  
 
UNDECIDED 7  8  5  23  7  5  53  6  9  9  5  7  7  20  4  10  7  8  
DK/NA 7  8  5  23  7  5  53  6  9  9  5  7  7  20  4  10  7  8  
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TABLE 12: Q9C.  (SPLIT C)I would like to ask you about a proposal the Mayor and City Council may consider.  This proposal would raise funds and help prevent cuts in 

City services like police, fire, street repair, parks and libraries by increasing the number of tables that card rooms are allowed to operate in the City.  
Does this sound like something you would support or oppose? 

  
 
  Q22 BUSINESS TAX   
 Q8B INITIAL BUSINESS TAX VOTE AFTER POSITIVES Q9 CARD ROOM PROPOSAL SAMPLE/PHONE TYPE 
 ----------------------------------------- ----------------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------------- 
  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  STR SMWT STR TOTAL TOTAL  VOTER RDD CELL RDD RDD  
 Total YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD SUPPT SUPPT OPPOS SUPPT OPPOS UNDCD LIST SAMP SAMP CELL LAND  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 438 95 89 79 131 184 211 43 203 216 19 140 100 123 240 166 32 222 188 28 47 169 
 
TOTAL SUPPORT 55% 61% 57% 54% 45% 59% 48% 71% 62% 47% 70% 100% 100% 0% 100% 0% 0% 49% 59% 71% 56% 62% 
Strongly support 32  39  24  25  29  32  28  54  34  29  38  100  0  0  58  0  0  27  36  44  38  37  
Somewhat support 23  22  33  28  15  27  20  17  27  18  32  0  100  0  42  0  0  22  23  28  18  25  
 
TOTAL OPPOSE 38  35  29  42  51  32  47  17  30  47  17  0  0  100  0  100  0  45  32  22  34  30  
Somewhat oppose 10  7  15  17  5  11  9  7  8  13  0  0  0  0  0  26  0  11  8  11  13  7  
Strongly oppose 28  28  14  25  45  21  38  10  23  34  17  0  0  100  0  74  0  33  24  12  21  23  
 
UNDECIDED 7  4  14  5  5  9  5  12  8  6  13  0  0  0  0  0  100  6  9  6  10  8  
DK/NA 7  4  14  5  5  9  5  12  8  6  13  0  0  0  0  0  100  6  9  6  10  8  
 
  Q21 WASTE DISPSAL Q10 CITY BUDGET  
 Q8C INITIAL WASTE DISPOSAL TAX TX AFTR POS & NEG 12 MONTHS FROM PARTY (COMBINED) 
 ----------------------------------------- ----------------- ----------------------------- ----------------- 
  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  SMWT MUCH TOTAL TOTAL NO DF     
 Total YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD WORSE WORSE WORSE BETTR DK/NA DEM REP DTS/O  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 438 98 89 80 145 187 224 26 201 223 13 75 33 107 105 18 202 98 95 
 
TOTAL SUPPORT 55% 52% 65% 47% 56% 58% 53% 48% 62% 49% 48% 55% 40% 50% 67% 44% 59% 43% 58% 
Strongly support 32  43  15  22  40  30  33  36  30  34  26  21  32  24  43  28  37  17  35  
Somewhat support 23  9  50  26  16  29  19  12  32  15  23  34  9  26  24  15  21  27  23  
 
TOTAL OPPOSE 38  43  26  45  38  35  41  36  32  44  26  36  54  42  28  49  33  52  33  
Somewhat oppose 10  8  14  18  5  11  9  9  10  10  14  12  7  10  7  26  10  13  7  
Strongly oppose 28  35  12  28  34  24  32  27  22  35  12  25  46  31  20  23  23  39  26  
 
UNDECIDED 7  5  9  7  6  7  6  16  7  7  26  9  6  8  6  7  8  4  10  
DK/NA 7  5  9  7  6  7  6  16  7  7  26  9  6  8  6  7  8  4  10  
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TABLE 12: Q9C.  (SPLIT C)I would like to ask you about a proposal the Mayor and City Council may consider.  This proposal would raise funds and help prevent cuts in 

City services like police, fire, street repair, parks and libraries by increasing the number of tables that card rooms are allowed to operate in the City.  
Does this sound like something you would support or oppose? 

  
 
 Q11 FEELINGS ABOUT Q15 FIRST CHOICE Q16 RDC SRV  
 THE CITY BUDGET PRT/BDGT SHRTFLL /RAISG REV CITY COUNCIL DISTRICT 
 ----------------------------- ------------------ ----------- ----------------------------------------------------------- 
  SMWT VERY TOTAL TOTAL NTRL/ REDCE REDCE RAISE REDCE RAISE            
 Total NEG NEG NEG POS DK/NA COMP SRVCS RVNUE SRVCS RVNUE 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 438 53 41 94 48 65 189 99 106 204 173 29 48 34 32 18 40 34 48 53 51 
 
TOTAL SUPPORT 55% 46% 46% 46% 62% 53% 50% 66% 55% 55% 54% 54% 49% 89% 59% 46% 48% 61% 47% 51% 58% 
Strongly support 32  21  32  26  34  36  32  34  36  29  37  27  31  69  30  21  23  42  32  28  31  
Somewhat support 23  25  14  20  29  17  19  32  19  27  17  28  18  20  29  25  25  19  15  23  27  
 
TOTAL OPPOSE 38  42  42  42  37  40  41  29  37  38  38  32  43  9  39  47  45  33  46  41  39  
Somewhat oppose 10  16  3  10  8  10  10  7  9  9  10  7  8  2  16  14  9  12  5  15  13  
Strongly oppose 28  26  40  32  29  30  31  22  27  29  29  25  35  7  23  33  36  21  41  27  26  
 
UNDECIDED 7  12  12  12  1  6  8  6  9  7  8  14  8  2  2  7  7  6  7  8  3  
DK/NA 7  12  12  12  1  6  8  6  9  7  8  14  8  2  2  7  7  6  7  8  3  
 
 VOTER SALES TAX TARGETS BUSINESS TAX TARGETS WASTE DISPOSAL TARGETS 
 ----------- ----------------------------------------- ----------------------------- ----------------------------- 
   NON- CONS CONS  POS NEG COST COMP CONS CONS  POS NEG CONS CONS  POS NEG  
 Total VOTER VOTER YES NO SWING MOVER MOVER P-MVR P-MVR YES NO SWING MOVER MOVER YES NO SWING MOVER MOVER  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 438 405 33 175 158 105 42 38 31 69 141 156 141 62 60 136 167 135 66 56 
 
TOTAL SUPPORT 55% 54% 59% 59% 49% 58% 71% 48% 77% 70% 63% 45% 58% 60% 52% 60% 49% 57% 65% 49% 
Strongly support 32  32  34  37  25  33  37  34  57  41  33  26  38  38  38  27  34  34  35  34  
Somewhat support 23  23  25  21  23  25  34  14  20  29  30  19  20  22  14  33  15  23  30  15  
 
TOTAL OPPOSE 38  38  35  33  45  35  25  50  20  26  29  51  32  33  36  33  45  34  29  43  
Somewhat oppose 10  10  5  9  10  11  5  18  2  5  10  12  8  3  15  11  10  8  7  9  
Strongly oppose 28  28  29  24  36  24  19  32  18  21  19  39  25  30  21  22  35  26  22  34  
 
UNDECIDED 7  7  6  8  6  7  4  2  3  5  8  3  10  8  12  7  6  9  6  8  
DK/NA 7  7  6  8  6  7  4  2  3  5  8  3  10  8  12  7  6  9  6  8  
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TABLE 12: Q9C.  (SPLIT C)I would like to ask you about a proposal the Mayor and City Council may consider.  This proposal would raise funds and help prevent cuts in 

City services like police, fire, street repair, parks and libraries by increasing the number of tables that card rooms are allowed to operate in the City.  
Does this sound like something you would support or oppose? 

  
 
  Q24 TYPE OF Q25 Q26 KIDS   
 Q23 YEARS IN SAN JOSE RESIDENCE RESIDENCE AT HOME Q27 EDUCATION Q28 ETHNICITY 
 ----------------------------- ----------- ----------- ----------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------- 
       DETCH MULTI     HS OR SOME COLL POST NON-   NON-    
 Total 0-10 11-20 21-30 31-40 41+ HOUSE UNIT OWN RENT YES NO LESS COLL GRAD GRAD COLL COLL+ WHITE WHITE LATNO ASIAN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 438 95 105 86 78 74 339 91 324 111 178 257 87 106 172 59 193 232 223 205 87 90 
 
TOTAL SUPPORT 55% 51% 55% 59% 58% 51% 54% 58% 53% 62% 54% 55% 62% 56% 54% 41% 59% 51% 52% 57% 60% 52% 
Strongly support 32  26  29  38  38  30  31  35  30  39  36  29  34  35  28  26  35  28  29  36  44  26  
Somewhat support 23  25  26  21  20  20  23  23  23  23  18  26  28  21  26  15  24  23  23  22  16  25  
 
TOTAL OPPOSE 38  37  38  34  38  44  39  33  41  29  39  37  31  38  39  50  35  42  40  37  38  37  
Somewhat oppose 10  17  9  9  8  5  10  9  9  13  13  8  8  14  9  11  11  9  9  11  12  10  
Strongly oppose 28  20  29  25  29  39  29  24  32  16  26  30  22  24  30  39  24  33  31  26  27  27  
 
UNDECIDED 7  12  6  8  4  5  7  10  7  10  7  7  8  6  7  9  7  8  8  6  2  11  
DK/NA 7  12  6  8  4  5  7  10  7  10  7  7  8  6  7  9  7  8  8  6  2  11  
 
   Q31 REGSTRD Q33 VOTE  
 Q29 AGE Q30 INCOME TO VOTE PROPENSITY GENDER 
 ----------------------------------------------- ----------------------- ----------- ----------------- ----------- 
          $0- $30K- $60K- $100K    ALMST     
 Total 18-29 30-39 40-49 50-64 65-74 75+ 18-49 50+ $30K $60K $100K + YES NO ALWYS ALL MOST MEN WOMEN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 438 50 74 96 125 41 31 221 198 80 83 90 81 183 31 187 133 58 210 228 
 
TOTAL SUPPORT 55% 67% 53% 58% 58% 44% 48% 58% 53% 56% 66% 60% 52% 61% 63% 58% 50% 51% 57% 52% 
Strongly support 32  37  29  34  36  31  23  33  33  31  40  38  34  38  37  36  25  33  33  31  
Somewhat support 23  30  24  23  22  13  25  25  21  25  26  22  19  23  26  22  25  18  24  22  
 
TOTAL OPPOSE 38  30  41  37  34  47  39  37  37  41  30  32  42  30  31  36  42  40  35  40  
Somewhat oppose 10  7  15  11  6  9  10  11  7  12  11  6  6  9  6  7  14  13  12  8  
Strongly oppose 28  23  25  26  28  38  28  25  30  29  19  26  35  22  25  29  28  27  24  32  
 
UNDECIDED 7  3  7  6  8  8  14  5  9  2  4  8  6  9  6  6  8  8  7  7  
DK/NA 7  3  7  6  8  8  14  5  9  2  4  8  6  9  6  6  8  8  7  7  
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TABLE 12: Q9C.  (SPLIT C)I would like to ask you about a proposal the Mayor and City Council may consider.  This proposal would raise funds and help prevent cuts in 

City services like police, fire, street repair, parks and libraries by increasing the number of tables that card rooms are allowed to operate in the City.  
Does this sound like something you would support or oppose? 

  
 
 LIKELY    
 VOTER PARTY BY AGE ETHNICITY BY AGE ETHNICITY BY GENDER 
 ----------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------------------- 
    DEM DEM REP REP DTS/O DTS/O WHITE WHITE LATNO LATNO ASIAN ASIAN WHITE WHITE LATNO LATNO ASIAN ASIAN  
 Total YES NO 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 438 348 90 105 95 33 59 55 33 93 122 57 25 49 37 92 131 49 38 50 40 
 
TOTAL SUPPORT 55% 54% 58% 66% 51% 37% 46% 51% 76% 50% 53% 66% 57% 57% 48% 56% 50% 64% 54% 52% 51% 
Strongly support 32  31  34  41  33  11  22  27  51  26  31  48  40  20  36  30  28  45  42  26  26  
Somewhat support 23  23  24  25  18  26  24  24  24  23  22  18  17  38  11  26  22  19  13  26  25  
 
TOTAL OPPOSE 38  39  33  29  37  57  50  40  17  44  37  32  43  33  37  37  42  36  42  36  38  
Somewhat oppose 10  11  7  12  9  15  9  8  0  13  6  14  0  8  12  9  9  15  8  14  4  
Strongly oppose 28  29  26  17  29  41  41  32  17  31  31  18  43  26  25  28  32  21  34  22  34  
 
UNDECIDED 7  7  9  5  12  6  4  9  7  6  10  2  0  9  15  7  9  0  4  12  11  
DK/NA 7  7  9  5  12  6  4  9  7  6  10  2  0  9  15  7  9  0  4  12  11  
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TABLE 13: Q9D.  (SPLIT D) I would like to ask you about a proposal the Mayor and City Council may consider.  This proposal would raise funds and help prevent cuts in 

City services like police, fire, street repair, parks and libraries by increasing the tax on card room revenues in San Jose from 13 percent to 15 percent and 
increasing the number of tables that card rooms are allowed to operate in the City.  Does this sound like something you would support or oppose? 

  
 
  Q5/Q6 COMB 1/4 Q7 SALES TAX SUPPORT GIVEN  
 Q5 INITIAL 1/2 CENT SALES TAX VOTE CENT SALES TX VTE EMPLOYEE COMPENSATION CUTS PARTY BY GENDER 
 ----------------------------------------- ----------------- ----------------------------- ----------------------------------- 
  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  M-MRE SW-MR TOTAL TOTAL NO DF DEM DEM REP REP DTS/O DTS/O  
 Total YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD LIKLY LIKLY M-LKY L-LKY DK/NA MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 464 124 116 74 134 239 208 17 262 188 15 150 89 239 95 129 90 125 53 44 58 48 
 
TOTAL SUPPORT 64% 66% 76% 65% 50% 71% 56% 64% 70% 56% 59% 65% 79% 70% 48% 64% 66% 68% 48% 64% 52% 67% 
Strongly support 45  56  46  40  36  51  37  59  49  39  45  51  44  48  39  43  51  47  32  42  28  55  
Somewhat support 19  10  30  26  14  20  18  6  20  16  14  14  35  22  9  20  16  21  16  23  24  12  
 
TOTAL OPPOSE 30  31  14  27  46  23  39  26  23  40  30  29  19  26  42  30  30  25  51  28  36  28  
Somewhat oppose 7  7  6  18  2  7  8  11  7  7  13  6  5  6  9  9  7  6  5  10  12  9  
Strongly oppose 23  24  8  10  43  16  31  15  16  33  17  23  14  20  34  21  23  19  46  18  24  19  
 
UNDECIDED 6  3  10  7  4  6  5  9  7  4  11  6  2  4  10  6  3  7  1  7  12  5  
DK/NA 6  3  10  7  4  6  5  9  7  4  11  6  2  4  10  6  3  7  1  7  12  5  
 
 Q18 1/2 CNT SALES Q20 FINAL 1/2 CNT   
 TX VOTE AFTER POS SALES TAX VOTE Q8A INITIAL PARKING TAX VOTE GENDER BY AGE 
 ----------------- ----------------- ------------------------------------------ ----------------------- 
  TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  MEN MEN WOMEN WOMEN  
 Total YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 464 264 190 10 245 208 11 82 93 89 178 175 267 22 114 99 121 109 
 
TOTAL SUPPORT 64% 73% 52% 49% 73% 53% 67% 72% 84% 60% 50% 79% 53% 70% 64% 53% 70% 68% 
Strongly support 45  52  37  39  51  37  67  63  48  38  38  55  38  48  42  40  50  50  
Somewhat support 19  22  15  10  21  16  0  9  36  22  12  23  15  22  22  13  20  18  
 
TOTAL OPPOSE 30  20  44  36  21  42  21  26  6  34  43  16  40  25  30  43  22  27  
Somewhat oppose 7  7  9  0  6  9  0  6  3  16  5  5  9  9  7  8  4  8  
Strongly oppose 23  13  36  36  15  33  21  21  3  17  38  11  31  17  22  35  18  19  
 
UNDECIDED 6  7  4  15  6  6  12  1  9  6  6  6  6  5  6  4  8  4  
DK/NA 6  7  4  15  6  6  12  1  9  6  6  6  6  5  6  4  8  4  
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TABLE 13: Q9D.  (SPLIT D) I would like to ask you about a proposal the Mayor and City Council may consider.  This proposal would raise funds and help prevent cuts in 

City services like police, fire, street repair, parks and libraries by increasing the tax on card room revenues in San Jose from 13 percent to 15 percent 
and increasing the number of tables that card rooms are allowed to operate in the City.  Does this sound like something you would support or oppose? 

  
 
  Q22 BUSINESS TAX   
 Q8B INITIAL BUSINESS TAX VOTE AFTER POSITIVES Q9 CARD ROOM PROPOSAL SAMPLE/PHONE TYPE 
 ----------------------------------------- ----------------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------------- 
  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  STR SMWT STR TOTAL TOTAL  VOTER RDD CELL RDD RDD  
 Total YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD SUPPT SUPPT OPPOS SUPPT OPPOS UNDCD LIST SAMP SAMP CELL LAND  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 464 108 108 77 136 216 213 35 227 218 19 209 86 106 296 140 28 230 205 29 55 179 
 
TOTAL SUPPORT 64% 71% 74% 62% 49% 72% 54% 73% 76% 50% 71% 100% 100% 0% 100% 0% 0% 60% 66% 77% 69% 67% 
Strongly support 45  61  39  46  35  50  39  55  54  35  53  100  0  0  71  0  0  40  50  50  45  52  
Somewhat support 19  10  36  16  14  23  14  18  22  15  19  0  100  0  29  0  0  20  16  27  24  15  
 
TOTAL OPPOSE 30  28  15  32  47  21  41  17  16  46  14  0  0  100  0  100  0  35  26  19  24  26  
Somewhat oppose 7  5  6  16  5  6  9  8  5  9  8  0  0  0  0  24  0  9  6  0  2  6  
Strongly oppose 23  23  9  16  42  16  32  9  11  37  7  0  0  100  0  76  0  26  20  19  22  19  
 
UNDECIDED 6  2  11  6  5  6  5  10  7  4  14  0  0  0  0  0  100  5  7  5  6  7  
DK/NA 6  2  11  6  5  6  5  10  7  4  14  0  0  0  0  0  100  5  7  5  6  7  
 
  Q21 WASTE DISPSAL Q10 CITY BUDGET  
 Q8C INITIAL WASTE DISPOSAL TAX TX AFTR POS & NEG 12 MONTHS FROM PARTY (COMBINED) 
 ----------------------------------------- ----------------- ----------------------------- ----------------- 
  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  SMWT MUCH TOTAL TOTAL NO DF     
 Total YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD WORSE WORSE WORSE BETTR DK/NA DEM REP DTS/O  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 464 106 115 68 146 222 214 28 227 226 11 56 50 106 91 38 215 97 106 
 
TOTAL SUPPORT 64% 74% 79% 57% 49% 76% 51% 58% 75% 53% 55% 66% 43% 55% 70% 68% 68% 56% 59% 
Strongly support 45  63  50  39  35  56  36  29  54  36  48  52  29  41  53  34  49  37  41  
Somewhat support 19  11  29  18  14  21  15  29  22  16  7  14  14  14  16  34  19  19  19  
 
TOTAL OPPOSE 30  18  12  41  47  15  45  33  17  44  25  26  51  38  25  30  27  41  32  
Somewhat oppose 7  5  8  11  5  7  7  17  6  8  17  8  5  7  4  13  6  7  10  
Strongly oppose 23  14  4  30  43  9  39  16  11  36  8  18  45  31  21  18  21  33  22  
 
UNDECIDED 6  8  9  1  4  8  3  9  8  3  20  8  6  7  6  1  5  4  9  
DK/NA 6  8  9  1  4  8  3  9  8  3  20  8  6  7  6  1  5  4  9  
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TABLE 13: Q9D.  (SPLIT D) I would like to ask you about a proposal the Mayor and City Council may consider.  This proposal would raise funds and help prevent cuts in 

City services like police, fire, street repair, parks and libraries by increasing the tax on card room revenues in San Jose from 13 percent to 15 percent 
and increasing the number of tables that card rooms are allowed to operate in the City.  Does this sound like something you would support or oppose? 

  
 
 Q11 FEELINGS ABOUT Q15 FIRST CHOICE Q16 RDC SRV  
 THE CITY BUDGET PRT/BDGT SHRTFLL /RAISG REV CITY COUNCIL DISTRICT 
 ----------------------------- ------------------ ----------- ----------------------------------------------------------- 
  SMWT VERY TOTAL TOTAL NTRL/ REDCE REDCE RAISE REDCE RAISE            
 Total NEG NEG NEG POS DK/NA COMP SRVCS RVNUE SRVCS RVNUE 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 464 60 50 110 59 60 180 86 122 204 170 34 51 26 38 23 55 27 47 52 50 
 
TOTAL SUPPORT 64% 70% 40% 57% 80% 64% 61% 58% 69% 60% 70% 58% 54% 70% 49% 60% 73% 81% 63% 68% 57% 
Strongly support 45  42  31  37  56  51  42  40  53  42  50  43  33  48  38  46  53  50  42  37  51  
Somewhat support 19  28  9  19  25  13  20  18  17  18  20  14  21  22  11  14  20  31  21  30  6  
 
TOTAL OPPOSE 30  25  52  38  16  25  35  36  21  37  22  37  40  29  42  38  24  15  36  19  37  
Somewhat oppose 7  16  8  12  5  3  7  6  9  8  5  5  8  4  21  6  4  0  9  4  14  
Strongly oppose 23  9  44  25  11  22  28  30  12  28  18  31  32  24  21  32  20  15  27  15  23  
 
UNDECIDED 6  5  7  6  3  11  3  5  10  4  7  6  5  2  9  3  3  4  1  13  5  
DK/NA 6  5  7  6  3  11  3  5  10  4  7  6  5  2  9  3  3  4  1  13  5  
 
 VOTER SALES TAX TARGETS BUSINESS TAX TARGETS WASTE DISPOSAL TARGETS 
 ----------- ----------------------------------------- ----------------------------- ----------------------------- 
   NON- CONS CONS  POS NEG COST COMP CONS CONS  POS NEG CONS CONS  POS NEG  
 Total VOTER VOTER YES NO SWING MOVER MOVER P-MVR P-MVR YES NO SWING MOVER MOVER YES NO SWING MOVER MOVER  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 464 428 36 203 162 99 46 37 30 67 166 167 131 61 51 174 169 120 53 57 
 
TOTAL SUPPORT 64% 63% 71% 74% 54% 58% 67% 47% 62% 66% 77% 46% 70% 76% 62% 78% 47% 67% 67% 69% 
Strongly support 45  44  54  54  38  39  42  31  39  47  52  32  52  59  44  57  32  46  44  48  
Somewhat support 19  19  17  20  16  20  25  17  23  19  24  14  18  17  19  21  14  21  23  21  
 
TOTAL OPPOSE 30  31  22  19  43  33  23  47  27  31  16  49  25  17  38  13  50  28  30  27  
Somewhat oppose 7  7  6  5  7  12  13  19  10  7  5  9  9  8  10  5  6  12  9  15  
Strongly oppose 23  23  16  14  36  21  10  28  17  23  11  40  16  9  28  7  44  15  21  11  
 
UNDECIDED 6  6  7  7  4  8  10  6  11  3  7  5  5  7  0  10  3  5  3  4  
DK/NA 6  6  7  7  4  8  10  6  11  3  7  5  5  7  0  10  3  5  3  4  
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TABLE 13: Q9D.  (SPLIT D) I would like to ask you about a proposal the Mayor and City Council may consider.  This proposal would raise funds and help prevent cuts in 

City services like police, fire, street repair, parks and libraries by increasing the tax on card room revenues in San Jose from 13 percent to 15 percent 
and increasing the number of tables that card rooms are allowed to operate in the City.  Does this sound like something you would support or oppose? 

  
 
  Q24 TYPE OF Q25 Q26 KIDS   
 Q23 YEARS IN SAN JOSE RESIDENCE RESIDENCE AT HOME Q27 EDUCATION Q28 ETHNICITY 
 ----------------------------- ----------- ----------- ----------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------- 
       DETCH MULTI     HS OR SOME COLL POST NON-   NON-    
 Total 0-10 11-20 21-30 31-40 41+ HOUSE UNIT OWN RENT YES NO LESS COLL GRAD GRAD COLL COLL+ WHITE WHITE LATNO ASIAN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 464 89 105 105 83 77 364 73 349 107 184 276 98 113 178 68 211 246 238 214 100 83 
 
TOTAL SUPPORT 64% 59% 64% 65% 69% 62% 62% 75% 62% 69% 60% 66% 56% 69% 63% 68% 63% 64% 65% 64% 67% 60% 
Strongly support 45  40  38  50  52  48  44  51  45  45  45  46  38  46  47  49  42  48  48  42  41  43  
Somewhat support 19  19  26  15  18  14  18  23  17  24  15  21  19  23  16  20  21  17  17  22  26  17  
 
TOTAL OPPOSE 30  26  28  31  29  38  32  20  32  25  34  28  35  25  32  27  30  30  30  29  29  29  
Somewhat oppose 7  8  8  7  8  6  8  4  8  7  9  7  9  3  8  9  6  9  7  7  6  10  
Strongly oppose 23  18  20  25  21  31  24  16  25  18  26  21  26  22  23  18  24  22  23  22  23  20  
 
UNDECIDED 6  15  8  4  2  1  6  6  6  6  6  6  9  6  5  5  7  5  5  7  4  10  
DK/NA 6  15  8  4  2  1  6  6  6  6  6  6  9  6  5  5  7  5  5  7  4  10  
 
   Q31 REGSTRD Q33 VOTE  
 Q29 AGE Q30 INCOME TO VOTE PROPENSITY GENDER 
 ----------------------------------------------- ----------------------- ----------- ----------------- ----------- 
          $0- $30K- $60K- $100K    ALMST     
 Total 18-29 30-39 40-49 50-64 65-74 75+ 18-49 50+ $30K $60K $100K + YES NO ALWYS ALL MOST MEN WOMEN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 464 53 79 102 132 46 30 235 208 80 77 106 67 198 34 204 144 50 223 241 
 
TOTAL SUPPORT 64% 70% 71% 63% 66% 49% 54% 67% 61% 73% 61% 70% 68% 67% 74% 63% 65% 58% 59% 68% 
Strongly support 45  39  47  49  51  33  40  46  45  45  38  51  53  49  56  48  42  43  41  49  
Somewhat support 19  31  25  13  16  17  14  21  16  27  23  18  15  17  18  15  24  15  18  19  
 
TOTAL OPPOSE 30  16  23  33  28  50  44  26  35  22  37  21  26  26  20  31  30  34  36  25  
Somewhat oppose 7  6  3  8  8  12  3  6  8  6  8  2  8  5  6  8  7  4  7  7  
Strongly oppose 23  11  20  25  19  38  41  20  27  16  29  19  18  21  14  23  23  30  28  18  
 
UNDECIDED 6  14  6  5  6  1  2  7  4  6  2  9  6  7  6  5  5  7  5  7  
DK/NA 6  14  6  5  6  1  2  7  4  6  2  9  6  7  6  5  5  7  5  7  
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TABLE 13: Q9D.  (SPLIT D) I would like to ask you about a proposal the Mayor and City Council may consider.  This proposal would raise funds and help prevent cuts in 

City services like police, fire, street repair, parks and libraries by increasing the tax on card room revenues in San Jose from 13 percent to 15 percent 
and increasing the number of tables that card rooms are allowed to operate in the City.  Does this sound like something you would support or oppose? 

  
 
 LIKELY    
 VOTER PARTY BY AGE ETHNICITY BY AGE ETHNICITY BY GENDER 
 ----------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------------------- 
    DEM DEM REP REP DTS/O DTS/O WHITE WHITE LATNO LATNO ASIAN ASIAN WHITE WHITE LATNO LATNO ASIAN ASIAN  
 Total YES NO 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 464 373 91 105 102 37 56 65 38 96 133 58 38 59 22 120 118 41 59 37 46 
 
TOTAL SUPPORT 64% 63% 65% 70% 65% 74% 45% 56% 66% 68% 63% 74% 55% 60% 59% 60% 70% 65% 69% 59% 61% 
Strongly support 45  44  50  47  52  40  37  43  36  50  47  46  33  41  46  43  53  42  40  33  52  
Somewhat support 19  20  15  23  14  34  8  13  30  18  16  28  22  19  12  16  17  23  28  26  9  
 
TOTAL OPPOSE 30  30  29  25  30  24  52  32  29  26  34  23  39  27  36  36  25  31  28  38  22  
Somewhat oppose 7  7  7  4  6  5  10  9  11  3  10  5  6  11  6  8  7  4  8  9  10  
Strongly oppose 23  23  22  20  23  19  42  23  18  23  24  18  33  16  30  28  18  26  20  28  12  
 
UNDECIDED 6  6  5  5  5  2  3  11  5  6  3  3  7  12  5  4  5  5  4  3  16  
DK/NA 6  6  5  5  5  2  3  11  5  6  3  3  7  12  5  4  5  5  4  3  16  
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TABLE 14: Q9.  I would like to ask you about a proposal the Mayor and City Council may consider.  This proposal would raise funds and help prevent cuts in City 

services like police, fire, street repair, parks and libraries by (SPLIT SAMPLE C) increasing the number of tables that card rooms are allowed to operate in 
the City. (SPLIT SAMPLE D) increasing the tax on card room revenues in San Jose from 13 percent to 15 percent and increasing the number of tables that card 
rooms are allowed to operate in the City.  Does this sound like something you would support or oppose? 

  
 
  Q5/Q6 COMB 1/4 Q7 SALES TAX SUPPORT GIVEN  
 Q5 INITIAL 1/2 CENT SALES TAX VOTE CENT SALES TX VTE EMPLOYEE COMPENSATION CUTS PARTY BY GENDER 
 ----------------------------------------- ----------------- ----------------------------- ----------------------------------- 
  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  M-MRE SW-MR TOTAL TOTAL NO DF DEM DEM REP REP DTS/O DTS/O  
 Total YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD LIKLY LIKLY M-LKY L-LKY DK/NA MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 241 217 129 273 458 402 42 507 370 25 284 169 453 191 259 173 245 101 93 118 82 
 
TOTAL SUPPORT 59% 61% 68% 63% 49% 64% 53% 66% 64% 52% 61% 65% 70% 67% 49% 54% 61% 64% 46% 53% 56% 63% 
Strongly support 39  48  40  31  32  44  32  47  44  31  30  49  33  43  35  34  43  43  27  27  31  47  
Somewhat support 21  12  28  31  17  20  22  19  20  21  32  16  37  24  15  20  18  21  20  26  24  16  
 
TOTAL OPPOSE 34  35  21  32  46  28  41  27  28  43  28  29  24  27  43  39  33  28  51  41  34  30  
Somewhat oppose 9  7  10  15  5  9  8  9  8  8  14  6  10  7  5  13  11  6  12  9  8  9  
Strongly oppose 25  27  11  17  40  20  33  18  19  34  14  23  14  20  37  27  22  22  40  32  25  22  
 
UNDECIDED 7  5  11  6  5  8  6  7  8  5  10  6  6  6  8  7  6  7  2  6  11  7  
DK/NA 7  5  11  6  5  8  6  7  8  5  10  6  6  6  8  7  6  7  2  6  11  7  
 
 Q18 1/2 CNT SALES Q20 FINAL 1/2 CNT   
 TX VOTE AFTER POS SALES TAX VOTE Q8A INITIAL PARKING TAX VOTE GENDER BY AGE 
 ----------------- ----------------- ------------------------------------------ ----------------------- 
  TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  MEN MEN WOMEN WOMEN  
 Total YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 497 384 21 470 410 22 153 183 180 351 336 532 34 231 187 225 219 
 
TOTAL SUPPORT 59% 67% 50% 52% 67% 51% 57% 68% 74% 54% 51% 71% 52% 62% 62% 55% 64% 59% 
Strongly support 39  44  32  32  44  32  42  55  36  31  37  45  35  32  37  38  43  40  
Somewhat support 21  22  18  21  23  19  15  12  38  23  13  26  17  30  25  17  21  20  
 
TOTAL OPPOSE 34  26  45  29  27  44  10  29  17  38  43  22  42  28  33  38  28  34  
Somewhat oppose 9  7  10  9  7  10  0  5  7  18  6  6  10  9  10  9  7  7  
Strongly oppose 25  18  35  20  19  33  10  24  10  20  38  16  32  19  24  29  21  28  
 
UNDECIDED 7  8  5  19  7  5  33  3  9  8  6  6  7  10  5  7  8  6  
DK/NA 7  8  5  19  7  5  33  3  9  8  6  6  7  10  5  7  8  6  
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TABLE 14: Q9.  I would like to ask you about a proposal the Mayor and City Council may consider.  This proposal would raise funds and help prevent cuts in City 

services like police, fire, street repair, parks and libraries by (SPLIT SAMPLE C) increasing the number of tables that card rooms are allowed to operate in 
the City. (SPLIT SAMPLE D) increasing the tax on card room revenues in San Jose from 13 percent to 15 percent and increasing the number of tables that card 
rooms are allowed to operate in the City.  Does this sound like something you would support or oppose? 

  
 
  Q22 BUSINESS TAX   
 Q8B INITIAL BUSINESS TAX VOTE AFTER POSITIVES Q9 CARD ROOM PROPOSAL SAMPLE/PHONE TYPE 
 ----------------------------------------- ----------------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------------- 
  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  STR SMWT STR TOTAL TOTAL  VOTER RDD CELL RDD RDD  
 Total YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD SUPPT SUPPT OPPOS SUPPT OPPOS UNDCD LIST SAMP SAMP CELL LAND  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 203 197 157 267 400 424 78 431 434 38 349 187 229 536 306 60 452 393 57 102 348 
 
TOTAL SUPPORT 59% 66% 66% 58% 47% 66% 51% 72% 69% 48% 71% 100% 100% 0% 100% 0% 0% 55% 63% 74% 63% 64% 
Strongly support 39  50  32  36  32  41  33  54  45  32  46  100  0  0  65  0  0  34  44  47  42  45  
Somewhat support 21  16  34  22  15  25  17  18  25  16  25  0  100  0  35  0  0  21  19  27  22  20  
 
TOTAL OPPOSE 34  31  22  37  49  26  44  17  23  47  16  0  0  100  0  100  0  40  29  20  29  28  
Somewhat oppose 9  6  10  16  5  8  9  8  6  11  4  0  0  0  0  25  0  10  7  5  7  7  
Strongly oppose 25  25  11  20  44  18  35  10  16  36  12  0  0  100  0  75  0  30  22  15  22  21  
 
UNDECIDED 7  3  12  5  5  7  5  11  8  5  14  0  0  0  0  0  100  6  8  6  8  8  
DK/NA 7  3  12  5  5  7  5  11  8  5  14  0  0  0  0  0  100  6  8  6  8  8  
 
  Q21 WASTE DISPSAL Q10 CITY BUDGET  
 Q8C INITIAL WASTE DISPOSAL TAX TX AFTR POS & NEG 12 MONTHS FROM PARTY (COMBINED) 
 ----------------------------------------- ----------------- ----------------------------- ----------------- 
  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  SMWT MUCH TOTAL TOTAL NO DF     
 Total YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD WORSE WORSE WORSE BETTR DK/NA DEM REP DTS/O  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 205 204 148 291 409 439 54 429 450 24 131 83 214 196 56 417 195 201 
 
TOTAL SUPPORT 59% 63% 73% 52% 52% 68% 52% 53% 69% 51% 51% 60% 42% 53% 68% 60% 63% 49% 58% 
Strongly support 39  53  34  30  37  44  35  32  42  35  36  34  30  33  48  32  43  27  38  
Somewhat support 21  10  38  22  15  24  17  21  27  15  16  25  12  20  20  28  20  23  21  
 
TOTAL OPPOSE 34  30  18  43  43  24  43  34  24  44  26  32  52  40  26  36  30  46  32  
Somewhat oppose 9  6  11  15  5  9  8  13  8  9  15  10  6  9  6  17  8  10  9  
Strongly oppose 25  24  7  29  38  16  35  21  16  35  10  22  46  31  21  20  22  36  24  
 
UNDECIDED 7  7  9  5  5  8  5  13  7  5  23  9  6  8  6  3  7  4  9  
DK/NA 7  7  9  5  5  8  5  13  7  5  23  9  6  8  6  3  7  4  9  
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TABLE 14: Q9.  I would like to ask you about a proposal the Mayor and City Council may consider.  This proposal would raise funds and help prevent cuts in City 

services like police, fire, street repair, parks and libraries by (SPLIT SAMPLE C) increasing the number of tables that card rooms are allowed to operate in 
the City. (SPLIT SAMPLE D) increasing the tax on card room revenues in San Jose from 13 percent to 15 percent and increasing the number of tables that card 
rooms are allowed to operate in the City.  Does this sound like something you would support or oppose? 

  
 
 Q11 FEELINGS ABOUT Q15 FIRST CHOICE Q16 RDC SRV  
 THE CITY BUDGET PRT/BDGT SHRTFLL /RAISG REV CITY COUNCIL DISTRICT 
 ----------------------------- ------------------ ----------- ----------------------------------------------------------- 
  SMWT VERY TOTAL TOTAL NTRL/ REDCE REDCE RAISE REDCE RAISE            
 Total NEG NEG NEG POS DK/NA COMP SRVCS RVNUE SRVCS RVNUE 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 113 91 204 107 125 368 185 228 408 344 63 99 60 70 41 95 61 95 106 100 
 
TOTAL SUPPORT 59% 59% 43% 52% 72% 58% 56% 62% 63% 58% 62% 56% 52% 81% 54% 54% 62% 70% 55% 59% 58% 
Strongly support 39  32  32  32  46  43  36  37  45  35  43  36  32  60  34  35  40  45  37  33  41  
Somewhat support 21  26  11  20  26  15  19  26  18  22  18  21  20  21  19  18  22  24  18  27  16  
 
TOTAL OPPOSE 34  33  48  40  25  33  38  32  28  37  30  35  42  18  41  42  33  25  41  30  38  
Somewhat oppose 9  16  6  11  6  7  9  6  9  9  7  6  8  3  19  9  6  7  7  9  14  
Strongly oppose 25  17  42  28  19  26  30  26  19  29  23  28  34  15  22  33  27  19  34  21  24  
 
UNDECIDED 7  8  9  9  2  8  6  5  9  5  8  9  7  2  6  4  4  5  4  10  4  
DK/NA 7  8  9  9  2  8  6  5  9  5  8  9  7  2  6  4  4  5  4  10  4  
 
 VOTER SALES TAX TARGETS BUSINESS TAX TARGETS WASTE DISPOSAL TARGETS 
 ----------- ----------------------------------------- ----------------------------- ----------------------------- 
   NON- CONS CONS  POS NEG COST COMP CONS CONS  POS NEG CONS CONS  POS NEG  
 Total VOTER VOTER YES NO SWING MOVER MOVER P-MVR P-MVR YES NO SWING MOVER MOVER YES NO SWING MOVER MOVER  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 833 69 378 320 204 88 75 61 136 308 322 272 123 112 310 336 256 118 113 
 
TOTAL SUPPORT 59% 59% 65% 67% 51% 58% 69% 48% 70% 68% 70% 46% 64% 68% 56% 70% 48% 62% 66% 59% 
Strongly support 39  38  44  46  32  36  40  33  48  44  43  29  45  48  40  44  33  40  39  41  
Somewhat support 21  21  21  21  20  22  29  15  22  24  27  16  19  19  16  26  14  22  27  18  
 
TOTAL OPPOSE 34  34  28  25  44  34  24  49  23  28  22  50  29  25  37  21  48  31  29  35  
Somewhat oppose 9  9  6  7  8  11  9  18  6  6  7  10  8  5  13  8  8  10  7  12  
Strongly oppose 25  26  23  18  36  23  14  30  18  22  15  40  20  20  24  14  40  21  22  23  
 
UNDECIDED 7  7  7  7  5  8  8  4  7  4  8  4  8  7  7  8  5  7  5  6  
DK/NA 7  7  7  7  5  8  8  4  7  4  8  4  8  7  7  8  5  7  5  6  
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TABLE 14: Q9.  I would like to ask you about a proposal the Mayor and City Council may consider.  This proposal would raise funds and help prevent cuts in City 

services like police, fire, street repair, parks and libraries by (SPLIT SAMPLE C) increasing the number of tables that card rooms are allowed to operate in 
the City. (SPLIT SAMPLE D) increasing the tax on card room revenues in San Jose from 13 percent to 15 percent and increasing the number of tables that card 
rooms are allowed to operate in the City.  Does this sound like something you would support or oppose? 

  
 
  Q24 TYPE OF Q25 Q26 KIDS   
 Q23 YEARS IN SAN JOSE RESIDENCE RESIDENCE AT HOME Q27 EDUCATION Q28 ETHNICITY 
 ----------------------------- ----------- ----------- ----------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------- 
       DETCH MULTI     HS OR SOME COLL POST NON-   NON-    
 Total 0-10 11-20 21-30 31-40 41+ HOUSE UNIT OWN RENT YES NO LESS COLL GRAD GRAD COLL COLL+ WHITE WHITE LATNO ASIAN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 184 210 191 161 151 703 164 672 219 362 533 185 220 351 127 404 477 461 418 187 173 
 
TOTAL SUPPORT 59% 55% 60% 62% 64% 56% 58% 65% 57% 66% 57% 61% 59% 63% 59% 56% 61% 58% 59% 61% 64% 56% 
Strongly support 39  33  34  44  45  40  38  42  38  42  40  38  36  41  38  38  38  38  39  39  42  35  
Somewhat support 21  22  26  18  19  17  20  23  20  24  17  23  23  22  21  17  22  20  20  22  22  21  
 
TOTAL OPPOSE 34  32  33  32  33  41  36  27  36  27  37  32  33  32  35  37  32  36  35  33  33  33  
Somewhat oppose 9  13  8  8  8  6  9  7  8  10  11  7  9  8  9  10  9  9  8  9  9  10  
Strongly oppose 25  19  25  25  25  35  26  20  28  17  26  25  24  23  27  27  24  27  27  24  25  24  
 
UNDECIDED 7  13  7  6  3  3  6  8  6  8  6  7  8  6  6  7  7  6  6  7  3  11  
DK/NA 7  13  7  6  3  3  6  8  6  8  6  7  8  6  6  7  7  6  6  7  3  11  
 
   Q31 REGSTRD Q33 VOTE  
 Q29 AGE Q30 INCOME TO VOTE PROPENSITY GENDER 
 ----------------------------------------------- ----------------------- ----------- ----------------- ----------- 
          $0- $30K- $60K- $100K    ALMST     
 Total 18-29 30-39 40-49 50-64 65-74 75+ 18-49 50+ $30K $60K $100K + YES NO ALWYS ALL MOST MEN WOMEN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 104 153 198 257 87 62 455 406 160 160 196 148 381 65 390 277 108 433 469 
 
TOTAL SUPPORT 59% 69% 62% 60% 62% 47% 51% 63% 57% 64% 64% 65% 59% 64% 69% 61% 58% 55% 58% 60% 
Strongly support 39  38  38  42  43  32  31  40  39  38  39  45  43  44  47  42  34  38  37  40  
Somewhat support 21  30  24  18  19  15  20  23  18  26  25  20  17  20  22  18  24  17  21  20  
 
TOTAL OPPOSE 34  23  31  35  31  49  41  31  36  32  33  26  35  28  25  34  35  38  36  32  
Somewhat oppose 9  6  9  9  7  11  7  8  8  9  9  4  7  7  6  8  10  9  9  8  
Strongly oppose 25  16  22  25  24  38  35  22  28  23  24  22  27  21  19  26  25  28  26  25  
 
UNDECIDED 7  9  6  5  7  4  8  6  7  4  3  9  6  8  6  5  7  8  6  7  
DK/NA 7  9  6  5  7  4  8  6  7  4  3  9  6  8  6  5  7  8  6  7  
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TABLE 14: Q9.  I would like to ask you about a proposal the Mayor and City Council may consider.  This proposal would raise funds and help prevent cuts in City 

services like police, fire, street repair, parks and libraries by (SPLIT SAMPLE C) increasing the number of tables that card rooms are allowed to operate in 
the City. (SPLIT SAMPLE D) increasing the tax on card room revenues in San Jose from 13 percent to 15 percent and increasing the number of tables that card 
rooms are allowed to operate in the City.  Does this sound like something you would support or oppose? 

  
 
 LIKELY    
 VOTER PARTY BY AGE ETHNICITY BY AGE ETHNICITY BY GENDER 
 ----------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------------------- 
    DEM DEM REP REP DTS/O DTS/O WHITE WHITE LATNO LATNO ASIAN ASIAN WHITE WHITE LATNO LATNO ASIAN ASIAN  
 Total YES NO 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 721 181 210 197 69 115 120 70 189 254 115 63 108 59 213 248 90 96 88 85 
 
TOTAL SUPPORT 59% 59% 62% 68% 58% 57% 46% 54% 71% 59% 58% 70% 56% 59% 52% 58% 59% 64% 63% 55% 56% 
Strongly support 39  38  42  44  43  26  29  36  43  39  40  47  36  31  40  38  40  44  41  29  40  
Somewhat support 21  21  19  24  16  31  16  18  28  21  19  23  20  28  12  20  20  21  22  26  16  
 
TOTAL OPPOSE 34  35  31  27  33  39  51  36  23  35  35  27  41  30  37  36  34  33  33  37  30  
Somewhat oppose 9  9  7  8  7  10  9  9  6  8  8  9  4  9  10  8  8  10  8  12  7  
Strongly oppose 25  26  24  19  26  29  41  27  17  27  27  18  37  21  27  28  26  23  26  25  23  
 
UNDECIDED 7  7  7  5  8  4  4  10  6  6  7  3  4  11  11  6  7  2  4  8  14  
DK/NA 7  7  7  5  8  4  4  10  6  6  7  3  4  11  11  6  7  2  4  8  14  
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TABLE 15:  Q10.  Do you expect the City's budget to be better or worse twelve months from now? 
  
 
  Q5/Q6 COMB 1/4 Q7 SALES TAX SUPPORT GIVEN  
 Q5 INITIAL 1/2 CENT SALES TAX VOTE CENT SALES TX VTE EMPLOYEE COMPENSATION CUTS PARTY BY GENDER 
 ----------------------------------------- ----------------- ----------------------------- ----------------------------------- 
  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  M-MRE SW-MR TOTAL TOTAL NO DF DEM DEM REP REP DTS/O DTS/O  
 Total YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD LIKLY LIKLY M-LKY L-LKY DK/NA MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 466 124 110 65 146 234 211 21 256 196 14 133 80 213 103 150 85 134 49 46 69 35 
 
TOTAL BETTER 42% 50% 49% 37% 33% 50% 34% 40% 49% 34% 33% 51% 45% 49% 38% 35% 43% 46% 23% 40% 41% 53% 
Much better 9  11  8  8  7  10  7  17  11  5  20  16  6  13  7  5  16  10  8  5  7  3  
Somewhat better 33  39  41  29  26  40  27  23  38  29  13  35  39  37  32  29  27  36  16  34  34  50  
 
TOTAL WORSE 46  41  32  58  55  37  56  46  39  55  47  39  37  38  56  50  45  41  51  51  54  29  
Somewhat worse 28  20  22  44  30  21  34  43  23  34  41  18  24  20  34  36  27  24  33  25  32  23  
Much worse 18  21  10  14  25  16  22  2  16  21  6  21  13  18  22  15  18  17  18  25  22  6  
 
NO DIFF/DK/NA 12  8  19  5  12  14  10  15  12  11  20  10  18  13  6  15  12  13  26  10  5  19  
No difference 7  4  12  1  7  8  5  9  7  6  7  5  14  8  3  7  9  5  17  4  2  11  
DK/NA 5  5  7  4  5  6  5  5  5  5  13  5  4  4  3  8  2  7  9  6  3  7  
 
 Q18 1/2 CNT SALES Q20 FINAL 1/2 CNT   
 TX VOTE AFTER POS SALES TAX VOTE Q8A INITIAL PARKING TAX VOTE GENDER BY AGE 
 ----------------- ----------------- ------------------------------------------ ----------------------- 
  TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  MEN MEN WOMEN WOMEN  
 Total YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 466 252 198 15 233 218 15 80 84 100 180 164 280 22 122 96 114 113 
 
TOTAL BETTER 42% 49% 34% 34% 50% 33% 42% 46% 41% 47% 40% 44% 42% 27% 44% 33% 49% 43% 
Much better 9  11  6  19  12  4  19  11  10  8  8  10  8  13  14  6  7  7  
Somewhat better 33  38  28  15  38  29  23  36  31  39  32  33  35  14  30  27  42  36  
 
TOTAL WORSE 46  38  57  39  37  55  48  43  48  41  50  45  47  41  45  53  38  49  
Somewhat worse 28  22  36  32  21  34  48  25  38  25  26  31  26  36  35  24  26  26  
Much worse 18  16  21  7  16  21  0  18  10  16  24  14  21  5  11  29  13  22  
 
NO DIFF/DK/NA 12  13  9  27  12  12  10  11  11  12  10  11  11  32  11  15  13  9  
No difference 7  7  6  12  7  7  0  7  9  5  6  8  6  10  6  11  6  5  
DK/NA 5  6  3  16  5  5  10  4  2  7  4  3  5  23  4  4  7  4  
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TABLE 15:  Q10.  Do you expect the City's budget to be better or worse twelve months from now? 
  
 
  Q22 BUSINESS TAX   
 Q8B INITIAL BUSINESS TAX VOTE AFTER POSITIVES Q9 CARD ROOM PROPOSAL SAMPLE/PHONE TYPE 
 ----------------------------------------- ----------------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------------- 
  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  STR SMWT STR TOTAL TOTAL  VOTER RDD CELL RDD RDD  
 Total YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD SUPPT SUPPT OPPOS SUPPT OPPOS UNDCD LIST SAMP SAMP CELL LAND  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 466 105 101 72 140 206 212 48 227 215 24 181 99 118 280 157 29 228 208 30 53 185 
 
TOTAL BETTER 42% 55% 39% 44% 40% 47% 41% 26% 49% 34% 50% 52% 41% 34% 48% 33% 38% 37% 46% 51% 43% 48% 
Much better 9  17  7  6  9  12  8  0  12  5  15  13  2  10  9  10  1  6  9  26  15  11  
Somewhat better 33  38  32  38  31  35  33  26  37  29  35  38  39  24  38  23  36  31  37  25  28  37  
 
TOTAL WORSE 46  36  45  46  50  40  49  58  39  55  29  39  44  56  40  54  56  49  44  40  51  41  
Somewhat worse 28  16  34  30  26  25  27  46  23  33  25  25  34  24  28  27  39  27  28  38  35  27  
Much worse 18  19  11  16  24  15  21  12  16  21  4  14  10  32  12  27  18  21  16  2  16  14  
 
NO DIFF/DK/NA 12  9  16  11  10  13  10  16  12  11  21  10  16  9  12  13  6  14  10  9  7  11  
No difference 7  5  6  8  5  5  6  14  6  6  15  3  9  9  5  11  0  10  5  0  1  5  
DK/NA 5  4  11  3  5  7  4  2  6  5  6  7  7  1  7  2  6  4  6  9  5  6  
 
  Q21 WASTE DISPSAL Q10 CITY BUDGET  
 Q8C INITIAL WASTE DISPOSAL TAX TX AFTR POS & NEG 12 MONTHS FROM PARTY (COMBINED) 
 ----------------------------------------- ----------------- ----------------------------- ----------------- 
  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  SMWT MUCH TOTAL TOTAL NO DF     
 Total YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD WORSE WORSE WORSE BETTR DK/NA DEM REP DTS/O  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 466 96 103 83 153 199 236 31 215 239 12 131 83 214 196 56 220 95 104 
 
TOTAL BETTER 42% 52% 42% 42% 38% 47% 40% 31% 51% 34% 44% 0% 0% 0% 100% 0% 45% 31% 45% 
Much better 9  19  5  7  7  12  7  6  13  6  0  0  0  0  21  0  12  7  5  
Somewhat better 33  33  36  36  31  35  33  25  38  28  44  0  0  0  79  0  32  25  40  
 
TOTAL WORSE 46  36  47  44  52  42  49  48  37  55  36  100  100  100  0  0  43  51  45  
Somewhat worse 28  21  34  25  29  28  28  31  25  31  29  100  0  61  0  0  25  29  29  
Much worse 18  15  13  18  23  14  21  17  12  24  7  0  100  39  0  0  18  22  17  
 
NO DIFF/DK/NA 12  12  12  14  10  12  11  21  12  12  20  0  0  0  0  100  12  18  10  
No difference 7  5  6  8  6  5  7  15  6  7  4  0  0  0  0  56  7  11  5  
DK/NA 5  7  6  6  4  6  5  6  6  4  16  0  0  0  0  44  5  7  5  
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TABLE 15:  Q10.  Do you expect the City's budget to be better or worse twelve months from now? 
  
 
 Q11 FEELINGS ABOUT Q15 FIRST CHOICE Q16 RDC SRV  
 THE CITY BUDGET PRT/BDGT SHRTFLL /RAISG REV CITY COUNCIL DISTRICT 
 ----------------------------- ------------------ ----------- ----------------------------------------------------------- 
  SMWT VERY TOTAL TOTAL NTRL/ REDCE REDCE RAISE REDCE RAISE            
 Total NEG NEG NEG POS DK/NA COMP SRVCS RVNUE SRVCS RVNUE 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 466 0 0 0 0 0 181 97 124 195 187 32 53 31 37 21 45 33 49 50 50 
 
TOTAL BETTER 42% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 38% 40% 53% 39% 50% 49% 34% 42% 40% 19% 44% 58% 48% 46% 33% 
Much better 9  0  0  0  0  0  6  8  14  10  9  2  6  7  10  0  17  21  6  7  7  
Somewhat better 33  0  0  0  0  0  31  32  40  29  41  48  29  35  29  19  27  37  42  38  26  
 
TOTAL WORSE 46  0  0  0  0  0  53  54  38  49  41  39  43  50  41  81  42  32  47  40  52  
Somewhat worse 28  0  0  0  0  0  31  39  18  27  27  27  24  44  27  36  22  24  26  17  39  
Much worse 18  0  0  0  0  0  22  15  20  22  15  12  19  6  13  45  20  8  22  22  13  
 
NO DIFF/DK/NA 12  0  0  0  0  0  10  6  8  12  8  11  23  8  19  0  14  11  5  15  15  
No difference 7  0  0  0  0  0  6  3  2  6  5  4  17  8  7  0  9  0  0  9  10  
DK/NA 5  0  0  0  0  0  4  3  6  6  3  8  5  0  13  0  5  11  5  6  6  
 
 VOTER SALES TAX TARGETS BUSINESS TAX TARGETS WASTE DISPOSAL TARGETS 
 ----------- ----------------------------------------- ----------------------------- ----------------------------- 
   NON- CONS CONS  POS NEG COST COMP CONS CONS  POS NEG CONS CONS  POS NEG  
 Total VOTER VOTER YES NO SWING MOVER MOVER P-MVR P-MVR YES NO SWING MOVER MOVER YES NO SWING MOVER MOVER  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 466 433 33 189 171 106 41 40 27 60 163 161 142 64 54 153 181 132 62 58 
 
TOTAL BETTER 42% 42% 42% 52% 31% 43% 42% 42% 46% 35% 52% 38% 36% 41% 23% 53% 36% 38% 46% 27% 
Much better 9  9  6  11  4  13  12  6  22  12  13  6  8  10  2  13  6  9  13  6  
Somewhat better 33  33  36  41  26  30  30  36  24  23  39  32  28  31  22  40  31  29  34  21  
 
TOTAL WORSE 46  45  55  35  59  44  49  43  50  55  36  51  51  47  66  37  53  47  38  60  
Somewhat worse 28  27  42  18  35  35  39  34  38  35  23  29  33  25  46  27  29  28  21  35  
Much worse 18  18  13  18  24  9  10  9  12  20  13  22  18  22  20  10  24  19  17  24  
 
NO DIFF/DK/NA 12  13  3  13  10  13  9  16  4  10  12  11  13  12  11  10  11  15  16  13  
No difference 7  7  0  7  6  6  2  10  4  5  6  7  7  8  3  5  7  8  10  7  
DK/NA 5  5  3  6  4  7  7  5  0  5  6  4  6  4  8  6  4  7  6  6  
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TABLE 15:  Q10.  Do you expect the City's budget to be better or worse twelve months from now? 
  
 
  Q24 TYPE OF Q25 Q26 KIDS   
 Q23 YEARS IN SAN JOSE RESIDENCE RESIDENCE AT HOME Q27 EDUCATION Q28 ETHNICITY 
 ----------------------------- ----------- ----------- ----------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------- 
       DETCH MULTI     HS OR SOME COLL POST NON-   NON-    
 Total 0-10 11-20 21-30 31-40 41+ HOUSE UNIT OWN RENT YES NO LESS COLL GRAD GRAD COLL COLL+ WHITE WHITE LATNO ASIAN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 466 81 120 109 77 77 365 83 344 115 191 272 98 112 181 69 210 250 231 222 98 92 
 
TOTAL BETTER 42% 44% 49% 43% 38% 32% 41% 49% 42% 40% 47% 39% 44% 52% 35% 43% 48% 37% 41% 44% 48% 39% 
Much better 9  10  9  10  10  6  9  7  8  12  11  7  12  8  8  7  10  8  7  11  14  10  
Somewhat better 33  35  40  33  28  27  32  41  35  28  36  32  32  44  27  36  38  29  34  33  34  29  
 
TOTAL WORSE 46  48  40  38  56  54  46  45  46  47  43  48  41  33  55  48  37  53  46  45  36  54  
Somewhat worse 28  28  28  24  38  26  29  29  27  33  27  29  25  18  33  33  21  33  27  28  26  32  
Much worse 18  20  12  14  18  28  17  16  19  13  16  19  16  15  22  15  16  20  19  17  10  22  
 
NO DIFF/DK/NA 12  8  11  19  6  14  13  6  11  13  10  13  15  15  11  9  15  10  13  11  15  7  
No difference 7  3  4  13  1  11  8  0  6  7  6  7  8  8  6  6  8  6  7  6  8  3  
DK/NA 5  5  7  6  6  3  5  6  5  6  5  6  7  7  4  4  7  4  6  5  7  4  
 
   Q31 REGSTRD Q33 VOTE  
 Q29 AGE Q30 INCOME TO VOTE PROPENSITY GENDER 
 ----------------------------------------------- ----------------------- ----------- ----------------- ----------- 
          $0- $30K- $60K- $100K    ALMST     
 Total 18-29 30-39 40-49 50-64 65-74 75+ 18-49 50+ $30K $60K $100K + YES NO ALWYS ALL MOST MEN WOMEN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 466 54 80 103 132 50 27 236 209 89 82 105 78 205 30 211 127 64 224 242 
 
TOTAL BETTER 42% 49% 40% 50% 44% 28% 27% 46% 38% 38% 46% 55% 40% 47% 46% 32% 50% 59% 39% 45% 
Much better 9  10  12  10  5  11  4  11  7  8  9  9  9  12  6  6  7  24  10  8  
Somewhat better 33  38  28  40  39  17  23  36  32  29  37  46  31  35  40  26  43  36  28  38  
 
TOTAL WORSE 46  43  47  37  47  55  58  42  50  48  42  33  55  41  50  54  37  32  49  43  
Somewhat worse 28  35  34  25  24  23  37  30  25  35  29  23  27  27  39  31  22  22  30  26  
Much worse 18  8  13  12  23  33  21  12  25  13  14  10  28  15  11  23  16  10  19  17  
 
NO DIFF/DK/NA 12  8  12  13  9  16  15  12  11  15  12  11  6  11  4  14  13  8  12  12  
No difference 7  5  6  6  4  15  12  6  7  9  11  4  3  5  0  8  7  3  8  5  
DK/NA 5  3  6  7  5  1  2  6  4  6  1  7  3  7  4  6  5  5  4  6  
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TABLE 15:  Q10.  Do you expect the City's budget to be better or worse twelve months from now? 
  
 
 LIKELY    
 VOTER PARTY BY AGE ETHNICITY BY AGE ETHNICITY BY GENDER 
 ----------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------------------- 
    DEM DEM REP REP DTS/O DTS/O WHITE WHITE LATNO LATNO ASIAN ASIAN WHITE WHITE LATNO LATNO ASIAN ASIAN  
 Total YES NO 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 466 362 104 108 105 34 58 65 34 93 130 59 35 58 29 109 122 46 52 48 44 
 
TOTAL BETTER 42% 40% 49% 54% 36% 29% 32% 38% 58% 46% 37% 48% 54% 45% 30% 39% 42% 47% 49% 32% 47% 
Much better 9  7  15  17  8  6  7  5  3  8  5  15  13  12  7  8  5  17  11  9  11  
Somewhat better 33  33  35  37  28  23  25  33  55  38  32  33  41  33  24  31  36  30  38  24  35  
 
TOTAL WORSE 46  47  42  36  51  42  58  52  35  43  50  35  37  47  64  47  46  36  37  64  43  
Somewhat worse 28  27  31  25  25  32  29  37  16  29  27  31  16  33  25  27  28  26  26  37  27  
Much worse 18  20  10  11  26  11  29  14  19  15  23  4  21  15  39  20  18  10  11  28  15  
 
NO DIFF/DK/NA 12  13  9  10  13  29  10  10  7  11  13  16  9  8  6  14  12  17  14  3  11  
No difference 7  7  4  7  8  13  9  4  6  5  8  7  9  4  2  8  6  13  4  1  5  
DK/NA 5  6  5  3  5  16  2  6  2  5  6  9  0  4  4  6  6  4  10  2  6  
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TABLE 16:  Q11.  Do you currently have a generally positive or generally negative feeling about the City's budget? 
  
 
  Q5/Q6 COMB 1/4 Q7 SALES TAX SUPPORT GIVEN  
 Q5 INITIAL 1/2 CENT SALES TAX VOTE CENT SALES TX VTE EMPLOYEE COMPENSATION CUTS PARTY BY GENDER 
 ----------------------------------------- ----------------- ----------------------------- ----------------------------------- 
  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  M-MRE SW-MR TOTAL TOTAL NO DF DEM DEM REP REP DTS/O DTS/O  
 Total YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD LIKLY LIKLY M-LKY L-LKY DK/NA MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 436 117 107 64 128 224 191 21 251 174 11 151 89 239 88 109 87 110 52 48 49 47 
 
TOTAL POSITIVE 25% 35% 29% 27% 13% 32% 18% 5% 31% 16% 15% 31% 29% 30% 22% 14% 29% 23% 12% 34% 18% 18% 
Very positive 5  10  3  0  5  7  3  0  6  2  0  7  4  6  5  2  3  5  1  4  1  5  
Somewhat positive 20  25  26  27  9  25  15  5  25  13  15  24  25  24  17  12  27  18  11  29  17  13  
 
TOTAL NEGATIVE 47  38  42  52  58  40  56  33  38  58  65  42  37  41  56  53  45  45  61  49  47  48  
Somewhat negative 26  24  30  30  23  27  25  21  25  27  22  22  29  25  22  31  28  29  31  25  19  24  
Very negative 21  14  12  22  36  13  31  12  13  31  44  20  8  16  34  21  18  16  30  24  28  24  
 
NEUTRAL/DK/NA 29  27  29  20  28  28  26  62  31  27  20  27  33  29  22  33  26  32  27  18  34  34  
Neutral 20  20  18  14  18  19  16  62  21  19  20  19  24  21  14  23  19  24  16  12  27  20  
DK/NA 9  7  11  7  11  9  9  0  10  8  0  8  9  8  8  11  6  8  11  6  7  14  
 
 Q18 1/2 CNT SALES Q20 FINAL 1/2 CNT   
 TX VOTE AFTER POS SALES TAX VOTE Q8A INITIAL PARKING TAX VOTE GENDER BY AGE 
 ----------------- ----------------- ------------------------------------------ ----------------------- 
  TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  MEN MEN WOMEN WOMEN  
 Total YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 436 245 186 6 238 191 7 73 99 81 171 172 251 12 108 90 111 107 
 
TOTAL POSITIVE 25% 32% 15% 0% 33% 14% 14% 41% 34% 21% 14% 37% 17% 7% 32% 18% 29% 19% 
Very positive 5  6  4  0  6  3  0  11  4  5  3  7  3  0  5  3  8  3  
Somewhat positive 20  27  12  0  27  11  14  30  31  16  12  31  13  7  27  15  21  16  
 
TOTAL NEGATIVE 47  35  62  53  36  61  29  32  30  58  57  31  57  51  42  54  34  56  
Somewhat negative 26  22  32  0  23  30  0  15  25  37  25  21  29  33  25  27  23  30  
Very negative 21  13  30  53  13  31  29  17  5  20  32  10  28  18  17  27  12  26  
 
NEUTRAL/DK/NA 29  33  23  47  31  25  57  26  36  21  29  32  26  42  26  28  37  26  
Neutral 20  22  17  23  21  18  32  21  22  12  20  22  18  39  17  20  25  17  
DK/NA 9  10  7  24  10  7  26  5  14  9  8  10  8  3  8  8  12  8  
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TABLE 16:  Q11.  Do you currently have a generally positive or generally negative feeling about the City's budget? 
  
 
  Q22 BUSINESS TAX   
 Q8B INITIAL BUSINESS TAX VOTE AFTER POSITIVES Q9 CARD ROOM PROPOSAL SAMPLE/PHONE TYPE 
 ----------------------------------------- ----------------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------------- 
  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  STR SMWT STR TOTAL TOTAL  VOTER RDD CELL RDD RDD  
 Total YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD SUPPT SUPPT OPPOS SUPPT OPPOS UNDCD LIST SAMP SAMP CELL LAND  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 436 98 96 84 127 195 212 30 204 219 13 168 88 112 256 150 31 224 185 27 48 164 
 
TOTAL POSITIVE 25% 32% 26% 28% 19% 29% 23% 10% 35% 15% 17% 29% 32% 18% 30% 18% 8% 24% 25% 19% 27% 24% 
Very positive 5  7  2  7  3  5  5  6  6  3  17  7  1  6  5  4  2  4  5  4  6  5  
Somewhat positive 20  24  24  21  16  24  18  4  29  12  0  22  31  13  25  14  6  20  20  14  21  19  
 
TOTAL NEGATIVE 47  44  45  49  54  45  52  23  38  56  25  39  46  52  41  54  57  48  44  57  54  43  
Somewhat negative 26  25  36  28  20  30  23  19  25  27  22  22  34  18  26  25  30  28  25  17  26  24  
Very negative 21  19  10  21  34  14  29  4  13  29  4  17  12  34  15  29  27  20  19  39  28  19  
 
NEUTRAL/DK/NA 29  24  29  23  27  27  25  67  27  28  58  32  22  30  29  28  35  28  31  25  19  33  
Neutral 20  19  14  15  20  16  18  59  16  22  39  25  14  20  21  18  16  19  20  25  19  21  
DK/NA 9  6  15  9  7  10  8  8  11  6  19  7  8  10  7  10  19  9  10  0  0  12  
 
  Q21 WASTE DISPSAL Q10 CITY BUDGET  
 Q8C INITIAL WASTE DISPOSAL TAX TX AFTR POS & NEG 12 MONTHS FROM PARTY (COMBINED) 
 ----------------------------------------- ----------------- ----------------------------- ----------------- 
  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  SMWT MUCH TOTAL TOTAL NO DF     
 Total YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD WORSE WORSE WORSE BETTR DK/NA DEM REP DTS/O  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 436 109 101 65 138 210 203 23 214 211 11 0 0 0 0 0 198 100 97 
 
TOTAL POSITIVE 25% 26% 39% 22% 15% 32% 17% 20% 36% 14% 4% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 26% 23% 18% 
Very positive 5  9  5  3  3  7  3  2  7  3  0  0  0  0  0  0  4  3  3  
Somewhat positive 20  17  35  19  12  25  14  18  30  11  4  0  0  0  0  0  22  20  15  
 
TOTAL NEGATIVE 47  39  35  49  58  37  55  56  39  54  44  0  0  0  0  0  45  55  48  
Somewhat negative 26  29  22  31  22  26  25  36  26  27  5  0  0  0  0  0  28  28  22  
Very negative 21  11  13  18  36  12  30  20  13  28  40  0  0  0  0  0  17  27  26  
 
NEUTRAL/DK/NA 29  35  25  30  27  30  28  24  24  32  51  0  0  0  0  0  29  23  34  
Neutral 20  26  14  20  19  20  19  24  14  25  39  0  0  0  0  0  22  14  24  
DK/NA 9  9  12  10  8  10  8  0  10  7  12  0  0  0  0  0  7  9  10  
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TABLE 16:  Q11.  Do you currently have a generally positive or generally negative feeling about the City's budget? 
  
 
 Q11 FEELINGS ABOUT Q15 FIRST CHOICE Q16 RDC SRV  
 THE CITY BUDGET PRT/BDGT SHRTFLL /RAISG REV CITY COUNCIL DISTRICT 
 ----------------------------- ------------------ ----------- ----------------------------------------------------------- 
  SMWT VERY TOTAL TOTAL NTRL/ REDCE REDCE RAISE REDCE RAISE            
 Total NEG NEG NEG POS DK/NA COMP SRVCS RVNUE SRVCS RVNUE 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 436 113 91 204 107 125 187 89 105 212 157 31 46 29 33 20 50 27 46 56 50 
 
TOTAL POSITIVE 25% 0% 0% 0% 100% 0% 21% 27% 29% 24% 30% 24% 31% 27% 24% 12% 26% 36% 18% 20% 28% 
Very positive 5  0  0  0  19  0  5  6  4  3  8  2  15  4  7  0  2  3  9  3  4  
Somewhat positive 20  0  0  0  81  0  17  21  25  21  22  22  16  23  17  12  24  33  9  17  24  
 
TOTAL NEGATIVE 47  100  100  100  0  0  53  48  40  54  40  33  38  21  44  40  53  45  60  52  50  
Somewhat negative 26  100  0  55  0  0  28  26  24  29  24  20  28  11  28  17  32  30  29  25  29  
Very negative 21  0  100  45  0  0  25  22  16  24  16  13  10  10  16  23  21  15  31  27  21  
 
NEUTRAL/DK/NA 29  0  0  0  0  100  26  25  31  22  30  43  31  52  32  49  21  19  22  27  22  
Neutral 20  0  0  0  0  69  18  16  20  15  23  29  21  42  14  33  17  13  17  19  11  
DK/NA 9  0  0  0  0  31  8  9  11  7  7  14  10  10  17  16  4  6  5  8  10  
 
 VOTER SALES TAX TARGETS BUSINESS TAX TARGETS WASTE DISPOSAL TARGETS 
 ----------- ----------------------------------------- ----------------------------- ----------------------------- 
   NON- CONS CONS  POS NEG COST COMP CONS CONS  POS NEG CONS CONS  POS NEG  
 Total VOTER VOTER YES NO SWING MOVER MOVER P-MVR P-MVR YES NO SWING MOVER MOVER YES NO SWING MOVER MOVER  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 436 400 36 189 149 98 47 35 34 76 145 161 130 59 58 158 155 123 56 56 
 
TOTAL POSITIVE 25% 23% 43% 35% 14% 21% 26% 10% 22% 16% 35% 18% 22% 35% 9% 38% 12% 22% 31% 17% 
Very positive 5  3  20  6  3  5  4  2  5  6  5  3  5  6  2  7  2  6  6  7  
Somewhat positive 20  20  23  28  11  17  22  8  17  11  30  14  16  29  7  32  11  16  24  10  
 
TOTAL NEGATIVE 47  48  28  38  62  39  25  54  33  46  39  58  41  33  52  38  61  40  41  37  
Somewhat negative 26  26  21  25  29  24  13  45  18  20  27  25  26  19  34  27  27  24  24  27  
Very negative 21  22  7  14  34  15  12  10  14  26  12  34  15  14  18  12  34  16  18  10  
 
NEUTRAL/DK/NA 29  29  29  27  24  39  50  35  45  38  26  24  38  32  40  23  27  38  28  46  
Neutral 20  20  18  18  17  28  34  27  33  26  13  17  31  24  36  13  20  30  19  39  
DK/NA 9  9  11  9  7  11  15  8  12  12  12  7  7  8  4  11  7  9  9  7  
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TABLE 16:  Q11.  Do you currently have a generally positive or generally negative feeling about the City's budget? 
  
 
  Q24 TYPE OF Q25 Q26 KIDS   
 Q23 YEARS IN SAN JOSE RESIDENCE RESIDENCE AT HOME Q27 EDUCATION Q28 ETHNICITY 
 ----------------------------- ----------- ----------- ----------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------- 
       DETCH MULTI     HS OR SOME COLL POST NON-   NON-    
 Total 0-10 11-20 21-30 31-40 41+ HOUSE UNIT OWN RENT YES NO LESS COLL GRAD GRAD COLL COLL+ WHITE WHITE LATNO ASIAN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 436 104 90 82 84 75 338 81 329 104 171 261 86 108 170 58 194 228 230 196 89 81 
 
TOTAL POSITIVE 25% 29% 23% 22% 25% 23% 25% 25% 23% 30% 28% 22% 21% 21% 28% 29% 21% 28% 23% 28% 28% 29% 
Very positive 5  9  5  1  6  1  6  1  3  9  6  4  8  2  5  5  4  5  4  6  9  4  
Somewhat positive 20  20  18  21  19  22  19  24  19  21  22  19  13  19  23  24  17  23  19  21  19  25  
 
TOTAL NEGATIVE 47  38  47  54  48  49  45  51  48  43  39  51  54  42  48  48  47  48  47  46  42  47  
Somewhat negative 26  24  28  29  25  25  26  28  26  25  27  26  23  28  29  21  26  27  25  29  29  34  
Very negative 21  14  19  25  23  25  20  23  22  18  12  25  31  14  19  27  21  21  22  18  14  13  
 
NEUTRAL/DK/NA 29  34  30  24  27  27  30  25  29  27  32  27  25  37  24  23  32  24  30  26  30  24  
Neutral 20  21  28  12  21  18  22  15  20  20  26  16  20  21  18  14  20  17  21  18  25  12  
DK/NA 9  13  2  13  6  10  8  10  10  7  7  10  6  17  6  9  12  7  9  8  6  12  
 
   Q31 REGSTRD Q33 VOTE  
 Q29 AGE Q30 INCOME TO VOTE PROPENSITY GENDER 
 ----------------------------------------------- ----------------------- ----------- ----------------- ----------- 
          $0- $30K- $60K- $100K    ALMST     
 Total 18-29 30-39 40-49 50-64 65-74 75+ 18-49 50+ $30K $60K $100K + YES NO ALWYS ALL MOST MEN WOMEN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 436 50 74 96 125 38 35 219 197 71 79 91 69 176 35 180 150 45 209 227 
 
TOTAL POSITIVE 25% 25% 33% 31% 19% 17% 16% 30% 18% 25% 26% 21% 34% 21% 44% 26% 21% 22% 25% 24% 
Very positive 5  2  12  4  4  1  0  7  3  4  9  4  4  2  20  5  3  2  4  5  
Somewhat positive 20  23  21  26  15  16  16  24  15  21  17  17  30  19  24  21  19  20  21  19  
 
TOTAL NEGATIVE 47  28  39  43  56  57  48  38  55  42  45  45  45  49  26  48  50  50  48  45  
Somewhat negative 26  15  21  30  32  26  21  24  29  17  36  30  27  25  22  21  32  31  26  26  
Very negative 21  14  18  12  24  32  27  14  26  25  9  15  17  24  4  26  18  19  23  19  
 
NEUTRAL/DK/NA 29  46  27  27  25  25  35  31  27  33  29  34  21  30  30  26  29  28  27  31  
Neutral 20  33  18  18  18  15  24  21  19  27  22  19  13  21  19  19  18  28  19  21  
DK/NA 9  13  9  9  7  10  11  10  8  5  7  15  8  9  11  7  11  0  8  10  



FAIRBANK, MASLIN, MAULLIN, METZ & ASSOCIATES 
2010 CITY OF SAN JOSÉ COMMUNITY BUDGET SURVEY - 320-422 - (JANUARY 13-21, 2010) 

86 

 
TABLE 16:  Q11.  Do you currently have a generally positive or generally negative feeling about the City's budget? 
  
 
 LIKELY    
 VOTER PARTY BY AGE ETHNICITY BY AGE ETHNICITY BY GENDER 
 ----------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------------------- 
    DEM DEM REP REP DTS/O DTS/O WHITE WHITE LATNO LATNO ASIAN ASIAN WHITE WHITE LATNO LATNO ASIAN ASIAN  
 Total YES NO 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 436 359 77 103 92 36 57 56 36 96 124 56 28 50 30 104 126 44 45 40 41 
 
TOTAL POSITIVE 25% 23% 30% 30% 20% 30% 16% 24% 12% 23% 22% 34% 19% 42% 7% 22% 24% 38% 18% 24% 34% 
Very positive 5  4  9  3  4  4  2  4  1  3  4  14  0  5  2  2  5  13  5  2  6  
Somewhat positive 20  20  21  27  16  27  14  19  11  20  18  20  19  37  5  21  18  25  13  23  27  
 
TOTAL NEGATIVE 47  48  39  37  56  52  57  40  55  37  55  37  51  41  57  50  44  30  55  58  37  
Somewhat negative 26  27  23  25  32  24  29  23  20  24  27  22  38  31  39  22  27  18  39  53  17  
Very negative 21  22  16  11  23  28  28  17  35  14  28  15  13  10  17  27  17  11  16  5  20  
 
NEUTRAL/DK/NA 29  28  31  33  24  18  27  36  33  40  24  29  31  17  36  28  32  33  28  18  30  
Neutral 20  19  23  27  16  9  18  22  28  27  17  23  25  7  21  20  22  27  22  9  15  
DK/NA 9  9  7  7  8  9  9  14  5  13  6  6  5  10  15  7  10  6  5  9  15  
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TABLE 17:  Q12.  I am going to ask you to imagine you are in charge of San José's city budget.  The City of San José has five major priority goals and I would like you 

to tell me how you would prioritize City spending to achieve these goals.  For this exercise, assume you have 100 dollars to spend on all five.  After I read 
you all of the goals, please tell me how many dollars out of 100 you would spend on each goal, keeping in mind that the total must add up to 100 dollars : A 
SAFE CITY 

  
 
  Q5/Q6 COMB 1/4 Q7 SALES TAX SUPPORT GIVEN  
 Q5 INITIAL 1/2 CENT SALES TAX VOTE CENT SALES TX VTE EMPLOYEE COMPENSATION CUTS PARTY BY GENDER 
 ----------------------------------------- ----------------- ----------------------------- ----------------------------------- 
  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  M-MRE SW-MR TOTAL TOTAL NO DF DEM DEM REP REP DTS/O DTS/O  
 Total YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD LIKLY LIKLY M-LKY L-LKY DK/NA MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 241 217 129 273 458 402 42 507 370 25 284 169 453 191 259 173 245 101 93 118 82 
 
$0-$10 13% 13% 9% 10% 17% 11% 15% 12% 11% 16% 13% 11% 20% 14% 14% 9% 14% 11% 13% 13% 21% 6% 
$11-$20 45  48  42  45  43  45  43  58  45  44  51  45  38  43  43  49  40  51  33  44  38  53  
$21-$30 26  22  30  29  26  26  27  11  28  24  14  26  24  25  28  25  30  20  40  25  25  23  
$31-$40 7  5  10  6  6  7  6  10  7  7  13  8  10  9  4  6  6  6  5  11  7  9  
$41+ 10  12  9  11  8  11  9  8  10  9  9  10  8  9  11  10  9  12  10  8  10  9  
 
 Q18 1/2 CNT SALES Q20 FINAL 1/2 CNT   
 TX VOTE AFTER POS SALES TAX VOTE Q8A INITIAL PARKING TAX VOTE GENDER BY AGE 
 ----------------- ----------------- ------------------------------------------ ----------------------- 
  TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  MEN MEN WOMEN WOMEN  
 Total YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 497 384 21 470 410 22 153 183 180 351 336 532 34 231 187 225 219 
 
$0-$10 13% 11% 15% 4% 11% 15% 4% 18% 12% 8% 13% 15% 11% 16% 15% 17% 8% 11% 
$11-$20 45  45  43  65  47  42  54  39  44  51  45  42  47  35  39  40  54  49  
$21-$30 26  28  24  12  27  25  20  27  29  22  25  28  24  28  33  27  20  23  
$31-$40 7  7  7  11  7  7  6  7  9  10  5  8  6  4  6  6  8  7  
$41+ 10  9  11  8  9  11  16  9  6  9  12  7  11  17  6  11  10  10  
 
  Q22 BUSINESS TAX   
 Q8B INITIAL BUSINESS TAX VOTE AFTER POSITIVES Q9 CARD ROOM PROPOSAL SAMPLE/PHONE TYPE 
 ----------------------------------------- ----------------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------------- 
  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  STR SMWT STR TOTAL TOTAL  VOTER RDD CELL RDD RDD  
 Total YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD SUPPT SUPPT OPPOS SUPPT OPPOS UNDCD LIST SAMP SAMP CELL LAND  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 203 197 157 267 400 424 78 431 434 38 349 187 229 536 306 60 452 393 57 102 348 
 
$0-$10 13% 15% 9% 12% 14% 12% 13% 13% 11% 14% 13% 14% 10% 15% 13% 14% 8% 14% 12% 10% 7% 13% 
$11-$20 45  41  46  50  44  44  46  44  43  46  46  43  44  47  44  47  46  46  42  51  58  39  
$21-$30 26  24  31  22  25  28  24  26  30  22  25  25  31  23  27  24  21  25  27  19  18  29  
$31-$40 7  8  8  9  5  8  7  3  7  7  5  7  6  4  7  6  13  7  8  3  5  8  
$41+ 10  12  6  7  11  9  10  14  9  11  11  10  9  11  10  9  12  8  11  16  13  11  
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TABLE 17:  Q12.  I am going to ask you to imagine you are in charge of San José's city budget.  The City of San José has five major priority goals and I would like 

you to tell me how you would prioritize City spending to achieve these goals.  For this exercise, assume you have 100 dollars to spend on all five.  After I 
read you all of the goals, please tell me how many dollars out of 100 you would spend on each goal, keeping in mind that the total must add up to 100 
dollars : A SAFE CITY 

  
 
  Q21 WASTE DISPSAL Q10 CITY BUDGET  
 Q8C INITIAL WASTE DISPOSAL TAX TX AFTR POS & NEG 12 MONTHS FROM PARTY (COMBINED) 
 ----------------------------------------- ----------------- ----------------------------- ----------------- 
  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  SMWT MUCH TOTAL TOTAL NO DF     
 Total YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD WORSE WORSE WORSE BETTR DK/NA DEM REP DTS/O  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 205 204 148 291 409 439 54 429 450 24 131 83 214 196 56 417 195 201 
 
$0-$10 13% 11% 12% 14% 13% 12% 14% 16% 11% 15% 6% 10% 15% 12% 17% 19% 12% 13% 15% 
$11-$20 45  48  41  47  46  44  46  39  46  43  47  40  39  39  47  43  47  38  44  
$21-$30 26  26  33  21  24  29  23  21  28  24  13  33  22  29  22  16  24  32  24  
$31-$40 7  6  7  9  6  6  7  7  7  7  8  5  7  6  6  7  6  8  8  
$41+ 10  9  8  9  11  8  10  17  7  11  26  12  17  14  8  16  11  9  9  
 
 Q11 FEELINGS ABOUT Q15 FIRST CHOICE Q16 RDC SRV  
 THE CITY BUDGET PRT/BDGT SHRTFLL /RAISG REV CITY COUNCIL DISTRICT 
 ----------------------------- ------------------ ----------- ----------------------------------------------------------- 
  SMWT VERY TOTAL TOTAL NTRL/ REDCE REDCE RAISE REDCE RAISE            
 Total NEG NEG NEG POS DK/NA COMP SRVCS RVNUE SRVCS RVNUE 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 113 91 204 107 125 368 185 228 408 344 63 99 60 70 41 95 61 95 106 100 
 
$0-$10 13% 8% 14% 11% 10% 11% 13% 15% 9% 14% 10% 10% 11% 17% 19% 7% 12% 3% 9% 14% 20% 
$11-$20 45  48  45  47  46  48  47  37  47  43  46  44  35  53  51  57  50  36  43  43  33  
$21-$30 26  27  25  26  30  26  24  30  25  24  29  28  33  14  23  31  19  38  30  25  29  
$31-$40 7  9  6  8  8  7  7  8  7  8  6  9  7  6  5  0  10  5  9  9  6  
$41+ 10  7  11  9  6  8  9  9  12  10  9  9  14  10  3  5  9  18  8  8  11  
 
 VOTER SALES TAX TARGETS BUSINESS TAX TARGETS WASTE DISPOSAL TARGETS 
 ----------- ----------------------------------------- ----------------------------- ----------------------------- 
   NON- CONS CONS  POS NEG COST COMP CONS CONS  POS NEG CONS CONS  POS NEG  
 Total VOTER VOTER YES NO SWING MOVER MOVER P-MVR P-MVR YES NO SWING MOVER MOVER YES NO SWING MOVER MOVER  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 833 69 378 320 204 88 75 61 136 308 322 272 123 112 310 336 256 118 113 
 
$0-$10 13% 13% 10% 10% 15% 14% 14% 16% 7% 16% 10% 14% 15% 14% 17% 11% 15% 12% 11% 14% 
$11-$20 45  44  55  47  43  44  43  38  42  41  44  48  43  42  43  46  45  43  47  38  
$21-$30 26  26  22  26  25  27  35  26  41  26  30  23  24  28  19  30  22  25  23  30  
$31-$40 7  7  6  8  7  5  4  6  4  8  7  6  7  7  8  7  8  6  7  4  
$41+ 10  10  7  9  11  9  4  13  6  9  9  10  11  9  13  5  10  15  13  14  
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TABLE 17:  Q12.  I am going to ask you to imagine you are in charge of San José's city budget.  The City of San José has five major priority goals and I would like 

you to tell me how you would prioritize City spending to achieve these goals.  For this exercise, assume you have 100 dollars to spend on all five.  After I 
read you all of the goals, please tell me how many dollars out of 100 you would spend on each goal, keeping in mind that the total must add up to 100 
dollars : A SAFE CITY 

  
 
  Q24 TYPE OF Q25 Q26 KIDS   
 Q23 YEARS IN SAN JOSE RESIDENCE RESIDENCE AT HOME Q27 EDUCATION Q28 ETHNICITY 
 ----------------------------- ----------- ----------- ----------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------- 
       DETCH MULTI     HS OR SOME COLL POST NON-   NON-    
 Total 0-10 11-20 21-30 31-40 41+ HOUSE UNIT OWN RENT YES NO LESS COLL GRAD GRAD COLL COLL+ WHITE WHITE LATNO ASIAN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 184 210 191 161 151 703 164 672 219 362 533 185 220 351 127 404 477 461 418 187 173 
 
$0-$10 13% 8% 12% 18% 13% 13% 13% 13% 13% 12% 13% 12% 9% 14% 12% 19% 12% 14% 14% 11% 11% 11% 
$11-$20 45  49  47  41  47  41  45  46  42  52  45  45  55  44  42  36  49  40  41  50  49  51  
$21-$30 26  24  29  27  23  24  26  25  27  23  25  26  21  24  29  29  23  29  26  25  27  27  
$31-$40 7  8  8  5  6  8  7  6  8  5  8  6  3  9  8  6  6  8  8  5  5  5  
$41+ 10  11  4  10  11  14  9  10  10  8  8  10  11  10  9  9  11  9  11  8  7  7  
 
   Q31 REGSTRD Q33 VOTE  
 Q29 AGE Q30 INCOME TO VOTE PROPENSITY GENDER 
 ----------------------------------------------- ----------------------- ----------- ----------------- ----------- 
          $0- $30K- $60K- $100K    ALMST     
 Total 18-29 30-39 40-49 50-64 65-74 75+ 18-49 50+ $30K $60K $100K + YES NO ALWYS ALL MOST MEN WOMEN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 104 153 198 257 87 62 455 406 160 160 196 148 381 65 390 277 108 433 469 
 
$0-$10 13% 12% 8% 15% 15% 12% 11% 12% 14% 6% 8% 17% 15% 12% 9% 13% 13% 12% 16% 9% 
$11-$20 45  40  49  47  43  50  43  46  44  60  51  42  30  41  58  43  47  36  39  50  
$21-$30 26  32  25  25  28  19  20  27  25  21  24  28  33  27  20  27  24  31  30  22  
$31-$40 7  3  11  7  6  5  8  7  6  5  6  7  10  7  6  6  9  5  6  7  
$41+ 10  13  7  6  8  14  18  8  11  8  11  6  12  12  6  10  8  15  9  11  
 
 LIKELY    
 VOTER PARTY BY AGE ETHNICITY BY AGE ETHNICITY BY GENDER 
 ----------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------------------- 
    DEM DEM REP REP DTS/O DTS/O WHITE WHITE LATNO LATNO ASIAN ASIAN WHITE WHITE LATNO LATNO ASIAN ASIAN  
 Total YES NO 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 721 181 210 197 69 115 120 70 189 254 115 63 108 59 213 248 90 96 88 85 
 
$0-$10 13% 13% 13% 11% 12% 15% 13% 12% 20% 14% 14% 10% 14% 10% 14% 17% 11% 13% 10% 15% 6% 
$11-$20 45  46  41  48  46  37  39  47  43  44  39  51  49  50  56  37  44  42  56  42  61  
$21-$30 26  25  28  29  21  29  34  23  24  25  28  27  25  33  17  30  23  31  23  31  22  
$31-$40 7  7  6  4  8  12  5  9  5  9  8  7  1  4  6  7  9  6  4  5  5  
$41+ 10  9  13  8  14  7  8  9  8  9  12  5  12  4  7  9  13  7  7  8  5  
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TABLE 18:  Q12.  I am going to ask you to imagine you are in charge of San José's city budget.  The City of San José has five major priority goals and I would like you 

to tell me how you would prioritize City spending to achieve these goals.  For this exercise, assume you have 100 dollars to spend on all five.  After I read 
you all of the goals, please tell me how many dollars out of 100 you would spend on each goal, keeping in mind that the total must add up to 100 dollars : A 
PROSPEROUS ECONOMY 

  
 
  Q5/Q6 COMB 1/4 Q7 SALES TAX SUPPORT GIVEN  
 Q5 INITIAL 1/2 CENT SALES TAX VOTE CENT SALES TX VTE EMPLOYEE COMPENSATION CUTS PARTY BY GENDER 
 ----------------------------------------- ----------------- ----------------------------- ----------------------------------- 
  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  M-MRE SW-MR TOTAL TOTAL NO DF DEM DEM REP REP DTS/O DTS/O  
 Total YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD LIKLY LIKLY M-LKY L-LKY DK/NA MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 241 217 129 273 458 402 42 507 370 25 284 169 453 191 259 173 245 101 93 118 82 
 
$0-$10 17% 21% 11% 17% 19% 17% 18% 15% 16% 19% 13% 17% 21% 19% 15% 16% 20% 17% 17% 13% 21% 18% 
$11-$20 45  49  46  39  41  47  40  68  47  41  68  47  35  43  47  47  42  45  41  49  40  38  
$21-$30 21  19  28  23  17  23  19  10  24  17  0  23  22  23  15  21  20  23  17  23  24  18  
$31-$40 8  6  7  11  10  6  10  0  6  10  9  6  11  8  9  6  8  5  12  5  6  12  
$41+ 10  6  8  11  14  7  13  6  7  13  11  6  10  8  14  9  9  9  14  10  8  14  
 
 Q18 1/2 CNT SALES Q20 FINAL 1/2 CNT   
 TX VOTE AFTER POS SALES TAX VOTE Q8A INITIAL PARKING TAX VOTE GENDER BY AGE 
 ----------------- ----------------- ------------------------------------------ ----------------------- 
  TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  MEN MEN WOMEN WOMEN  
 Total YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 497 384 21 470 410 22 153 183 180 351 336 532 34 231 187 225 219 
 
$0-$10 17% 15% 20% 18% 16% 19% 19% 29% 14% 12% 17% 21% 15% 15% 14% 22% 14% 17% 
$11-$20 45  47  41  77  48  41  66  40  42  53  44  41  47  50  42  45  46  48  
$21-$30 21  23  18  0  23  18  11  14  29  18  22  22  20  14  27  12  24  18  
$31-$40 8  7  9  0  6  10  0  9  9  8  6  9  7  6  10  9  7  6  
$41+ 10  8  12  4  7  12  4  9  6  9  12  7  11  15  7  12  9  10  
 
  Q22 BUSINESS TAX   
 Q8B INITIAL BUSINESS TAX VOTE AFTER POSITIVES Q9 CARD ROOM PROPOSAL SAMPLE/PHONE TYPE 
 ----------------------------------------- ----------------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------------- 
  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  STR SMWT STR TOTAL TOTAL  VOTER RDD CELL RDD RDD  
 Total YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD SUPPT SUPPT OPPOS SUPPT OPPOS UNDCD LIST SAMP SAMP CELL LAND  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 203 197 157 267 400 424 78 431 434 38 349 187 229 536 306 60 452 393 57 102 348 
 
$0-$10 17% 22% 15% 15% 17% 18% 17% 14% 17% 18% 16% 19% 14% 17% 17% 17% 14% 17% 17% 20% 14% 18% 
$11-$20 45  46  41  43  45  44  44  56  46  43  62  44  42  49  43  48  44  45  46  41  52  43  
$21-$30 21  18  29  19  19  24  19  16  23  18  16  20  30  15  23  16  22  18  24  21  22  24  
$31-$40 8  9  6  11  7  8  8  2  7  8  3  9  8  7  8  6  9  8  7  9  6  8  
$41+ 10  4  9  12  12  6  12  12  7  13  2  8  8  12  8  12  11  13  6  9  6  6  
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TABLE 18:  Q12.  I am going to ask you to imagine you are in charge of San José's city budget.  The City of San José has five major priority goals and I would like 

you to tell me how you would prioritize City spending to achieve these goals.  For this exercise, assume you have 100 dollars to spend on all five.  After I 
read you all of the goals, please tell me how many dollars out of 100 you would spend on each goal, keeping in mind that the total must add up to 100 
dollars : A PROSPEROUS ECONOMY 

  
 
  Q21 WASTE DISPSAL Q10 CITY BUDGET  
 Q8C INITIAL WASTE DISPOSAL TAX TX AFTR POS & NEG 12 MONTHS FROM PARTY (COMBINED) 
 ----------------------------------------- ----------------- ----------------------------- ----------------- 
  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  SMWT MUCH TOTAL TOTAL NO DF     
 Total YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD WORSE WORSE WORSE BETTR DK/NA DEM REP DTS/O  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 205 204 148 291 409 439 54 429 450 24 131 83 214 196 56 417 195 201 
 
$0-$10 17% 20% 17% 12% 18% 19% 16% 17% 14% 19% 41% 17% 26% 20% 15% 16% 18% 15% 20% 
$11-$20 45  48  39  54  43  44  47  41  45  45  43  40  42  41  49  55  44  45  39  
$21-$30 21  19  28  15  18  24  17  25  25  17  5  27  17  23  18  12  22  20  21  
$31-$40 8  10  9  6  6  9  6  5  10  6  2  7  9  8  6  4  6  8  9  
$41+ 10  3  7  12  15  5  14  11  6  13  9  9  6  8  13  12  9  12  11  
 
 Q11 FEELINGS ABOUT Q15 FIRST CHOICE Q16 RDC SRV  
 THE CITY BUDGET PRT/BDGT SHRTFLL /RAISG REV CITY COUNCIL DISTRICT 
 ----------------------------- ------------------ ----------- ----------------------------------------------------------- 
  SMWT VERY TOTAL TOTAL NTRL/ REDCE REDCE RAISE REDCE RAISE            
 Total NEG NEG NEG POS DK/NA COMP SRVCS RVNUE SRVCS RVNUE 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 113 91 204 107 125 368 185 228 408 344 63 99 60 70 41 95 61 95 106 100 
 
$0-$10 17% 12% 17% 14% 16% 22% 18% 15% 17% 17% 16% 21% 16% 20% 19% 13% 20% 11% 19% 14% 18% 
$11-$20 45  37  46  41  43  50  43  37  53  38  53  41  49  42  39  49  40  50  40  46  48  
$21-$30 21  29  15  23  23  19  19  27  19  23  18  31  21  25  14  16  22  24  20  18  16  
$31-$40 8  12  11  11  9  4  9  10  6  9  6  2  6  5  14  6  10  10  11  7  4  
$41+ 10  11  10  11  9  6  12  11  5  12  7  6  8  7  14  16  8  5  10  15  13  
 
 VOTER SALES TAX TARGETS BUSINESS TAX TARGETS WASTE DISPOSAL TARGETS 
 ----------- ----------------------------------------- ----------------------------- ----------------------------- 
   NON- CONS CONS  POS NEG COST COMP CONS CONS  POS NEG CONS CONS  POS NEG  
 Total VOTER VOTER YES NO SWING MOVER MOVER P-MVR P-MVR YES NO SWING MOVER MOVER YES NO SWING MOVER MOVER  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 833 69 378 320 204 88 75 61 136 308 322 272 123 112 310 336 256 118 113 
 
$0-$10 17% 18% 7% 16% 18% 18% 12% 22% 14% 24% 18% 17% 17% 14% 20% 15% 16% 21% 11% 26% 
$11-$20 45  44  63  48  39  48  47  42  46  41  45  43  47  48  42  44  45  46  49  44  
$21-$30 21  21  14  23  18  21  25  22  32  19  25  19  18  18  18  26  17  19  23  18  
$31-$40 8  7  12  6  11  4  5  6  0  7  7  8  8  8  9  10  6  7  8  6  
$41+ 10  10  4  7  13  8  11  8  9  9  5  13  10  12  11  5  16  7  9  6  
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TABLE 18:  Q12.  I am going to ask you to imagine you are in charge of San José's city budget.  The City of San José has five major priority goals and I would like 

you to tell me how you would prioritize City spending to achieve these goals.  For this exercise, assume you have 100 dollars to spend on all five.  After I 
read you all of the goals, please tell me how many dollars out of 100 you would spend on each goal, keeping in mind that the total must add up to 100 
dollars : A PROSPEROUS ECONOMY 

  
 
  Q24 TYPE OF Q25 Q26 KIDS   
 Q23 YEARS IN SAN JOSE RESIDENCE RESIDENCE AT HOME Q27 EDUCATION Q28 ETHNICITY 
 ----------------------------- ----------- ----------- ----------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------- 
       DETCH MULTI     HS OR SOME COLL POST NON-   NON-    
 Total 0-10 11-20 21-30 31-40 41+ HOUSE UNIT OWN RENT YES NO LESS COLL GRAD GRAD COLL COLL+ WHITE WHITE LATNO ASIAN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 184 210 191 161 151 703 164 672 219 362 533 185 220 351 127 404 477 461 418 187 173 
 
$0-$10 17% 14% 12% 18% 21% 21% 18% 14% 18% 12% 17% 17% 12% 19% 20% 16% 16% 19% 19% 14% 13% 14% 
$11-$20 45  48  45  40  41  52  47  39  43  51  46  45  58  43  40  40  50  40  43  48  51  46  
$21-$30 21  25  26  17  19  15  20  24  21  20  21  20  15  23  19  27  20  22  20  22  19  22  
$31-$40 8  6  9  12  8  3  6  12  7  9  7  8  3  10  9  8  7  9  8  7  7  8  
$41+ 10  7  8  13  12  9  9  11  10  8  9  10  11  6  12  9  8  11  9  10  10  10  
 
   Q31 REGSTRD Q33 VOTE  
 Q29 AGE Q30 INCOME TO VOTE PROPENSITY GENDER 
 ----------------------------------------------- ----------------------- ----------- ----------------- ----------- 
          $0- $30K- $60K- $100K    ALMST     
 Total 18-29 30-39 40-49 50-64 65-74 75+ 18-49 50+ $30K $60K $100K + YES NO ALWYS ALL MOST MEN WOMEN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 104 153 198 257 87 62 455 406 160 160 196 148 381 65 390 277 108 433 469 
 
$0-$10 17% 10% 12% 18% 21% 17% 17% 14% 19% 14% 18% 12% 22% 19% 5% 22% 12% 20% 19% 16% 
$11-$20 45  42  47  43  45  48  54  44  47  61  50  34  41  42  66  45  43  41  42  47  
$21-$30 21  32  27  21  14  17  18  26  15  14  16  30  23  25  11  18  25  25  20  21  
$31-$40 8  8  8  9  10  3  3  8  7  3  7  10  6  7  13  6  11  4  9  6  
$41+ 10  8  7  10  11  16  7  8  11  7  9  13  8  7  4  10  10  10  9  10  
 
 LIKELY    
 VOTER PARTY BY AGE ETHNICITY BY AGE ETHNICITY BY GENDER 
 ----------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------------------- 
    DEM DEM REP REP DTS/O DTS/O WHITE WHITE LATNO LATNO ASIAN ASIAN WHITE WHITE LATNO LATNO ASIAN ASIAN  
 Total YES NO 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 721 181 210 197 69 115 120 70 189 254 115 63 108 59 213 248 90 96 88 85 
 
$0-$10 17% 17% 16% 15% 21% 13% 15% 15% 26% 16% 22% 10% 17% 12% 15% 19% 19% 14% 11% 18% 11% 
$11-$20 45  44  50  43  46  43  46  38  42  44  43  55  48  43  54  43  44  50  53  40  53  
$21-$30 21  21  20  27  17  28  15  27  12  22  19  20  13  31  6  18  21  18  20  23  20  
$31-$40 8  8  5  6  7  6  9  12  5  9  7  9  3  6  11  9  7  10  4  10  6  
$41+ 10  10  8  9  9  10  14  9  15  9  9  6  20  8  14  10  9  7  13  9  10  
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TABLE 19:  Q12.  I am going to ask you to imagine you are in charge of San José's city budget.  The City of San José has five major priority goals and I would like you 

to tell me how you would prioritize City spending to achieve these goals.  For this exercise, assume you have 100 dollars to spend on all five.  After I read 
you all of the goals, please tell me how many dollars out of 100 you would spend on each goal, keeping in mind that the total must add up to 100 dollars : AN 
ATTRACTIVE VIBRANT COMMUNITY 

  
 
  Q5/Q6 COMB 1/4 Q7 SALES TAX SUPPORT GIVEN  
 Q5 INITIAL 1/2 CENT SALES TAX VOTE CENT SALES TX VTE EMPLOYEE COMPENSATION CUTS PARTY BY GENDER 
 ----------------------------------------- ----------------- ----------------------------- ----------------------------------- 
  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  M-MRE SW-MR TOTAL TOTAL NO DF DEM DEM REP REP DTS/O DTS/O  
 Total YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD LIKLY LIKLY M-LKY L-LKY DK/NA MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 241 217 129 273 458 402 42 507 370 25 284 169 453 191 259 173 245 101 93 118 82 
 
$0-$10 43% 40% 42% 42% 49% 41% 47% 31% 41% 47% 32% 42% 48% 44% 47% 38% 40% 44% 45% 40% 45% 49% 
$11-$20 48  50  49  51  41  50  45  59  50  44  61  49  43  47  42  54  51  47  41  51  42  45  
$21-$30 7  8  7  7  7  8  7  7  7  8  3  8  7  8  9  5  8  7  11  9  9  5  
$31-$40 1  0  1  0  1  1  1  0  1  1  0  0  1  1  1  0  1  0  1  0  2  1  
$41+ 1  1  1  0  2  1  1  3  1  2  4  1  0  0  1  2  0  1  3  0  2  0  
 
 Q18 1/2 CNT SALES Q20 FINAL 1/2 CNT   
 TX VOTE AFTER POS SALES TAX VOTE Q8A INITIAL PARKING TAX VOTE GENDER BY AGE 
 ----------------- ----------------- ------------------------------------------ ----------------------- 
  TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  MEN MEN WOMEN WOMEN  
 Total YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 497 384 21 470 410 22 153 183 180 351 336 532 34 231 187 225 219 
 
$0-$10 43% 41% 46% 27% 40% 47% 27% 48% 46% 38% 43% 47% 41% 29% 38% 48% 41% 45% 
$11-$20 48  50  44  68  51  43  68  37  47  55  48  42  50  65  52  42  50  48  
$21-$30 7  7  7  5  8  7  5  12  7  5  7  9  7  1  9  8  7  6  
$31-$40 1  1  1  0  1  1  0  0  0  1  1  0  1  3  0  2  0  1  
$41+ 1  1  1  0  1  2  0  3  0  0  2  1  1  1  2  1  1  0  
 
  Q22 BUSINESS TAX   
 Q8B INITIAL BUSINESS TAX VOTE AFTER POSITIVES Q9 CARD ROOM PROPOSAL SAMPLE/PHONE TYPE 
 ----------------------------------------- ----------------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------------- 
  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  STR SMWT STR TOTAL TOTAL  VOTER RDD CELL RDD RDD  
 Total YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD SUPPT SUPPT OPPOS SUPPT OPPOS UNDCD LIST SAMP SAMP CELL LAND  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 203 197 157 267 400 424 78 431 434 38 349 187 229 536 306 60 452 393 57 102 348 
 
$0-$10 43% 47% 41% 42% 44% 44% 43% 37% 42% 45% 28% 42% 40% 47% 41% 46% 47% 44% 42% 40% 31% 45% 
$11-$20 48  45  48  51  46  47  48  54  48  46  66  49  52  43  50  45  47  47  49  46  57  46  
$21-$30 7  7  10  6  6  8  6  9  9  6  6  8  7  8  8  7  4  8  6  14  11  6  
$31-$40 1  0  0  1  1  0  1  0  0  1  0  1  1  0  1  0  0  0  1  0  0  1  
$41+ 1  2  0  0  2  1  2  0  1  2  0  1  0  2  1  2  2  1  2  0  1  2  
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TABLE 19:  Q12.  I am going to ask you to imagine you are in charge of San José's city budget.  The City of San José has five major priority goals and I would like 

you to tell me how you would prioritize City spending to achieve these goals.  For this exercise, assume you have 100 dollars to spend on all five.  After I 
read you all of the goals, please tell me how many dollars out of 100 you would spend on each goal, keeping in mind that the total must add up to 100 
dollars : AN ATTRACTIVE VIBRANT COMMUNITY 

  
 
  Q21 WASTE DISPSAL Q10 CITY BUDGET  
 Q8C INITIAL WASTE DISPOSAL TAX TX AFTR POS & NEG 12 MONTHS FROM PARTY (COMBINED) 
 ----------------------------------------- ----------------- ----------------------------- ----------------- 
  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  SMWT MUCH TOTAL TOTAL NO DF     
 Total YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD WORSE WORSE WORSE BETTR DK/NA DEM REP DTS/O  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 205 204 148 291 409 439 54 429 450 24 131 83 214 196 56 417 195 201 
 
$0-$10 43% 38% 44% 43% 46% 41% 45% 43% 40% 46% 48% 45% 53% 48% 43% 40% 43% 43% 47% 
$11-$20 48  54  46  52  43  50  46  48  52  44  40  48  38  44  49  44  49  46  43  
$21-$30 7  7  10  5  7  9  7  3  7  7  7  7  7  7  6  13  7  10  8  
$31-$40 1  0  0  0  1  0  1  3  0  1  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  1  
$41+ 1  0  0  0  3  0  2  2  0  2  4  0  1  1  1  3  1  1  1  
 
 Q11 FEELINGS ABOUT Q15 FIRST CHOICE Q16 RDC SRV  
 THE CITY BUDGET PRT/BDGT SHRTFLL /RAISG REV CITY COUNCIL DISTRICT 
 ----------------------------- ------------------ ----------- ----------------------------------------------------------- 
  SMWT VERY TOTAL TOTAL NTRL/ REDCE REDCE RAISE REDCE RAISE            
 Total NEG NEG NEG POS DK/NA COMP SRVCS RVNUE SRVCS RVNUE 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 113 91 204 107 125 368 185 228 408 344 63 99 60 70 41 95 61 95 106 100 
 
$0-$10 43% 46% 47% 47% 39% 34% 44% 52% 39% 47% 41% 56% 39% 35% 47% 49% 41% 43% 42% 42% 49% 
$11-$20 48  49  40  45  54  54  45  41  56  44  50  39  49  62  43  46  54  52  53  42  36  
$21-$30 7  4  10  7  6  7  9  5  4  7  8  5  10  3  8  5  5  3  3  13  13  
$31-$40 1  1  1  1  1  1  1  1  0  0  0  0  1  0  0  0  0  2  0  2  1  
$41+ 1  0  1  1  0  3  1  0  1  1  1  0  1  0  2  0  1  0  2  2  2  
 
 VOTER SALES TAX TARGETS BUSINESS TAX TARGETS WASTE DISPOSAL TARGETS 
 ----------- ----------------------------------------- ----------------------------- ----------------------------- 
   NON- CONS CONS  POS NEG COST COMP CONS CONS  POS NEG CONS CONS  POS NEG  
 Total VOTER VOTER YES NO SWING MOVER MOVER P-MVR P-MVR YES NO SWING MOVER MOVER YES NO SWING MOVER MOVER  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 833 69 378 320 204 88 75 61 136 308 322 272 123 112 310 336 256 118 113 
 
$0-$10 43% 43% 39% 40% 47% 43% 42% 50% 43% 51% 44% 45% 40% 36% 47% 40% 47% 41% 39% 43% 
$11-$20 48  47  59  50  43  51  52  44  51  43  47  46  51  53  44  52  44  49  53  46  
$21-$30 7  8  1  8  8  5  6  4  6  7  8  6  8  10  6  8  7  8  7  10  
$31-$40 1  1  0  1  1  0  0  0  0  0  0  1  0  0  1  0  1  1  2  0  
$41+ 1  1  2  1  2  1  1  1  0  0  1  2  1  1  1  0  2  1  1  1  
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TABLE 19:  Q12.  I am going to ask you to imagine you are in charge of San José's city budget.  The City of San José has five major priority goals and I would like 

you to tell me how you would prioritize City spending to achieve these goals.  For this exercise, assume you have 100 dollars to spend on all five.  After I 
read you all of the goals, please tell me how many dollars out of 100 you would spend on each goal, keeping in mind that the total must add up to 100 
dollars : AN ATTRACTIVE VIBRANT COMMUNITY 

  
 
  Q24 TYPE OF Q25 Q26 KIDS   
 Q23 YEARS IN SAN JOSE RESIDENCE RESIDENCE AT HOME Q27 EDUCATION Q28 ETHNICITY 
 ----------------------------- ----------- ----------- ----------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------- 
       DETCH MULTI     HS OR SOME COLL POST NON-   NON-    
 Total 0-10 11-20 21-30 31-40 41+ HOUSE UNIT OWN RENT YES NO LESS COLL GRAD GRAD COLL COLL+ WHITE WHITE LATNO ASIAN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 184 210 191 161 151 703 164 672 219 362 533 185 220 351 127 404 477 461 418 187 173 
 
$0-$10 43% 44% 41% 44% 39% 48% 42% 49% 44% 39% 44% 42% 33% 38% 51% 48% 35% 50% 45% 40% 40% 40% 
$11-$20 48  50  51  44  49  45  49  48  46  53  45  50  58  51  40  44  55  41  46  51  48  54  
$21-$30 7  6  7  10  8  5  8  4  7  8  9  6  8  10  6  7  9  6  8  7  9  4  
$31-$40 1  0  0  1  1  1  1  0  1  0  1  1  1  0  1  0  0  1  0  1  2  1  
$41+ 1  0  1  1  3  0  1  0  1  0  1  1  0  1  2  0  1  1  1  1  1  1  
 
   Q31 REGSTRD Q33 VOTE  
 Q29 AGE Q30 INCOME TO VOTE PROPENSITY GENDER 
 ----------------------------------------------- ----------------------- ----------- ----------------- ----------- 
          $0- $30K- $60K- $100K    ALMST     
 Total 18-29 30-39 40-49 50-64 65-74 75+ 18-49 50+ $30K $60K $100K + YES NO ALWYS ALL MOST MEN WOMEN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 104 153 198 257 87 62 455 406 160 160 196 148 381 65 390 277 108 433 469 
 
$0-$10 43% 41% 38% 40% 47% 45% 48% 40% 46% 33% 36% 46% 51% 43% 38% 45% 44% 41% 43% 43% 
$11-$20 48  52  53  49  45  48  45  51  45  61  59  40  41  47  62  45  48  55  47  49  
$21-$30 7  7  9  8  7  7  4  8  7  5  4  12  8  8  0  9  7  3  8  6  
$31-$40 1  0  0  0  1  0  3  0  1  1  0  1  0  1  0  0  1  0  1  0  
$41+ 1  0  0  3  1  1  0  1  1  0  1  1  0  2  0  1  1  2  1  1  
 
 LIKELY    
 VOTER PARTY BY AGE ETHNICITY BY AGE ETHNICITY BY GENDER 
 ----------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------------------- 
    DEM DEM REP REP DTS/O DTS/O WHITE WHITE LATNO LATNO ASIAN ASIAN WHITE WHITE LATNO LATNO ASIAN ASIAN  
 Total YES NO 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 721 181 210 197 69 115 120 70 189 254 115 63 108 59 213 248 90 96 88 85 
 
$0-$10 43% 44% 39% 37% 49% 34% 46% 47% 44% 42% 47% 31% 53% 39% 43% 43% 47% 36% 44% 47% 33% 
$11-$20 48  46  55  53  44  48  46  43  44  49  44  57  35  55  54  47  45  48  49  48  61  
$21-$30 7  8  4  8  6  14  8  8  7  8  8  11  7  5  2  8  7  13  6  5  3  
$31-$40 1  1  1  0  1  1  0  0  4  0  0  0  5  0  2  0  0  3  0  0  1  
$41+ 1  1  2  1  0  3  0  1  1  1  1  1  0  1  0  2  1  0  1  0  1  
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TABLE 20:  Q12.  I am going to ask you to imagine you are in charge of San José's city budget.  The City of San José has five major priority goals and I would like you 

to tell me how you would prioritize City spending to achieve these goals.  For this exercise, assume you have 100 dollars to spend on all five.  After I read 
you all of the goals, please tell me how many dollars out of 100 you would spend on each goal, keeping in mind that the total must add up to 100 dollars : A 
GREEN SUSTAINABLE CITY 

  
 
  Q5/Q6 COMB 1/4 Q7 SALES TAX SUPPORT GIVEN  
 Q5 INITIAL 1/2 CENT SALES TAX VOTE CENT SALES TX VTE EMPLOYEE COMPENSATION CUTS PARTY BY GENDER 
 ----------------------------------------- ----------------- ----------------------------- ----------------------------------- 
  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  M-MRE SW-MR TOTAL TOTAL NO DF DEM DEM REP REP DTS/O DTS/O  
 Total YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD LIKLY LIKLY M-LKY L-LKY DK/NA MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 241 217 129 273 458 402 42 507 370 25 284 169 453 191 259 173 245 101 93 118 82 
 
$0-$10 39% 28% 37% 48% 49% 32% 49% 22% 33% 48% 31% 35% 36% 35% 46% 40% 37% 28% 57% 51% 47% 39% 
$11-$20 45  50  46  44  39  48  40  62  49  40  50  51  45  48  39  45  49  52  31  33  42  38  
$21-$30 11  13  15  6  8  14  7  8  13  8  8  10  12  11  11  10  8  14  8  10  6  18  
$31-$40 2  3  1  3  1  2  1  7  2  2  11  1  3  2  0  3  1  3  2  2  2  3  
$41+ 3  5  1  0  4  3  2  0  3  3  0  3  4  3  3  2  4  3  1  4  4  2  
 
 Q18 1/2 CNT SALES Q20 FINAL 1/2 CNT   
 TX VOTE AFTER POS SALES TAX VOTE Q8A INITIAL PARKING TAX VOTE GENDER BY AGE 
 ----------------- ----------------- ------------------------------------------ ----------------------- 
  TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  MEN MEN WOMEN WOMEN  
 Total YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 497 384 21 470 410 22 153 183 180 351 336 532 34 231 187 225 219 
 
$0-$10 39% 33% 48% 13% 33% 47% 16% 33% 40% 45% 40% 37% 41% 25% 40% 48% 29% 38% 
$11-$20 45  51  38  63  51  38  56  48  45  46  45  46  45  43  47  41  49  46  
$21-$30 11  13  8  11  12  9  15  12  12  6  11  12  10  19  9  6  15  11  
$31-$40 2  2  1  14  2  1  13  1  3  1  2  2  2  8  1  2  2  3  
$41+ 3  1  5  0  2  4  0  7  1  2  2  4  2  3  3  3  3  2  
 
  Q22 BUSINESS TAX   
 Q8B INITIAL BUSINESS TAX VOTE AFTER POSITIVES Q9 CARD ROOM PROPOSAL SAMPLE/PHONE TYPE 
 ----------------------------------------- ----------------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------------- 
  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  STR SMWT STR TOTAL TOTAL  VOTER RDD CELL RDD RDD  
 Total YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD SUPPT SUPPT OPPOS SUPPT OPPOS UNDCD LIST SAMP SAMP CELL LAND  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 203 197 157 267 400 424 78 431 434 38 349 187 229 536 306 60 452 393 57 102 348 
 
$0-$10 39% 32% 35% 52% 45% 34% 47% 21% 33% 46% 20% 39% 42% 37% 40% 37% 39% 41% 36% 42% 32% 38% 
$11-$20 45  50  45  36  43  48  41  61  50  40  57  46  47  47  46  44  45  43  49  46  59  45  
$21-$30 11  11  16  9  8  13  8  11  13  8  15  10  9  11  10  12  15  12  10  5  5  11  
$31-$40 2  3  3  1  1  3  1  1  2  2  8  2  1  2  2  2  0  2  2  1  2  2  
$41+ 3  3  1  2  3  2  3  7  1  4  0  3  1  3  2  5  2  3  3  5  3  3  
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TABLE 20:  Q12.  I am going to ask you to imagine you are in charge of San José's city budget.  The City of San José has five major priority goals and I would like 

you to tell me how you would prioritize City spending to achieve these goals.  For this exercise, assume you have 100 dollars to spend on all five.  After I 
read you all of the goals, please tell me how many dollars out of 100 you would spend on each goal, keeping in mind that the total must add up to 100 
dollars : A GREEN SUSTAINABLE CITY 

  
 
  Q21 WASTE DISPSAL Q10 CITY BUDGET  
 Q8C INITIAL WASTE DISPOSAL TAX TX AFTR POS & NEG 12 MONTHS FROM PARTY (COMBINED) 
 ----------------------------------------- ----------------- ----------------------------- ----------------- 
  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  SMWT MUCH TOTAL TOTAL NO DF     
 Total YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD WORSE WORSE WORSE BETTR DK/NA DEM REP DTS/O  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 205 204 148 291 409 439 54 429 450 24 131 83 214 196 56 417 195 201 
 
$0-$10 39% 28% 38% 44% 45% 33% 45% 40% 35% 42% 48% 45% 35% 41% 34% 32% 32% 54% 44% 
$11-$20 45  50  45  45  43  48  43  44  49  42  34  38  42  39  51  60  51  32  40  
$21-$30 11  17  11  8  8  14  8  13  11  10  10  11  16  13  11  8  12  9  11  
$31-$40 2  2  3  1  2  2  2  1  2  2  8  1  4  2  3  0  2  2  2  
$41+ 3  4  2  1  3  3  2  2  2  4  0  5  4  4  2  0  3  3  3  
 
 Q11 FEELINGS ABOUT Q15 FIRST CHOICE Q16 RDC SRV  
 THE CITY BUDGET PRT/BDGT SHRTFLL /RAISG REV CITY COUNCIL DISTRICT 
 ----------------------------- ------------------ ----------- ----------------------------------------------------------- 
  SMWT VERY TOTAL TOTAL NTRL/ REDCE REDCE RAISE REDCE RAISE            
 Total NEG NEG NEG POS DK/NA COMP SRVCS RVNUE SRVCS RVNUE 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 113 91 204 107 125 368 185 228 408 344 63 99 60 70 41 95 61 95 106 100 
 
$0-$10 39% 46% 47% 46% 47% 28% 43% 45% 33% 46% 36% 34% 48% 31% 32% 34% 36% 37% 46% 44% 47% 
$11-$20 45  44  38  41  40  53  42  38  49  41  46  45  39  49  46  60  47  44  42  45  35  
$21-$30 11  7  14  10  8  11  11  9  13  9  12  16  10  6  14  3  8  15  9  11  13  
$31-$40 2  2  0  1  2  2  1  3  4  2  3  0  1  4  3  2  6  3  4  0  0  
$41+ 3  2  2  2  3  5  2  5  2  2  3  5  2  10  4  0  2  0  0  0  5  
 
 VOTER SALES TAX TARGETS BUSINESS TAX TARGETS WASTE DISPOSAL TARGETS 
 ----------- ----------------------------------------- ----------------------------- ----------------------------- 
   NON- CONS CONS  POS NEG COST COMP CONS CONS  POS NEG CONS CONS  POS NEG  
 Total VOTER VOTER YES NO SWING MOVER MOVER P-MVR P-MVR YES NO SWING MOVER MOVER YES NO SWING MOVER MOVER  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 833 69 378 320 204 88 75 61 136 308 322 272 123 112 310 336 256 118 113 
 
$0-$10 39% 40% 28% 32% 53% 30% 34% 30% 35% 41% 33% 51% 31% 34% 32% 33% 46% 37% 40% 30% 
$11-$20 45  44  59  49  36  52  56  44  55  45  50  39  48  51  43  50  42  45  49  44  
$21-$30 11  11  10  14  7  10  9  13  8  9  14  6  13  11  13  12  7  14  8  20  
$31-$40 2  2  3  2  2  2  1  1  1  2  2  1  4  2  4  3  2  1  1  0  
$41+ 3  3  0  2  2  5  0  12  0  3  1  3  4  2  8  3  3  4  2  6  
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TABLE 20:  Q12.  I am going to ask you to imagine you are in charge of San José's city budget.  The City of San José has five major priority goals and I would like 

you to tell me how you would prioritize City spending to achieve these goals.  For this exercise, assume you have 100 dollars to spend on all five.  After I 
read you all of the goals, please tell me how many dollars out of 100 you would spend on each goal, keeping in mind that the total must add up to 100 
dollars : A GREEN SUSTAINABLE CITY 

  
 
  Q24 TYPE OF Q25 Q26 KIDS   
 Q23 YEARS IN SAN JOSE RESIDENCE RESIDENCE AT HOME Q27 EDUCATION Q28 ETHNICITY 
 ----------------------------- ----------- ----------- ----------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------- 
       DETCH MULTI     HS OR SOME COLL POST NON-   NON-    
 Total 0-10 11-20 21-30 31-40 41+ HOUSE UNIT OWN RENT YES NO LESS COLL GRAD GRAD COLL COLL+ WHITE WHITE LATNO ASIAN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 184 210 191 161 151 703 164 672 219 362 533 185 220 351 127 404 477 461 418 187 173 
 
$0-$10 39% 36% 38% 36% 46% 39% 39% 38% 42% 31% 34% 42% 28% 34% 49% 40% 31% 46% 43% 32% 30% 36% 
$11-$20 45  46  47  46  40  48  45  48  42  54  49  43  58  48  37  41  53  38  41  52  53  50  
$21-$30 11  15  8  12  10  8  11  9  11  11  12  10  11  12  9  15  11  10  10  11  12  9  
$31-$40 2  2  2  1  3  3  2  2  2  2  2  2  0  3  2  2  2  2  2  2  2  3  
$41+ 3  0  5  4  1  3  3  3  3  3  3  3  3  4  2  3  3  3  3  3  3  1  
 
   Q31 REGSTRD Q33 VOTE  
 Q29 AGE Q30 INCOME TO VOTE PROPENSITY GENDER 
 ----------------------------------------------- ----------------------- ----------- ----------------- ----------- 
          $0- $30K- $60K- $100K    ALMST     
 Total 18-29 30-39 40-49 50-64 65-74 75+ 18-49 50+ $30K $60K $100K + YES NO ALWYS ALL MOST MEN WOMEN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 104 153 198 257 87 62 455 406 160 160 196 148 381 65 390 277 108 433 469 
 
$0-$10 39% 25% 36% 39% 41% 44% 46% 35% 42% 24% 34% 43% 50% 39% 23% 40% 40% 41% 44% 34% 
$11-$20 45  55  45  48  45  44  38  48  44  63  50  44  36  46  63  43  48  37  43  47  
$21-$30 11  14  16  8  8  9  12  12  9  9  14  9  7  10  11  12  8  15  8  13  
$31-$40 2  0  4  1  3  1  3  2  3  1  1  0  3  2  3  2  2  1  1  3  
$41+ 3  6  0  4  3  2  1  3  2  3  1  3  4  4  0  3  1  6  3  3  
 
 LIKELY    
 VOTER PARTY BY AGE ETHNICITY BY AGE ETHNICITY BY GENDER 
 ----------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------------------- 
    DEM DEM REP REP DTS/O DTS/O WHITE WHITE LATNO LATNO ASIAN ASIAN WHITE WHITE LATNO LATNO ASIAN ASIAN  
 Total YES NO 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 721 181 210 197 69 115 120 70 189 254 115 63 108 59 213 248 90 96 88 85 
 
$0-$10 39% 40% 35% 28% 36% 59% 52% 41% 48% 41% 45% 27% 35% 32% 41% 49% 39% 33% 27% 40% 32% 
$11-$20 45  45  48  53  49  29  34  42  38  45  39  55  54  51  51  40  42  49  56  48  52  
$21-$30 11  11  10  14  10  8  8  12  7  9  11  14  5  13  3  7  14  12  11  7  12  
$31-$40 2  2  2  2  2  0  3  1  5  1  2  2  4  3  4  1  3  1  4  3  3  
$41+ 3  2  5  3  3  4  2  4  2  4  2  3  1  1  1  4  3  4  2  2  0  
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TABLE 21:  Q12.  I am going to ask you to imagine you are in charge of San José's city budget.  The City of San José has five major priority goals and I would like you 

to tell me how you would prioritize City spending to achieve these goals.  For this exercise, assume you have 100 dollars to spend on all five.  After I read 
you all of the goals, please tell me how many dollars out of 100 you would spend on each goal, keeping in mind that the total must add up to 100 dollars : A 
RELIABLE WELL-MAINTAINED INFRASTRUCTURE 

  
 
  Q5/Q6 COMB 1/4 Q7 SALES TAX SUPPORT GIVEN  
 Q5 INITIAL 1/2 CENT SALES TAX VOTE CENT SALES TX VTE EMPLOYEE COMPENSATION CUTS PARTY BY GENDER 
 ----------------------------------------- ----------------- ----------------------------- ----------------------------------- 
  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  M-MRE SW-MR TOTAL TOTAL NO DF DEM DEM REP REP DTS/O DTS/O  
 Total YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD LIKLY LIKLY M-LKY L-LKY DK/NA MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 241 217 129 273 458 402 42 507 370 25 284 169 453 191 259 173 245 101 93 118 82 
 
$0-$10 25% 27% 29% 22% 23% 28% 23% 21% 27% 23% 33% 23% 28% 25% 33% 20% 25% 30% 28% 19% 18% 38% 
$11-$20 47  47  52  51  42  49  45  45  48  45  50  50  43  48  41  51  48  43  37  53  52  41  
$21-$30 19  18  16  19  22  17  21  28  19  20  17  21  19  20  17  19  19  21  26  18  18  13  
$31-$40 4  6  2  4  5  4  5  2  4  5  0  4  5  4  3  5  5  4  3  5  7  3  
$41+ 4  2  1  5  7  1  7  3  2  6  0  2  5  3  5  4  3  2  6  6  5  4  
 
 Q18 1/2 CNT SALES Q20 FINAL 1/2 CNT   
 TX VOTE AFTER POS SALES TAX VOTE Q8A INITIAL PARKING TAX VOTE GENDER BY AGE 
 ----------------- ----------------- ------------------------------------------ ----------------------- 
  TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  MEN MEN WOMEN WOMEN  
 Total YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 497 384 21 470 410 22 153 183 180 351 336 532 34 231 187 225 219 
 
$0-$10 25% 25% 25% 25% 25% 26% 29% 27% 16% 30% 25% 21% 27% 44% 20% 24% 32% 24% 
$11-$20 47  50  43  61  50  43  53  41  60  48  44  51  45  35  53  42  48  46  
$21-$30 19  18  21  14  18  20  18  22  17  15  21  20  19  17  22  19  17  20  
$31-$40 4  4  5  0  4  5  0  6  2  6  4  4  5  5  4  7  3  5  
$41+ 4  2  6  0  2  6  0  4  4  1  5  4  4  0  1  8  1  5  
 
  Q22 BUSINESS TAX   
 Q8B INITIAL BUSINESS TAX VOTE AFTER POSITIVES Q9 CARD ROOM PROPOSAL SAMPLE/PHONE TYPE 
 ----------------------------------------- ----------------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------------- 
  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  STR SMWT STR TOTAL TOTAL  VOTER RDD CELL RDD RDD  
 Total YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD SUPPT SUPPT OPPOS SUPPT OPPOS UNDCD LIST SAMP SAMP CELL LAND  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 203 197 157 267 400 424 78 431 434 38 349 187 229 536 306 60 452 393 57 102 348 
 
$0-$10 25% 23% 29% 33% 20% 26% 25% 26% 26% 25% 20% 22% 25% 28% 23% 30% 23% 26% 23% 33% 28% 24% 
$11-$20 47  47  48  42  50  48  47  45  48  45  56  47  50  46  48  44  57  44  50  51  60  48  
$21-$30 19  20  17  15  21  19  19  23  19  20  11  23  18  16  21  16  15  21  18  16  12  19  
$31-$40 4  6  5  8  2  5  4  1  4  5  8  4  4  6  4  5  2  5  4  0  1  4  
$41+ 4  4  1  3  6  2  5  5  3  5  5  4  3  5  3  5  3  4  4  0  0  5  
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TABLE 21:  Q12.  I am going to ask you to imagine you are in charge of San José's city budget.  The City of San José has five major priority goals and I would like 

you to tell me how you would prioritize City spending to achieve these goals.  For this exercise, assume you have 100 dollars to spend on all five.  After I 
read you all of the goals, please tell me how many dollars out of 100 you would spend on each goal, keeping in mind that the total must add up to 100 
dollars : A RELIABLE WELL-MAINTAINED INFRASTRUCTURE 

  
 
  Q21 WASTE DISPSAL Q10 CITY BUDGET  
 Q8C INITIAL WASTE DISPOSAL TAX TX AFTR POS & NEG 12 MONTHS FROM PARTY (COMBINED) 
 ----------------------------------------- ----------------- ----------------------------- ----------------- 
  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  SMWT MUCH TOTAL TOTAL NO DF     
 Total YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD WORSE WORSE WORSE BETTR DK/NA DEM REP DTS/O  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 205 204 148 291 409 439 54 429 450 24 131 83 214 196 56 417 195 201 
 
$0-$10 25% 23% 29% 24% 25% 26% 24% 31% 25% 26% 21% 25% 21% 23% 25% 19% 28% 24% 26% 
$11-$20 47  49  45  56  45  47  48  37  51  43  52  48  36  43  50  47  45  44  48  
$21-$30 19  22  19  11  21  21  17  22  18  20  13  21  25  23  16  23  20  22  16  
$31-$40 4  4  4  5  5  4  5  5  4  5  7  3  11  6  6  5  4  4  6  
$41+ 4  2  3  4  5  3  5  4  1  6  8  3  7  5  3  5  3  6  4  
 
 Q11 FEELINGS ABOUT Q15 FIRST CHOICE Q16 RDC SRV  
 THE CITY BUDGET PRT/BDGT SHRTFLL /RAISG REV CITY COUNCIL DISTRICT 
 ----------------------------- ------------------ ----------- ----------------------------------------------------------- 
  SMWT VERY TOTAL TOTAL NTRL/ REDCE REDCE RAISE REDCE RAISE            
 Total NEG NEG NEG POS DK/NA COMP SRVCS RVNUE SRVCS RVNUE 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 113 91 204 107 125 368 185 228 408 344 63 99 60 70 41 95 61 95 106 100 
 
$0-$10 25% 33% 24% 29% 22% 28% 25% 29% 22% 23% 25% 23% 21% 31% 30% 26% 32% 26% 25% 28% 25% 
$11-$20 47  44  45  45  53  49  46  43  50  46  49  45  45  43  45  39  37  57  45  52  42  
$21-$30 19  17  20  18  20  17  20  20  19  22  19  18  22  21  19  26  23  11  23  11  23  
$31-$40 4  4  6  5  2  1  3  5  7  5  4  8  7  4  6  8  6  4  3  3  3  
$41+ 4  2  5  3  3  4  6  2  2  4  4  5  6  1  1  1  2  2  5  6  7  
 
 VOTER SALES TAX TARGETS BUSINESS TAX TARGETS WASTE DISPOSAL TARGETS 
 ----------- ----------------------------------------- ----------------------------- ----------------------------- 
   NON- CONS CONS  POS NEG COST COMP CONS CONS  POS NEG CONS CONS  POS NEG  
 Total VOTER VOTER YES NO SWING MOVER MOVER P-MVR P-MVR YES NO SWING MOVER MOVER YES NO SWING MOVER MOVER  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 833 69 378 320 204 88 75 61 136 308 322 272 123 112 310 336 256 118 113 
 
$0-$10 25% 26% 16% 27% 24% 25% 18% 37% 15% 15% 23% 23% 31% 33% 32% 25% 24% 28% 27% 30% 
$11-$20 47  46  61  50  43  49  52  42  48  47  50  48  44  45  38  50  47  44  52  33  
$21-$30 19  20  15  18  21  19  23  14  26  26  20  19  19  17  22  20  18  20  15  26  
$31-$40 4  4  5  4  5  4  4  5  2  5  4  4  5  2  6  4  5  4  5  3  
$41+ 4  4  3  1  7  3  3  2  8  6  3  6  2  3  1  2  6  4  1  7  
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TABLE 21:  Q12.  I am going to ask you to imagine you are in charge of San José's city budget.  The City of San José has five major priority goals and I would like 

you to tell me how you would prioritize City spending to achieve these goals.  For this exercise, assume you have 100 dollars to spend on all five.  After I 
read you all of the goals, please tell me how many dollars out of 100 you would spend on each goal, keeping in mind that the total must add up to 100 
dollars : A RELIABLE WELL-MAINTAINED INFRASTRUCTURE 

  
 
  Q24 TYPE OF Q25 Q26 KIDS   
 Q23 YEARS IN SAN JOSE RESIDENCE RESIDENCE AT HOME Q27 EDUCATION Q28 ETHNICITY 
 ----------------------------- ----------- ----------- ----------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------- 
       DETCH MULTI     HS OR SOME COLL POST NON-   NON-    
 Total 0-10 11-20 21-30 31-40 41+ HOUSE UNIT OWN RENT YES NO LESS COLL GRAD GRAD COLL COLL+ WHITE WHITE LATNO ASIAN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 184 210 191 161 151 703 164 672 219 362 533 185 220 351 127 404 477 461 418 187 173 
 
$0-$10 25% 23% 28% 29% 26% 19% 25% 24% 25% 25% 28% 23% 33% 22% 24% 25% 27% 24% 23% 28% 31% 27% 
$11-$20 47  50  49  46  45  47  47  50  45  54  45  49  50  55  45  38  53  43  46  50  44  54  
$21-$30 19  19  17  20  20  21  21  15  22  12  20  18  14  15  20  25  15  21  21  17  20  14  
$31-$40 4  5  4  2  4  6  4  7  4  5  3  5  1  3  6  7  2  6  5  3  3  4  
$41+ 4  2  3  2  5  7  4  4  4  4  4  4  1  4  5  5  3  5  5  2  2  1  
 
   Q31 REGSTRD Q33 VOTE  
 Q29 AGE Q30 INCOME TO VOTE PROPENSITY GENDER 
 ----------------------------------------------- ----------------------- ----------- ----------------- ----------- 
          $0- $30K- $60K- $100K    ALMST     
 Total 18-29 30-39 40-49 50-64 65-74 75+ 18-49 50+ $30K $60K $100K + YES NO ALWYS ALL MOST MEN WOMEN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 104 153 198 257 87 62 455 406 160 160 196 148 381 65 390 277 108 433 469 
 
$0-$10 25% 31% 27% 22% 24% 23% 24% 26% 24% 24% 28% 24% 21% 26% 15% 20% 28% 33% 23% 28% 
$11-$20 47  52  46  53  44  41  48  51  44  58  45  47  43  49  65  43  51  46  48  46  
$21-$30 19  16  23  18  17  26  21  19  20  13  20  21  23  18  12  25  14  17  20  18  
$31-$40 4  0  3  5  7  5  2  3  6  3  4  3  6  3  5  6  4  2  5  4  
$41+ 4  1  0  2  8  5  4  1  7  2  3  3  6  4  3  6  3  1  4  3  
 
 LIKELY    
 VOTER PARTY BY AGE ETHNICITY BY AGE ETHNICITY BY GENDER 
 ----------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------------------- 
    DEM DEM REP REP DTS/O DTS/O WHITE WHITE LATNO LATNO ASIAN ASIAN WHITE WHITE LATNO LATNO ASIAN ASIAN  
 Total YES NO 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 721 181 210 197 69 115 120 70 189 254 115 63 108 59 213 248 90 96 88 85 
 
$0-$10 25% 24% 29% 30% 24% 17% 26% 29% 24% 23% 23% 28% 36% 26% 24% 21% 25% 31% 32% 23% 30% 
$11-$20 47  46  52  47  45  52  40  47  45  47  44  55  29  52  60  46  45  46  43  50  58  
$21-$30 19  21  13  20  20  26  21  17  15  24  20  15  25  16  12  21  21  19  20  19  9  
$31-$40 4  5  2  1  7  3  4  7  4  4  6  0  8  5  2  5  4  3  3  6  2  
$41+ 4  4  3  1  4  2  8  0  11  2  8  1  3  1  2  7  4  0  3  1  2  
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TABLE 22:  Q13A.  I am going to read you a list of some specific public safety services provided by the City of San José.  It is likely that some of these services 

will need to be reduced next year given the City's projected budget shortfall.  Please tell me whether you would find each of the following public safety 
budget cuts to be completely acceptable, somewhat acceptable, or not at all acceptable as a way of helping to balance the City's budget:  Reducing public 
information desk hours at the police station 

  
 
  Q5/Q6 COMB 1/4 Q7 SALES TAX SUPPORT GIVEN  
 Q5 INITIAL 1/2 CENT SALES TAX VOTE CENT SALES TX VTE EMPLOYEE COMPENSATION CUTS PARTY BY GENDER 
 ----------------------------------------- ----------------- ----------------------------- ----------------------------------- 
  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  M-MRE SW-MR TOTAL TOTAL NO DF DEM DEM REP REP DTS/O DTS/O  
 Total YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD LIKLY LIKLY M-LKY L-LKY DK/NA MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 466 124 110 65 146 234 211 21 256 196 14 133 80 213 103 150 85 134 49 46 69 35 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 65% 56% 62% 70% 74% 59% 73% 62% 60% 72% 77% 59% 70% 63% 68% 66% 65% 62% 68% 61% 72% 72% 
Completely acceptable 22  21  16  22  27  19  26  13  18  26  24  18  20  18  18  28  17  22  24  24  19  30  
Somewhat acceptable 44  35  46  47  47  40  47  50  41  46  53  41  50  45  49  38  48  41  44  37  53  42  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 31  43  33  29  22  38  24  35  37  25  20  40  30  36  31  26  34  33  26  39  25  28  
No at all acceptable 31  43  33  29  22  38  24  35  37  25  20  40  30  36  31  26  34  33  26  39  25  28  
 
DK/NA 3  1  6  2  4  3  3  2  3  3  3  1  0  1  2  8  1  5  6  0  3  0  
DK/NA 3  1  6  2  4  3  3  2  3  3  3  1  0  1  2  8  1  5  6  0  3  0  
 
 Q18 1/2 CNT SALES Q20 FINAL 1/2 CNT   
 TX VOTE AFTER POS SALES TAX VOTE Q8A INITIAL PARKING TAX VOTE GENDER BY AGE 
 ----------------- ----------------- ------------------------------------------ ----------------------- 
  TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  MEN MEN WOMEN WOMEN  
 Total YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 466 252 198 15 233 218 15 80 84 100 180 164 280 22 122 96 114 113 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 65% 62% 70% 57% 62% 68% 66% 68% 64% 65% 66% 66% 66% 54% 65% 72% 60% 67% 
Completely acceptable 22  19  25  10  20  24  16  23  15  20  27  19  24  6  16  23  20  28  
Somewhat acceptable 44  43  44  47  43  44  50  45  49  46  39  47  41  48  49  49  40  39  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 31  34  28  28  34  29  28  32  36  32  30  34  31  25  33  24  36  30  
No at all acceptable 31  34  28  28  34  29  28  32  36  32  30  34  31  25  33  24  36  30  
 
DK/NA 3  4  2  15  4  3  6  1  0  3  4  0  4  21  2  4  4  3  
DK/NA 3  4  2  15  4  3  6  1  0  3  4  0  4  21  2  4  4  3  
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TABLE 22:  Q13A.  I am going to read you a list of some specific public safety services provided by the City of San José.  It is likely that some of these services 

will need to be reduced next year given the City's projected budget shortfall.  Please tell me whether you would find each of the following public safety 
budget cuts to be completely acceptable, somewhat acceptable, or not at all acceptable as a way of helping to balance the City's budget:  Reducing public 
information desk hours at the police station 

  
 
  Q22 BUSINESS TAX   
 Q8B INITIAL BUSINESS TAX VOTE AFTER POSITIVES Q9 CARD ROOM PROPOSAL SAMPLE/PHONE TYPE 
 ----------------------------------------- ----------------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------------- 
  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  STR SMWT STR TOTAL TOTAL  VOTER RDD CELL RDD RDD  
 Total YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD SUPPT SUPPT OPPOS SUPPT OPPOS UNDCD LIST SAMP SAMP CELL LAND  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 466 105 101 72 140 206 212 48 227 215 24 181 99 118 280 157 29 228 208 30 53 185 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 65% 58% 65% 70% 69% 61% 69% 63% 64% 68% 56% 71% 70% 57% 71% 57% 61% 68% 63% 59% 65% 62% 
Completely acceptable 22  15  23  17  27  19  24  23  19  23  25  25  22  19  24  18  19  21  21  30  31  20  
Somewhat acceptable 44  43  42  53  42  43  45  40  45  44  31  46  48  38  47  39  42  47  42  29  34  42  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 31  41  30  26  28  36  27  33  33  28  42  27  30  39  28  37  34  30  32  41  35  32  
No at all acceptable 31  41  30  26  28  36  27  33  33  28  42  27  30  39  28  37  34  30  32  41  35  32  
 
DK/NA 3  2  4  4  3  3  3  4  3  4  2  2  1  4  2  6  5  2  5  0  0  6  
DK/NA 3  2  4  4  3  3  3  4  3  4  2  2  1  4  2  6  5  2  5  0  0  6  
 
  Q21 WASTE DISPSAL Q10 CITY BUDGET  
 Q8C INITIAL WASTE DISPOSAL TAX TX AFTR POS & NEG 12 MONTHS FROM PARTY (COMBINED) 
 ----------------------------------------- ----------------- ----------------------------- ----------------- 
  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  SMWT MUCH TOTAL TOTAL NO DF     
 Total YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD WORSE WORSE WORSE BETTR DK/NA DEM REP DTS/O  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 466 96 103 83 153 199 236 31 215 239 12 131 83 214 196 56 220 95 104 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 65% 54% 66% 64% 72% 60% 69% 68% 64% 67% 59% 65% 67% 66% 66% 59% 63% 65% 72% 
Completely acceptable 22  14  17  17  31  16  26  24  19  22  55  27  26  27  16  21  20  24  23  
Somewhat acceptable 44  39  49  47  41  44  43  44  45  45  4  38  41  39  50  38  43  40  49  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 31  43  31  33  25  37  27  29  33  30  32  30  30  30  33  31  33  32  26  
No at all acceptable 31  43  31  33  25  37  27  29  33  30  32  30  30  30  33  31  33  32  26  
 
DK/NA 3  4  3  3  3  3  3  4  3  3  9  4  4  4  1  9  3  3  2  
DK/NA 3  4  3  3  3  3  3  4  3  3  9  4  4  4  1  9  3  3  2  
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TABLE 22:  Q13A.  I am going to read you a list of some specific public safety services provided by the City of San José.  It is likely that some of these services 

will need to be reduced next year given the City's projected budget shortfall.  Please tell me whether you would find each of the following public safety 
budget cuts to be completely acceptable, somewhat acceptable, or not at all acceptable as a way of helping to balance the City's budget:  Reducing public 
information desk hours at the police station 

  
 
 Q11 FEELINGS ABOUT Q15 FIRST CHOICE Q16 RDC SRV  
 THE CITY BUDGET PRT/BDGT SHRTFLL /RAISG REV CITY COUNCIL DISTRICT 
 ----------------------------- ------------------ ----------- ----------------------------------------------------------- 
  SMWT VERY TOTAL TOTAL NTRL/ REDCE REDCE RAISE REDCE RAISE            
 Total NEG NEG NEG POS DK/NA COMP SRVCS RVNUE SRVCS RVNUE 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 466 0 0 0 0 0 181 97 124 195 187 32 53 31 37 21 45 33 49 50 50 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 65% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 68% 66% 62% 69% 66% 67% 69% 58% 70% 66% 59% 54% 75% 60% 75% 
Completely acceptable 22  0  0  0  0  0  26  25  19  27  17  14  25  16  25  18  11  11  31  26  22  
Somewhat acceptable 44  0  0  0  0  0  43  42  43  42  49  53  44  42  45  48  48  43  44  34  52  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 31  0  0  0  0  0  28  32  34  29  31  32  27  42  27  34  39  37  25  33  23  
No at all acceptable 31  0  0  0  0  0  28  32  34  29  31  32  27  42  27  34  39  37  25  33  23  
 
DK/NA 3  0  0  0  0  0  3  2  5  2  2  2  4  0  3  0  2  9  0  7  2  
DK/NA 3  0  0  0  0  0  3  2  5  2  2  2  4  0  3  0  2  9  0  7  2  
 
 VOTER SALES TAX TARGETS BUSINESS TAX TARGETS WASTE DISPOSAL TARGETS 
 ----------- ----------------------------------------- ----------------------------- ----------------------------- 
   NON- CONS CONS  POS NEG COST COMP CONS CONS  POS NEG CONS CONS  POS NEG  
 Total VOTER VOTER YES NO SWING MOVER MOVER P-MVR P-MVR YES NO SWING MOVER MOVER YES NO SWING MOVER MOVER  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 466 433 33 189 171 106 41 40 27 60 163 161 142 64 54 153 181 132 62 58 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 65% 65% 62% 61% 74% 59% 72% 48% 65% 70% 60% 70% 65% 73% 61% 59% 68% 68% 75% 62% 
Completely acceptable 22  22  17  20  28  14  18  10  12  17  17  23  25  26  23  16  23  26  27  18  
Somewhat acceptable 44  44  45  41  46  45  54  38  53  53  44  46  40  46  38  44  45  42  48  43  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 31  32  28  35  24  38  25  52  33  28  36  26  32  26  36  38  29  28  22  33  
No at all acceptable 31  32  28  35  24  38  25  52  33  28  36  26  32  26  36  38  29  28  22  33  
 
DK/NA 3  3  10  4  2  3  3  0  2  2  3  4  2  2  3  3  3  4  2  5  
DK/NA 3  3  10  4  2  3  3  0  2  2  3  4  2  2  3  3  3  4  2  5  
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TABLE 22:  Q13A.  I am going to read you a list of some specific public safety services provided by the City of San José.  It is likely that some of these services 

will need to be reduced next year given the City's projected budget shortfall.  Please tell me whether you would find each of the following public safety 
budget cuts to be completely acceptable, somewhat acceptable, or not at all acceptable as a way of helping to balance the City's budget:  Reducing public 
information desk hours at the police station 

  
 
  Q24 TYPE OF Q25 Q26 KIDS   
 Q23 YEARS IN SAN JOSE RESIDENCE RESIDENCE AT HOME Q27 EDUCATION Q28 ETHNICITY 
 ----------------------------- ----------- ----------- ----------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------- 
       DETCH MULTI     HS OR SOME COLL POST NON-   NON-    
 Total 0-10 11-20 21-30 31-40 41+ HOUSE UNIT OWN RENT YES NO LESS COLL GRAD GRAD COLL COLL+ WHITE WHITE LATNO ASIAN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 466 81 120 109 77 77 365 83 344 115 191 272 98 112 181 69 210 250 231 222 98 92 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 65% 62% 71% 63% 63% 66% 66% 64% 69% 54% 60% 68% 58% 63% 66% 77% 61% 69% 69% 61% 52% 72% 
Completely acceptable 22  19  17  19  27  29  22  21  22  21  17  25  17  19  25  21  18  24  24  18  11  21  
Somewhat acceptable 44  43  54  44  36  37  43  42  48  33  44  43  40  45  41  56  43  45  44  43  41  51  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 31  36  24  35  31  34  31  31  28  42  35  29  37  32  32  23  34  29  28  35  39  28  
No at all acceptable 31  36  24  35  31  34  31  31  28  42  35  29  37  32  32  23  34  29  28  35  39  28  
 
DK/NA 3  3  5  2  6  0  3  5  3  4  4  3  6  5  2  1  5  2  3  4  9  0  
DK/NA 3  3  5  2  6  0  3  5  3  4  4  3  6  5  2  1  5  2  3  4  9  0  
 
   Q31 REGSTRD Q33 VOTE  
 Q29 AGE Q30 INCOME TO VOTE PROPENSITY GENDER 
 ----------------------------------------------- ----------------------- ----------- ----------------- ----------- 
          $0- $30K- $60K- $100K    ALMST     
 Total 18-29 30-39 40-49 50-64 65-74 75+ 18-49 50+ $30K $60K $100K + YES NO ALWYS ALL MOST MEN WOMEN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 466 54 80 103 132 50 27 236 209 89 82 105 78 205 30 211 127 64 224 242 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 65% 64% 65% 60% 73% 61% 68% 63% 69% 50% 65% 71% 67% 63% 65% 71% 67% 54% 68% 62% 
Completely acceptable 22  19  18  18  26  24  26  18  26  23  16  20  19  23  17  26  25  10  19  24  
Somewhat acceptable 44  45  46  43  46  37  42  45  43  27  49  51  49  40  48  45  43  44  49  39  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 31  36  34  35  25  33  30  35  27  47  32  24  31  34  31  27  30  42  29  34  
No at all acceptable 31  36  34  35  25  33  30  35  27  47  32  24  31  34  31  27  30  42  29  34  
 
DK/NA 3  0  2  5  3  7  2  3  3  3  3  5  1  3  4  2  2  4  3  4  
DK/NA 3  0  2  5  3  7  2  3  3  3  3  5  1  3  4  2  2  4  3  4  
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TABLE 22:  Q13A.  I am going to read you a list of some specific public safety services provided by the City of San José.  It is likely that some of these services 

will need to be reduced next year given the City's projected budget shortfall.  Please tell me whether you would find each of the following public safety 
budget cuts to be completely acceptable, somewhat acceptable, or not at all acceptable as a way of helping to balance the City's budget:  Reducing public 
information desk hours at the police station 

  
 
 LIKELY    
 VOTER PARTY BY AGE ETHNICITY BY AGE ETHNICITY BY GENDER 
 ----------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------------------- 
    DEM DEM REP REP DTS/O DTS/O WHITE WHITE LATNO LATNO ASIAN ASIAN WHITE WHITE LATNO LATNO ASIAN ASIAN  
 Total YES NO 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 466 362 104 108 105 34 58 65 34 93 130 59 35 58 29 109 122 46 52 48 44 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 65% 69% 52% 55% 72% 51% 73% 84% 57% 68% 70% 48% 61% 74% 75% 72% 66% 52% 51% 76% 68% 
Completely acceptable 22  24  11  15  25  15  30  23  26  20  27  9  16  22  21  21  27  5  17  20  22  
Somewhat acceptable 44  45  40  40  47  36  44  60  32  48  42  39  45  52  54  50  39  47  35  57  45  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 31  29  42  43  24  43  25  16  37  32  25  41  38  26  25  25  32  44  35  24  32  
No at all acceptable 31  29  42  43  24  43  25  16  37  32  25  41  38  26  25  25  32  44  35  24  32  
 
DK/NA 3  2  7  3  4  6  2  0  6  0  5  10  2  0  0  4  2  4  14  0  0  
DK/NA 3  2  7  3  4  6  2  0  6  0  5  10  2  0  0  4  2  4  14  0  0  
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TABLE 23:  Q13B.  I am going to read you a list of some specific public safety services provided by the City of San José.  It is likely that some of these services 

will need to be reduced next year given the City's projected budget shortfall.  Please tell me whether you would find each of the following public safety 
budget cuts to be completely acceptable, somewhat acceptable, or not at all acceptable as a way of helping to balance the City's budget:  Reducing police-
based after-school athletic programs for young people 

  
 
  Q5/Q6 COMB 1/4 Q7 SALES TAX SUPPORT GIVEN  
 Q5 INITIAL 1/2 CENT SALES TAX VOTE CENT SALES TX VTE EMPLOYEE COMPENSATION CUTS PARTY BY GENDER 
 ----------------------------------------- ----------------- ----------------------------- ----------------------------------- 
  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  M-MRE SW-MR TOTAL TOTAL NO DF DEM DEM REP REP DTS/O DTS/O  
 Total YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD LIKLY LIKLY M-LKY L-LKY DK/NA MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 466 124 110 65 146 234 211 21 256 196 14 133 80 213 103 150 85 134 49 46 69 35 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 42% 34% 36% 58% 50% 35% 52% 30% 34% 55% 19% 40% 47% 43% 44% 41% 44% 33% 51% 52% 47% 54% 
Completely acceptable 13  7  5  20  22  6  21  0  7  21  5  8  13  10  15  15  19  6  18  22  10  11  
Somewhat acceptable 30  27  31  37  28  29  31  30  27  34  13  32  34  33  29  26  25  27  32  30  37  43  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 55  65  61  38  49  63  46  61  63  44  68  60  51  57  53  54  55  65  49  41  50  42  
No at all acceptable 55  65  61  38  49  63  46  61  63  44  68  60  51  57  53  54  55  65  49  41  50  42  
 
DK/NA 3  1  4  4  1  2  2  9  3  1  14  0  2  1  2  5  1  2  0  8  3  4  
DK/NA 3  1  4  4  1  2  2  9  3  1  14  0  2  1  2  5  1  2  0  8  3  4  
 
 Q18 1/2 CNT SALES Q20 FINAL 1/2 CNT   
 TX VOTE AFTER POS SALES TAX VOTE Q8A INITIAL PARKING TAX VOTE GENDER BY AGE 
 ----------------- ----------------- ------------------------------------------ ----------------------- 
  TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  MEN MEN WOMEN WOMEN  
 Total YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 466 252 198 15 233 218 15 80 84 100 180 164 280 22 122 96 114 113 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 42% 35% 54% 19% 35% 52% 26% 41% 47% 39% 46% 44% 43% 21% 40% 51% 38% 40% 
Completely acceptable 13  6  22  0  6  20  10  12  6  8  20  9  16  3  10  21  10  9  
Somewhat acceptable 30  29  32  19  28  32  16  29  41  32  26  35  28  17  30  30  28  31  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 55  62  45  71  62  47  58  57  51  55  54  54  54  72  58  49  57  57  
No at all acceptable 55  62  45  71  62  47  58  57  51  55  54  54  54  72  58  49  57  57  
 
DK/NA 3  3  1  10  3  1  16  2  1  6  1  2  3  7  2  1  5  3  
DK/NA 3  3  1  10  3  1  16  2  1  6  1  2  3  7  2  1  5  3  
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TABLE 23:  Q13B.  I am going to read you a list of some specific public safety services provided by the City of San José.  It is likely that some of these services 

will need to be reduced next year given the City's projected budget shortfall.  Please tell me whether you would find each of the following public safety 
budget cuts to be completely acceptable, somewhat acceptable, or not at all acceptable as a way of helping to balance the City's budget:  Reducing police-
based after-school athletic programs for young people 

  
 
  Q22 BUSINESS TAX   
 Q8B INITIAL BUSINESS TAX VOTE AFTER POSITIVES Q9 CARD ROOM PROPOSAL SAMPLE/PHONE TYPE 
 ----------------------------------------- ----------------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------------- 
  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  STR SMWT STR TOTAL TOTAL  VOTER RDD CELL RDD RDD  
 Total YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD SUPPT SUPPT OPPOS SUPPT OPPOS UNDCD LIST SAMP SAMP CELL LAND  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 466 105 101 72 140 206 212 48 227 215 24 181 99 118 280 157 29 228 208 30 53 185 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 42% 32% 50% 38% 48% 41% 45% 37% 37% 49% 36% 36% 52% 43% 42% 45% 37% 50% 35% 37% 32% 36% 
Completely acceptable 13  4  13  8  21  9  17  13  9  17  9  11  11  15  11  15  15  15  12  2  4  12  
Somewhat acceptable 30  28  37  30  27  33  28  24  28  32  27  25  41  29  31  30  22  35  24  35  28  24  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 55  68  46  58  51  57  53  55  60  50  52  63  44  55  56  53  55  48  62  63  65  61  
No at all acceptable 55  68  46  58  51  57  53  55  60  50  52  63  44  55  56  53  55  48  62  63  65  61  
 
DK/NA 3  0  4  4  1  2  2  8  3  1  12  2  4  2  2  2  8  2  3  0  3  3  
DK/NA 3  0  4  4  1  2  2  8  3  1  12  2  4  2  2  2  8  2  3  0  3  3  
 
  Q21 WASTE DISPSAL Q10 CITY BUDGET  
 Q8C INITIAL WASTE DISPOSAL TAX TX AFTR POS & NEG 12 MONTHS FROM PARTY (COMBINED) 
 ----------------------------------------- ----------------- ----------------------------- ----------------- 
  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  SMWT MUCH TOTAL TOTAL NO DF     
 Total YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD WORSE WORSE WORSE BETTR DK/NA DEM REP DTS/O  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 466 96 103 83 153 199 236 31 215 239 12 131 83 214 196 56 220 95 104 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 42% 38% 46% 40% 48% 42% 45% 22% 38% 47% 18% 53% 45% 50% 37% 34% 37% 51% 50% 
Completely acceptable 13  12  10  7  20  11  16  3  9  17  6  16  22  19  6  12  11  20  10  
Somewhat acceptable 30  26  36  32  28  32  30  20  30  31  12  37  23  32  30  22  26  31  39  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 55  60  52  55  50  56  52  73  59  50  77  43  54  47  61  63  61  45  47  
No at all acceptable 55  60  52  55  50  56  52  73  59  50  77  43  54  47  61  63  61  45  47  
 
DK/NA 3  2  2  5  2  2  3  5  2  3  5  4  1  2  2  3  1  4  3  
DK/NA 3  2  2  5  2  2  3  5  2  3  5  4  1  2  2  3  1  4  3  
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TABLE 23:  Q13B.  I am going to read you a list of some specific public safety services provided by the City of San José.  It is likely that some of these services 

will need to be reduced next year given the City's projected budget shortfall.  Please tell me whether you would find each of the following public safety 
budget cuts to be completely acceptable, somewhat acceptable, or not at all acceptable as a way of helping to balance the City's budget:  Reducing police-
based after-school athletic programs for young people 

  
 
 Q11 FEELINGS ABOUT Q15 FIRST CHOICE Q16 RDC SRV  
 THE CITY BUDGET PRT/BDGT SHRTFLL /RAISG REV CITY COUNCIL DISTRICT 
 ----------------------------- ------------------ ----------- ----------------------------------------------------------- 
  SMWT VERY TOTAL TOTAL NTRL/ REDCE REDCE RAISE REDCE RAISE            
 Total NEG NEG NEG POS DK/NA COMP SRVCS RVNUE SRVCS RVNUE 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 466 0 0 0 0 0 181 97 124 195 187 32 53 31 37 21 45 33 49 50 50 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 42% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 51% 46% 34% 51% 35% 44% 46% 39% 44% 24% 45% 29% 51% 50% 48% 
Completely acceptable 13  0  0  0  0  0  18  11  9  17  8  7  16  11  11  9  8  0  17  21  17  
Somewhat acceptable 30  0  0  0  0  0  34  35  25  34  27  36  30  28  33  15  36  29  34  29  30  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 55  0  0  0  0  0  44  51  66  48  61  53  51  56  56  76  51  71  47  49  52  
No at all acceptable 55  0  0  0  0  0  44  51  66  48  61  53  51  56  56  76  51  71  47  49  52  
 
DK/NA 3  0  0  0  0  0  4  3  0  1  4  3  3  5  0  0  5  0  2  1  1  
DK/NA 3  0  0  0  0  0  4  3  0  1  4  3  3  5  0  0  5  0  2  1  1  
 
 VOTER SALES TAX TARGETS BUSINESS TAX TARGETS WASTE DISPOSAL TARGETS 
 ----------- ----------------------------------------- ----------------------------- ----------------------------- 
   NON- CONS CONS  POS NEG COST COMP CONS CONS  POS NEG CONS CONS  POS NEG  
 Total VOTER VOTER YES NO SWING MOVER MOVER P-MVR P-MVR YES NO SWING MOVER MOVER YES NO SWING MOVER MOVER  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 466 433 33 189 171 106 41 40 27 60 163 161 142 64 54 153 181 132 62 58 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 42% 43% 31% 35% 57% 33% 33% 36% 31% 47% 40% 50% 37% 29% 46% 42% 49% 35% 30% 43% 
Completely acceptable 13  13  12  6  24  7  8  5  14  17  7  18  14  16  14  10  18  9  7  13  
Somewhat acceptable 30  31  18  29  33  26  25  31  18  30  33  32  23  13  33  32  31  25  24  30  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 55  54  66  63  41  63  62  64  63  51  58  50  58  66  52  56  49  62  66  53  
No at all acceptable 55  54  66  63  41  63  62  64  63  51  58  50  58  66  52  56  49  62  66  53  
 
DK/NA 3  3  3  2  2  4  5  0  6  3  2  1  5  5  2  2  2  4  3  4  
DK/NA 3  3  3  2  2  4  5  0  6  3  2  1  5  5  2  2  2  4  3  4  
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TABLE 23:  Q13B.  I am going to read you a list of some specific public safety services provided by the City of San José.  It is likely that some of these services 

will need to be reduced next year given the City's projected budget shortfall.  Please tell me whether you would find each of the following public safety 
budget cuts to be completely acceptable, somewhat acceptable, or not at all acceptable as a way of helping to balance the City's budget:  Reducing police-
based after-school athletic programs for young people 

  
 
  Q24 TYPE OF Q25 Q26 KIDS   
 Q23 YEARS IN SAN JOSE RESIDENCE RESIDENCE AT HOME Q27 EDUCATION Q28 ETHNICITY 
 ----------------------------- ----------- ----------- ----------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------- 
       DETCH MULTI     HS OR SOME COLL POST NON-   NON-    
 Total 0-10 11-20 21-30 31-40 41+ HOUSE UNIT OWN RENT YES NO LESS COLL GRAD GRAD COLL COLL+ WHITE WHITE LATNO ASIAN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 466 81 120 109 77 77 365 83 344 115 191 272 98 112 181 69 210 250 231 222 98 92 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 42% 50% 40% 42% 44% 38% 44% 42% 44% 38% 40% 44% 34% 26% 52% 56% 30% 53% 48% 37% 25% 48% 
Completely acceptable 13  15  12  9  15  14  13  11  13  14  11  14  6  9  18  15  8  17  15  10  2  13  
Somewhat acceptable 30  36  28  32  29  24  30  31  31  25  29  30  28  17  34  41  22  36  33  27  23  36  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 55  45  57  56  55  61  55  53  53  59  57  54  63  69  47  40  66  45  50  61  73  50  
No at all acceptable 55  45  57  56  55  61  55  53  53  59  57  54  63  69  47  40  66  45  50  61  73  50  
 
DK/NA 3  4  3  2  1  1  2  5  3  2  3  2  2  5  1  4  4  2  3  2  2  2  
DK/NA 3  4  3  2  1  1  2  5  3  2  3  2  2  5  1  4  4  2  3  2  2  2  
 
   Q31 REGSTRD Q33 VOTE  
 Q29 AGE Q30 INCOME TO VOTE PROPENSITY GENDER 
 ----------------------------------------------- ----------------------- ----------- ----------------- ----------- 
          $0- $30K- $60K- $100K    ALMST     
 Total 18-29 30-39 40-49 50-64 65-74 75+ 18-49 50+ $30K $60K $100K + YES NO ALWYS ALL MOST MEN WOMEN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 466 54 80 103 132 50 27 236 209 89 82 105 78 205 30 211 127 64 224 242 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 42% 37% 48% 33% 50% 32% 43% 39% 45% 36% 46% 36% 48% 36% 27% 44% 48% 32% 45% 41% 
Completely acceptable 13  7  9  13  17  11  12  10  15  10  11  7  18  10  7  18  10  5  15  11  
Somewhat acceptable 30  31  39  20  34  22  31  29  30  26  35  29  30  26  20  26  38  27  30  30  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 55  63  47  63  49  63  55  57  53  63  51  63  46  61  70  54  48  66  54  56  
No at all acceptable 55  63  47  63  49  63  55  57  53  63  51  63  46  61  70  54  48  66  54  56  
 
DK/NA 3  0  5  4  1  5  2  4  2  1  3  1  6  3  3  2  4  2  1  4  
DK/NA 3  0  5  4  1  5  2  4  2  1  3  1  6  3  3  2  4  2  1  4  
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TABLE 23:  Q13B.  I am going to read you a list of some specific public safety services provided by the City of San José.  It is likely that some of these services 

will need to be reduced next year given the City's projected budget shortfall.  Please tell me whether you would find each of the following public safety 
budget cuts to be completely acceptable, somewhat acceptable, or not at all acceptable as a way of helping to balance the City's budget:  Reducing police-
based after-school athletic programs for young people 

  
 
 LIKELY    
 VOTER PARTY BY AGE ETHNICITY BY AGE ETHNICITY BY GENDER 
 ----------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------------------- 
    DEM DEM REP REP DTS/O DTS/O WHITE WHITE LATNO LATNO ASIAN ASIAN WHITE WHITE LATNO LATNO ASIAN ASIAN  
 Total YES NO 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 466 362 104 108 105 34 58 65 34 93 130 59 35 58 29 109 122 46 52 48 44 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 42% 45% 34% 36% 38% 54% 51% 44% 60% 47% 49% 22% 24% 47% 45% 49% 46% 23% 27% 47% 50% 
Completely acceptable 13  14  7  9  14  30  14  5  20  15  15  0  0  10  18  14  15  0  4  18  7  
Somewhat acceptable 30  31  26  28  23  24  37  39  39  32  35  22  24  37  27  35  31  23  23  29  43  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 55  53  63  62  62  38  48  51  40  48  50  75  74  53  49  48  51  77  69  53  46  
No at all acceptable 55  53  63  62  62  38  48  51  40  48  50  75  74  53  49  48  51  77  69  53  46  
 
DK/NA 3  2  3  2  1  8  1  5  0  6  1  2  2  0  6  3  3  0  4  0  4  
DK/NA 3  2  3  2  1  8  1  5  0  6  1  2  2  0  6  3  3  0  4  0  4  
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TABLE 24:  Q13C.  I am going to read you a list of some specific public safety services provided by the City of San José.  It is likely that some of these services 

will need to be reduced next year given the City's projected budget shortfall.  Please tell me whether you would find each of the following public safety 
budget cuts to be completely acceptable, somewhat acceptable, or not at all acceptable as a way of helping to balance the City's budget:  Reducing 
enforcement of traffic laws that protect the safety of drivers, bikers, and pedestrians 

  
 
  Q5/Q6 COMB 1/4 Q7 SALES TAX SUPPORT GIVEN  
 Q5 INITIAL 1/2 CENT SALES TAX VOTE CENT SALES TX VTE EMPLOYEE COMPENSATION CUTS PARTY BY GENDER 
 ----------------------------------------- ----------------- ----------------------------- ----------------------------------- 
  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  M-MRE SW-MR TOTAL TOTAL NO DF DEM DEM REP REP DTS/O DTS/O  
 Total YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD LIKLY LIKLY M-LKY L-LKY DK/NA MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 466 124 110 65 146 234 211 21 256 196 14 133 80 213 103 150 85 134 49 46 69 35 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 38% 32% 35% 46% 43% 33% 44% 24% 33% 44% 25% 31% 42% 35% 43% 37% 32% 31% 54% 29% 54% 35% 
Completely acceptable 11  10  4  7  18  7  14  8  7  15  13  8  9  8  15  11  12  6  9  12  18  8  
Somewhat acceptable 27  21  32  39  25  26  29  17  26  29  12  23  34  27  29  26  20  25  45  18  36  28  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 60  67  61  54  56  64  55  71  64  55  68  68  57  64  56  58  64  67  46  71  46  62  
No at all acceptable 60  67  61  54  56  64  55  71  64  55  68  68  57  64  56  58  64  67  46  71  46  62  
 
DK/NA 2  1  4  0  1  3  1  4  2  1  7  1  1  1  1  4  4  2  0  0  0  3  
DK/NA 2  1  4  0  1  3  1  4  2  1  7  1  1  1  1  4  4  2  0  0  0  3  
 
 Q18 1/2 CNT SALES Q20 FINAL 1/2 CNT   
 TX VOTE AFTER POS SALES TAX VOTE Q8A INITIAL PARKING TAX VOTE GENDER BY AGE 
 ----------------- ----------------- ------------------------------------------ ----------------------- 
  TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  MEN MEN WOMEN WOMEN  
 Total YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 466 252 198 15 233 218 15 80 84 100 180 164 280 22 122 96 114 113 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 38% 31% 47% 17% 32% 44% 29% 32% 40% 40% 41% 36% 41% 9% 42% 46% 28% 34% 
Completely acceptable 11  7  16  0  7  15  0  10  11  9  12  11  11  3  15  12  4  10  
Somewhat acceptable 27  25  31  17  25  30  29  22  29  31  29  26  30  6  28  34  25  25  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 60  66  52  77  66  54  65  67  60  57  57  63  57  80  58  51  69  64  
No at all acceptable 60  66  52  77  66  54  65  67  60  57  57  63  57  80  58  51  69  64  
 
DK/NA 2  2  1  6  2  2  6  1  0  3  2  0  2  11  0  3  3  1  
DK/NA 2  2  1  6  2  2  6  1  0  3  2  0  2  11  0  3  3  1  
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TABLE 24:  Q13C.  I am going to read you a list of some specific public safety services provided by the City of San José.  It is likely that some of these services 

will need to be reduced next year given the City's projected budget shortfall.  Please tell me whether you would find each of the following public safety 
budget cuts to be completely acceptable, somewhat acceptable, or not at all acceptable as a way of helping to balance the City's budget:  Reducing 
enforcement of traffic laws that protect the safety of drivers, bikers, and pedestrians 

  
 
  Q22 BUSINESS TAX   
 Q8B INITIAL BUSINESS TAX VOTE AFTER POSITIVES Q9 CARD ROOM PROPOSAL SAMPLE/PHONE TYPE 
 ----------------------------------------- ----------------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------------- 
  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  STR SMWT STR TOTAL TOTAL  VOTER RDD CELL RDD RDD  
 Total YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD SUPPT SUPPT OPPOS SUPPT OPPOS UNDCD LIST SAMP SAMP CELL LAND  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 466 105 101 72 140 206 212 48 227 215 24 181 99 118 280 157 29 228 208 30 53 185 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 38% 29% 40% 41% 38% 34% 39% 46% 32% 45% 29% 40% 33% 33% 38% 36% 47% 41% 34% 42% 42% 33% 
Completely acceptable 11  11  13  5  14  12  11  2  9  13  7  10  12  11  10  10  15  12  8  13  14  7  
Somewhat acceptable 27  17  28  36  24  22  28  44  23  32  22  31  21  22  27  26  32  28  26  29  27  26  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 60  71  57  57  61  64  60  48  67  54  59  56  66  67  60  63  50  58  64  58  55  66  
No at all acceptable 60  71  57  57  61  64  60  48  67  54  59  56  66  67  60  63  50  58  64  58  55  66  
 
DK/NA 2  0  3  1  2  1  1  6  2  1  12  4  1  0  3  1  3  2  2  0  4  2  
DK/NA 2  0  3  1  2  1  1  6  2  1  12  4  1  0  3  1  3  2  2  0  4  2  
 
  Q21 WASTE DISPSAL Q10 CITY BUDGET  
 Q8C INITIAL WASTE DISPOSAL TAX TX AFTR POS & NEG 12 MONTHS FROM PARTY (COMBINED) 
 ----------------------------------------- ----------------- ----------------------------- ----------------- 
  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  SMWT MUCH TOTAL TOTAL NO DF     
 Total YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD WORSE WORSE WORSE BETTR DK/NA DEM REP DTS/O  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 466 96 103 83 153 199 236 31 215 239 12 131 83 214 196 56 220 95 104 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 38% 24% 39% 35% 48% 32% 43% 31% 29% 46% 28% 47% 42% 45% 35% 20% 32% 42% 48% 
Completely acceptable 11  11  8  4  16  9  12  6  10  11  12  13  16  14  7  8  8  10  15  
Somewhat acceptable 27  14  31  31  31  23  31  25  19  35  16  33  26  31  28  12  23  32  33  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 60  72  60  63  50  66  55  69  68  53  65  51  56  53  65  74  66  58  51  
No at all acceptable 60  72  60  63  50  66  55  69  68  53  65  51  56  53  65  74  66  58  51  
 
DK/NA 2  3  1  2  2  2  2  0  2  1  8  2  1  2  1  6  3  0  1  
DK/NA 2  3  1  2  2  2  2  0  2  1  8  2  1  2  1  6  3  0  1  
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TABLE 24:  Q13C.  I am going to read you a list of some specific public safety services provided by the City of San José.  It is likely that some of these services 

will need to be reduced next year given the City's projected budget shortfall.  Please tell me whether you would find each of the following public safety 
budget cuts to be completely acceptable, somewhat acceptable, or not at all acceptable as a way of helping to balance the City's budget:  Reducing 
enforcement of traffic laws that protect the safety of drivers, bikers, and pedestrians 

  
 
 Q11 FEELINGS ABOUT Q15 FIRST CHOICE Q16 RDC SRV  
 THE CITY BUDGET PRT/BDGT SHRTFLL /RAISG REV CITY COUNCIL DISTRICT 
 ----------------------------- ------------------ ----------- ----------------------------------------------------------- 
  SMWT VERY TOTAL TOTAL NTRL/ REDCE REDCE RAISE REDCE RAISE            
 Total NEG NEG NEG POS DK/NA COMP SRVCS RVNUE SRVCS RVNUE 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 466 0 0 0 0 0 181 97 124 195 187 32 53 31 37 21 45 33 49 50 50 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 38% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 42% 49% 30% 44% 38% 53% 42% 34% 32% 48% 33% 20% 45% 48% 24% 
Completely acceptable 11  0  0  0  0  0  9  15  12  15  9  15  10  8  10  26  8  7  10  14  7  
Somewhat acceptable 27  0  0  0  0  0  33  34  17  28  29  38  33  27  22  21  25  13  36  34  17  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 60  0  0  0  0  0  57  49  68  56  60  47  56  66  68  52  67  73  55  51  70  
No at all acceptable 60  0  0  0  0  0  57  49  68  56  60  47  56  66  68  52  67  73  55  51  70  
 
DK/NA 2  0  0  0  0  0  1  2  2  0  2  0  2  0  0  0  0  7  0  1  6  
DK/NA 2  0  0  0  0  0  1  2  2  0  2  0  2  0  0  0  0  7  0  1  6  
 
 VOTER SALES TAX TARGETS BUSINESS TAX TARGETS WASTE DISPOSAL TARGETS 
 ----------- ----------------------------------------- ----------------------------- ----------------------------- 
   NON- CONS CONS  POS NEG COST COMP CONS CONS  POS NEG CONS CONS  POS NEG  
 Total VOTER VOTER YES NO SWING MOVER MOVER P-MVR P-MVR YES NO SWING MOVER MOVER YES NO SWING MOVER MOVER  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 466 433 33 189 171 106 41 40 27 60 163 161 142 64 54 153 181 132 62 58 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 38% 38% 30% 32% 47% 32% 29% 37% 34% 42% 30% 42% 41% 35% 54% 28% 46% 37% 32% 45% 
Completely acceptable 11  11  9  8  17  6  5  9  3  9  10  12  10  6  15  10  13  8  8  8  
Somewhat acceptable 27  28  21  24  30  27  24  28  31  33  21  30  32  29  38  18  34  29  23  37  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 60  60  67  66  52  65  71  58  66  58  68  57  56  63  45  70  52  60  65  54  
No at all acceptable 60  60  67  66  52  65  71  58  66  58  68  57  56  63  45  70  52  60  65  54  
 
DK/NA 2  2  3  2  1  3  0  5  0  0  1  1  3  2  1  2  1  3  3  1  
DK/NA 2  2  3  2  1  3  0  5  0  0  1  1  3  2  1  2  1  3  3  1  
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TABLE 24:  Q13C.  I am going to read you a list of some specific public safety services provided by the City of San José.  It is likely that some of these services 

will need to be reduced next year given the City's projected budget shortfall.  Please tell me whether you would find each of the following public safety 
budget cuts to be completely acceptable, somewhat acceptable, or not at all acceptable as a way of helping to balance the City's budget:  Reducing 
enforcement of traffic laws that protect the safety of drivers, bikers, and pedestrians 

  
 
  Q24 TYPE OF Q25 Q26 KIDS   
 Q23 YEARS IN SAN JOSE RESIDENCE RESIDENCE AT HOME Q27 EDUCATION Q28 ETHNICITY 
 ----------------------------- ----------- ----------- ----------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------- 
       DETCH MULTI     HS OR SOME COLL POST NON-   NON-    
 Total 0-10 11-20 21-30 31-40 41+ HOUSE UNIT OWN RENT YES NO LESS COLL GRAD GRAD COLL COLL+ WHITE WHITE LATNO ASIAN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 466 81 120 109 77 77 365 83 344 115 191 272 98 112 181 69 210 250 231 222 98 92 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 38% 39% 36% 45% 38% 28% 36% 43% 38% 37% 35% 40% 25% 31% 44% 48% 29% 45% 42% 34% 26% 46% 
Completely acceptable 11  11  10  12  10  10  11  8  11  9  8  12  6  6  16  10  6  14  10  10  9  13  
Somewhat acceptable 27  28  26  34  28  18  25  35  27  28  27  28  20  26  29  38  23  31  32  23  17  33  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 60  60  62  52  59  72  61  55  60  61  63  59  72  66  54  52  69  54  58  64  70  52  
No at all acceptable 60  60  62  52  59  72  61  55  60  61  63  59  72  66  54  52  69  54  58  64  70  52  
 
DK/NA 2  1  2  3  3  1  2  1  2  2  2  2  3  3  2  0  3  1  0  3  4  2  
DK/NA 2  1  2  3  3  1  2  1  2  2  2  2  3  3  2  0  3  1  0  3  4  2  
 
   Q31 REGSTRD Q33 VOTE  
 Q29 AGE Q30 INCOME TO VOTE PROPENSITY GENDER 
 ----------------------------------------------- ----------------------- ----------- ----------------- ----------- 
          $0- $30K- $60K- $100K    ALMST     
 Total 18-29 30-39 40-49 50-64 65-74 75+ 18-49 50+ $30K $60K $100K + YES NO ALWYS ALL MOST MEN WOMEN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 466 54 80 103 132 50 27 236 209 89 82 105 78 205 30 211 127 64 224 242 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 38% 35% 39% 34% 43% 34% 33% 36% 40% 32% 31% 42% 37% 36% 31% 44% 34% 33% 45% 31% 
Completely acceptable 11  16  9  6  12  9  7  9  11  13  6  5  11  9  9  14  9  6  14  8  
Somewhat acceptable 27  19  30  28  31  25  25  26  29  19  25  37  26  27  23  29  25  27  31  24  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 60  65  60  64  54  66  65  63  58  65  68  55  63  62  66  54  65  63  54  66  
No at all acceptable 60  65  60  64  54  66  65  63  58  65  68  55  63  62  66  54  65  63  54  66  
 
DK/NA 2  0  1  2  3  0  2  1  2  2  1  3  0  2  3  2  1  4  1  2  
DK/NA 2  0  1  2  3  0  2  1  2  2  1  3  0  2  3  2  1  4  1  2  
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TABLE 24:  Q13C.  I am going to read you a list of some specific public safety services provided by the City of San José.  It is likely that some of these services 

will need to be reduced next year given the City's projected budget shortfall.  Please tell me whether you would find each of the following public safety 
budget cuts to be completely acceptable, somewhat acceptable, or not at all acceptable as a way of helping to balance the City's budget:  Reducing 
enforcement of traffic laws that protect the safety of drivers, bikers, and pedestrians 

  
 
 LIKELY    
 VOTER PARTY BY AGE ETHNICITY BY AGE ETHNICITY BY GENDER 
 ----------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------------------- 
    DEM DEM REP REP DTS/O DTS/O WHITE WHITE LATNO LATNO ASIAN ASIAN WHITE WHITE LATNO LATNO ASIAN ASIAN  
 Total YES NO 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 466 362 104 108 105 34 58 65 34 93 130 59 35 58 29 109 122 46 52 48 44 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 38% 40% 30% 28% 34% 40% 44% 49% 49% 44% 40% 23% 33% 38% 61% 50% 34% 31% 21% 53% 38% 
Completely acceptable 11  12  6  6  9  9  11  13  16  7  11  10  8  11  17  10  10  14  4  19  6  
Somewhat acceptable 27  28  25  21  25  31  33  36  32  37  29  13  26  27  44  40  24  18  17  34  32  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 60  59  67  70  62  60  56  51  51  56  60  73  64  61  36  50  65  69  71  45  60  
No at all acceptable 60  59  67  70  62  60  56  51  51  56  60  73  64  61  36  50  65  69  71  45  60  
 
DK/NA 2  2  3  2  4  0  0  0  0  0  0  4  3  2  3  0  0  0  8  2  2  
DK/NA 2  2  3  2  4  0  0  0  0  0  0  4  3  2  3  0  0  0  8  2  2  
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TABLE 25:  Q13D.  I am going to read you a list of some specific public safety services provided by the City of San José.  It is likely that some of these services 

will need to be reduced next year given the City's projected budget shortfall.  Please tell me whether you would find each of the following public safety 
budget cuts to be completely acceptable, somewhat acceptable, or not at all acceptable as a way of helping to balance the City's budget:  Reducing 
investigation of robberies 

  
 
  Q5/Q6 COMB 1/4 Q7 SALES TAX SUPPORT GIVEN  
 Q5 INITIAL 1/2 CENT SALES TAX VOTE CENT SALES TX VTE EMPLOYEE COMPENSATION CUTS PARTY BY GENDER 
 ----------------------------------------- ----------------- ----------------------------- ----------------------------------- 
  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  M-MRE SW-MR TOTAL TOTAL NO DF DEM DEM REP REP DTS/O DTS/O  
 Total YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD LIKLY LIKLY M-LKY L-LKY DK/NA MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 466 124 110 65 146 234 211 21 256 196 14 133 80 213 103 150 85 134 49 46 69 35 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 22% 21% 22% 18% 23% 21% 21% 38% 21% 22% 48% 20% 20% 20% 29% 20% 29% 21% 29% 18% 20% 9% 
Completely acceptable 4  4  1  2  7  3  6  10  3  6  14  4  5  4  3  5  8  2  9  5  2  1  
Somewhat acceptable 18  17  20  16  15  18  16  28  18  16  33  16  15  15  25  15  21  19  20  13  19  8  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 76  79  75  77  77  77  77  57  78  76  45  80  76  79  69  78  68  79  71  78  80  85  
No at all acceptable 76  79  75  77  77  77  77  57  78  76  45  80  76  79  69  78  68  79  71  78  80  85  
 
DK/NA 2  0  3  5  1  2  2  5  1  2  7  0  4  2  2  2  3  0  0  4  0  6  
DK/NA 2  0  3  5  1  2  2  5  1  2  7  0  4  2  2  2  3  0  0  4  0  6  
 
 Q18 1/2 CNT SALES Q20 FINAL 1/2 CNT   
 TX VOTE AFTER POS SALES TAX VOTE Q8A INITIAL PARKING TAX VOTE GENDER BY AGE 
 ----------------- ----------------- ------------------------------------------ ----------------------- 
  TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  MEN MEN WOMEN WOMEN  
 Total YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 466 252 198 15 233 218 15 80 84 100 180 164 280 22 122 96 114 113 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 22% 21% 22% 34% 20% 23% 42% 25% 20% 19% 22% 22% 21% 33% 28% 22% 15% 22% 
Completely acceptable 4  2  7  6  2  6  6  4  3  3  6  4  5  0  7  4  1  3  
Somewhat acceptable 18  18  16  28  17  17  36  21  17  16  15  19  16  33  21  18  13  20  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 76  78  76  59  80  75  42  73  78  77  78  76  77  67  70  78  83  76  
No at all acceptable 76  78  76  59  80  75  42  73  78  77  78  76  77  67  70  78  83  76  
 
DK/NA 2  1  2  7  1  2  16  2  2  4  1  2  2  0  2  0  3  2  
DK/NA 2  1  2  7  1  2  16  2  2  4  1  2  2  0  2  0  3  2  
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TABLE 25:  Q13D.  I am going to read you a list of some specific public safety services provided by the City of San José.  It is likely that some of these services 

will need to be reduced next year given the City's projected budget shortfall.  Please tell me whether you would find each of the following public safety 
budget cuts to be completely acceptable, somewhat acceptable, or not at all acceptable as a way of helping to balance the City's budget:  Reducing 
investigation of robberies 

  
 
  Q22 BUSINESS TAX   
 Q8B INITIAL BUSINESS TAX VOTE AFTER POSITIVES Q9 CARD ROOM PROPOSAL SAMPLE/PHONE TYPE 
 ----------------------------------------- ----------------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------------- 
  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  STR SMWT STR TOTAL TOTAL  VOTER RDD CELL RDD RDD  
 Total YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD SUPPT SUPPT OPPOS SUPPT OPPOS UNDCD LIST SAMP SAMP CELL LAND  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 466 105 101 72 140 206 212 48 227 215 24 181 99 118 280 157 29 228 208 30 53 185 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 22% 18% 28% 20% 22% 23% 21% 18% 20% 23% 32% 20% 25% 20% 21% 23% 18% 24% 20% 20% 22% 20% 
Completely acceptable 4  5  2  2  7  4  5  2  3  6  4  2  5  6  3  6  6  6  3  0  2  3  
Somewhat acceptable 18  13  26  18  15  19  16  16  17  17  28  18  20  14  19  17  12  18  17  20  19  16  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 76  80  72  80  78  76  79  69  78  77  59  79  74  79  78  75  69  74  78  80  76  79  
No at all acceptable 76  80  72  80  78  76  79  69  78  77  59  79  74  79  78  75  69  74  78  80  76  79  
 
DK/NA 2  2  0  0  0  1  0  12  2  0  9  1  1  1  1  1  13  2  2  0  2  1  
DK/NA 2  2  0  0  0  1  0  12  2  0  9  1  1  1  1  1  13  2  2  0  2  1  
 
  Q21 WASTE DISPSAL Q10 CITY BUDGET  
 Q8C INITIAL WASTE DISPOSAL TAX TX AFTR POS & NEG 12 MONTHS FROM PARTY (COMBINED) 
 ----------------------------------------- ----------------- ----------------------------- ----------------- 
  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  SMWT MUCH TOTAL TOTAL NO DF     
 Total YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD WORSE WORSE WORSE BETTR DK/NA DEM REP DTS/O  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 466 96 103 83 153 199 236 31 215 239 12 131 83 214 196 56 220 95 104 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 22% 19% 19% 22% 25% 19% 24% 25% 21% 23% 8% 25% 22% 23% 24% 9% 24% 24% 17% 
Completely acceptable 4  3  1  3  7  2  6  5  3  5  8  6  6  6  3  2  4  7  2  
Somewhat acceptable 18  16  17  19  17  17  18  21  18  18  0  19  15  18  20  7  20  17  15  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 76  78  81  73  74  80  74  75  77  75  92  71  78  74  76  89  75  74  81  
No at all acceptable 76  78  81  73  74  80  74  75  77  75  92  71  78  74  76  89  75  74  81  
 
DK/NA 2  3  0  5  1  1  3  0  2  2  0  5  0  3  1  2  1  2  2  
DK/NA 2  3  0  5  1  1  3  0  2  2  0  5  0  3  1  2  1  2  2  
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TABLE 25:  Q13D.  I am going to read you a list of some specific public safety services provided by the City of San José.  It is likely that some of these services 

will need to be reduced next year given the City's projected budget shortfall.  Please tell me whether you would find each of the following public safety 
budget cuts to be completely acceptable, somewhat acceptable, or not at all acceptable as a way of helping to balance the City's budget:  Reducing 
investigation of robberies 

  
 
 Q11 FEELINGS ABOUT Q15 FIRST CHOICE Q16 RDC SRV  
 THE CITY BUDGET PRT/BDGT SHRTFLL /RAISG REV CITY COUNCIL DISTRICT 
 ----------------------------- ------------------ ----------- ----------------------------------------------------------- 
  SMWT VERY TOTAL TOTAL NTRL/ REDCE REDCE RAISE REDCE RAISE            
 Total NEG NEG NEG POS DK/NA COMP SRVCS RVNUE SRVCS RVNUE 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 466 0 0 0 0 0 181 97 124 195 187 32 53 31 37 21 45 33 49 50 50 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 22% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 24% 26% 18% 23% 21% 23% 16% 14% 24% 20% 25% 33% 27% 20% 18% 
Completely acceptable 4  0  0  0  0  0  6  4  1  5  4  7  2  0  1  7  0  0  9  7  7  
Somewhat acceptable 18  0  0  0  0  0  18  21  17  18  17  16  14  14  23  13  25  33  17  14  11  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 76  0  0  0  0  0  74  72  81  76  76  77  84  86  76  80  75  67  68  80  77  
No at all acceptable 76  0  0  0  0  0  74  72  81  76  76  77  84  86  76  80  75  67  68  80  77  
 
DK/NA 2  0  0  0  0  0  2  2  1  1  2  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  5  0  6  
DK/NA 2  0  0  0  0  0  2  2  1  1  2  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  5  0  6  
 
 VOTER SALES TAX TARGETS BUSINESS TAX TARGETS WASTE DISPOSAL TARGETS 
 ----------- ----------------------------------------- ----------------------------- ----------------------------- 
   NON- CONS CONS  POS NEG COST COMP CONS CONS  POS NEG CONS CONS  POS NEG  
 Total VOTER VOTER YES NO SWING MOVER MOVER P-MVR P-MVR YES NO SWING MOVER MOVER YES NO SWING MOVER MOVER  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 466 433 33 189 171 106 41 40 27 60 163 161 142 64 54 153 181 132 62 58 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 22% 22% 19% 19% 22% 25% 22% 26% 19% 15% 21% 22% 23% 17% 25% 19% 23% 24% 26% 24% 
Completely acceptable 4  4  4  3  6  4  3  6  3  5  3  6  4  3  5  2  4  7  8  6  
Somewhat acceptable 18  18  15  17  16  21  20  20  15  10  18  16  18  14  20  17  19  16  18  18  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 76  76  78  80  75  71  78  72  81  82  77  78  73  79  73  79  75  75  71  76  
No at all acceptable 76  76  78  80  75  71  78  72  81  82  77  78  73  79  73  79  75  75  71  76  
 
DK/NA 2  2  3  1  2  3  0  2  0  3  2  0  4  4  2  2  2  1  3  0  
DK/NA 2  2  3  1  2  3  0  2  0  3  2  0  4  4  2  2  2  1  3  0  
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TABLE 25:  Q13D.  I am going to read you a list of some specific public safety services provided by the City of San José.  It is likely that some of these services 

will need to be reduced next year given the City's projected budget shortfall.  Please tell me whether you would find each of the following public safety 
budget cuts to be completely acceptable, somewhat acceptable, or not at all acceptable as a way of helping to balance the City's budget:  Reducing 
investigation of robberies 

  
 
  Q24 TYPE OF Q25 Q26 KIDS   
 Q23 YEARS IN SAN JOSE RESIDENCE RESIDENCE AT HOME Q27 EDUCATION Q28 ETHNICITY 
 ----------------------------- ----------- ----------- ----------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------- 
       DETCH MULTI     HS OR SOME COLL POST NON-   NON-    
 Total 0-10 11-20 21-30 31-40 41+ HOUSE UNIT OWN RENT YES NO LESS COLL GRAD GRAD COLL COLL+ WHITE WHITE LATNO ASIAN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 466 81 120 109 77 77 365 83 344 115 191 272 98 112 181 69 210 250 231 222 98 92 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 22% 25% 28% 15% 24% 16% 22% 23% 21% 25% 18% 24% 22% 18% 23% 26% 20% 24% 22% 22% 23% 26% 
Completely acceptable 4  7  4  2  6  4  5  2  4  5  4  4  2  2  6  4  2  6  4  5  1  8  
Somewhat acceptable 18  19  24  13  19  12  17  21  17  21  14  20  20  16  16  23  18  18  19  17  22  18  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 76  72  71  82  76  81  76  75  78  72  80  73  76  79  76  71  78  75  77  75  74  71  
No at all acceptable 76  72  71  82  76  81  76  75  78  72  80  73  76  79  76  71  78  75  77  75  74  71  
 
DK/NA 2  2  1  3  0  2  2  3  2  2  1  2  2  3  1  3  2  2  1  3  3  4  
DK/NA 2  2  1  3  0  2  2  3  2  2  1  2  2  3  1  3  2  2  1  3  3  4  
 
   Q31 REGSTRD Q33 VOTE  
 Q29 AGE Q30 INCOME TO VOTE PROPENSITY GENDER 
 ----------------------------------------------- ----------------------- ----------- ----------------- ----------- 
          $0- $30K- $60K- $100K    ALMST     
 Total 18-29 30-39 40-49 50-64 65-74 75+ 18-49 50+ $30K $60K $100K + YES NO ALWYS ALL MOST MEN WOMEN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 466 54 80 103 132 50 27 236 209 89 82 105 78 205 30 211 127 64 224 242 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 22% 19% 28% 18% 20% 20% 39% 21% 22% 20% 20% 26% 19% 20% 20% 22% 24% 16% 26% 18% 
Completely acceptable 4  0  6  5  3  0  9  4  3  2  3  4  4  3  4  6  3  2  6  3  
Somewhat acceptable 18  19  21  13  16  20  31  17  19  17  17  22  16  17  16  16  21  14  20  16  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 76  78  69  80  79  78  61  76  77  80  80  69  81  79  76  77  74  82  73  79  
No at all acceptable 76  78  69  80  79  78  61  76  77  80  80  69  81  79  76  77  74  82  73  79  
 
DK/NA 2  3  3  2  1  2  0  2  1  1  0  4  0  1  3  1  2  2  1  2  
DK/NA 2  3  3  2  1  2  0  2  1  1  0  4  0  1  3  1  2  2  1  2  
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TABLE 25:  Q13D.  I am going to read you a list of some specific public safety services provided by the City of San José.  It is likely that some of these services 

will need to be reduced next year given the City's projected budget shortfall.  Please tell me whether you would find each of the following public safety 
budget cuts to be completely acceptable, somewhat acceptable, or not at all acceptable as a way of helping to balance the City's budget:  Reducing 
investigation of robberies 

  
 
 LIKELY    
 VOTER PARTY BY AGE ETHNICITY BY AGE ETHNICITY BY GENDER 
 ----------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------------------- 
    DEM DEM REP REP DTS/O DTS/O WHITE WHITE LATNO LATNO ASIAN ASIAN WHITE WHITE LATNO LATNO ASIAN ASIAN  
 Total YES NO 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 466 362 104 108 105 34 58 65 34 93 130 59 35 58 29 109 122 46 52 48 44 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 22% 23% 17% 26% 22% 17% 28% 19% 14% 24% 21% 24% 23% 19% 40% 26% 19% 29% 17% 25% 26% 
Completely acceptable 4  5  2  3  4  11  5  3  0  4  3  0  3  7  8  5  3  0  2  12  4  
Somewhat acceptable 18  18  15  22  19  6  22  17  14  20  18  24  20  12  32  22  16  29  15  13  23  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 76  75  81  72  78  77  72  78  86  74  79  72  77  78  54  74  80  69  78  72  69  
No at all acceptable 76  75  81  72  78  77  72  78  86  74  79  72  77  78  54  74  80  69  78  72  69  
 
DK/NA 2  2  2  2  0  5  0  2  0  2  0  4  0  3  6  0  2  2  4  3  4  
DK/NA 2  2  2  2  0  5  0  2  0  2  0  4  0  3  6  0  2  2  4  3  4  
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TABLE 26:  Q13E.  I am going to read you a list of some specific public safety services provided by the City of San José.  It is likely that some of these services 

will need to be reduced next year given the City's projected budget shortfall.  Please tell me whether you would find each of the following public safety 
budget cuts to be completely acceptable, somewhat acceptable, or not at all acceptable as a way of helping to balance the City's budget:  Reducing the SWAT 
team that provides special skills and equipment to address critical incidents involving threats to life 

  
 
  Q5/Q6 COMB 1/4 Q7 SALES TAX SUPPORT GIVEN  
 Q5 INITIAL 1/2 CENT SALES TAX VOTE CENT SALES TX VTE EMPLOYEE COMPENSATION CUTS PARTY BY GENDER 
 ----------------------------------------- ----------------- ----------------------------- ----------------------------------- 
  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  M-MRE SW-MR TOTAL TOTAL NO DF DEM DEM REP REP DTS/O DTS/O  
 Total YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD LIKLY LIKLY M-LKY L-LKY DK/NA MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 466 124 110 65 146 234 211 21 256 196 14 133 80 213 103 150 85 134 49 46 69 35 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 29% 22% 23% 29% 39% 22% 36% 28% 23% 37% 21% 23% 27% 25% 37% 28% 38% 17% 48% 20% 36% 34% 
Completely acceptable 6  5  3  7  10  4  9  3  4  9  0  6  7  6  9  5  10  3  18  2  7  0  
Somewhat acceptable 22  17  20  22  29  18  27  24  19  27  21  17  20  18  29  23  28  14  30  17  29  34  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 68  74  73  64  59  74  61  72  72  61  79  74  69  72  62  66  60  78  51  80  60  65  
No at all acceptable 68  74  73  64  59  74  61  72  72  61  79  74  69  72  62  66  60  78  51  80  60  65  
 
DK/NA 4  4  4  7  2  4  3  0  4  3  0  3  4  4  1  6  2  5  1  0  4  1  
DK/NA 4  4  4  7  2  4  3  0  4  3  0  3  4  4  1  6  2  5  1  0  4  1  
 
 Q18 1/2 CNT SALES Q20 FINAL 1/2 CNT   
 TX VOTE AFTER POS SALES TAX VOTE Q8A INITIAL PARKING TAX VOTE GENDER BY AGE 
 ----------------- ----------------- ------------------------------------------ ----------------------- 
  TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  MEN MEN WOMEN WOMEN  
 Total YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 466 252 198 15 233 218 15 80 84 100 180 164 280 22 122 96 114 113 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 29% 22% 37% 26% 23% 35% 24% 26% 24% 26% 34% 25% 31% 23% 35% 40% 20% 22% 
Completely acceptable 6  4  10  0  4  9  0  3  5  3  11  4  8  3  12  8  3  3  
Somewhat acceptable 22  19  27  26  19  26  24  23  19  23  24  21  23  21  23  33  17  20  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 68  74  60  68  72  63  76  72  70  71  62  71  66  72  61  56  75  75  
No at all acceptable 68  74  60  68  72  63  76  72  70  71  62  71  66  72  61  56  75  75  
 
DK/NA 4  4  3  7  5  2  0  2  6  2  3  4  3  5  4  4  5  2  
DK/NA 4  4  3  7  5  2  0  2  6  2  3  4  3  5  4  4  5  2  
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TABLE 26:  Q13E.  I am going to read you a list of some specific public safety services provided by the City of San José.  It is likely that some of these services 

will need to be reduced next year given the City's projected budget shortfall.  Please tell me whether you would find each of the following public safety 
budget cuts to be completely acceptable, somewhat acceptable, or not at all acceptable as a way of helping to balance the City's budget:  Reducing the SWAT 
team that provides special skills and equipment to address critical incidents involving threats to life 

  
 
  Q22 BUSINESS TAX   
 Q8B INITIAL BUSINESS TAX VOTE AFTER POSITIVES Q9 CARD ROOM PROPOSAL SAMPLE/PHONE TYPE 
 ----------------------------------------- ----------------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------------- 
  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  STR SMWT STR TOTAL TOTAL  VOTER RDD CELL RDD RDD  
 Total YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD SUPPT SUPPT OPPOS SUPPT OPPOS UNDCD LIST SAMP SAMP CELL LAND  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 466 105 101 72 140 206 212 48 227 215 24 181 99 118 280 157 29 228 208 30 53 185 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 29% 22% 28% 33% 35% 25% 35% 17% 23% 35% 27% 22% 33% 32% 26% 35% 21% 31% 26% 31% 23% 27% 
Completely acceptable 6  7  6  7  8  7  7  0  7  6  0  5  8  6  6  6  8  6  7  3  2  8  
Somewhat acceptable 22  15  22  27  28  18  27  17  16  28  27  17  25  26  20  28  13  25  19  28  21  20  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 68  72  71  64  63  71  64  72  73  62  70  74  62  66  70  63  75  68  69  59  63  69  
No at all acceptable 68  72  71  64  63  71  64  72  73  62  70  74  62  66  70  63  75  68  69  59  63  69  
 
DK/NA 4  6  2  3  1  4  2  11  4  3  3  4  5  2  4  2  4  1  5  10  14  4  
DK/NA 4  6  2  3  1  4  2  11  4  3  3  4  5  2  4  2  4  1  5  10  14  4  
 
  Q21 WASTE DISPSAL Q10 CITY BUDGET  
 Q8C INITIAL WASTE DISPOSAL TAX TX AFTR POS & NEG 12 MONTHS FROM PARTY (COMBINED) 
 ----------------------------------------- ----------------- ----------------------------- ----------------- 
  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  SMWT MUCH TOTAL TOTAL NO DF     
 Total YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD WORSE WORSE WORSE BETTR DK/NA DEM REP DTS/O  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 466 96 103 83 153 199 236 31 215 239 12 131 83 214 196 56 220 95 104 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 29% 22% 21% 25% 42% 22% 36% 17% 24% 34% 15% 35% 31% 34% 25% 22% 25% 34% 36% 
Completely acceptable 6  6  3  4  10  5  8  4  6  7  0  11  6  9  4  3  6  10  5  
Somewhat acceptable 22  16  18  21  32  17  28  12  17  27  15  24  25  24  21  19  19  24  31  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 68  74  73  75  53  74  61  81  72  64  80  60  64  62  72  78  71  65  61  
No at all acceptable 68  74  73  75  53  74  61  81  72  64  80  60  64  62  72  78  71  65  61  
 
DK/NA 4  3  6  0  4  4  3  3  5  2  5  5  5  5  3  0  4  1  3  
DK/NA 4  3  6  0  4  4  3  3  5  2  5  5  5  5  3  0  4  1  3  
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TABLE 26:  Q13E.  I am going to read you a list of some specific public safety services provided by the City of San José.  It is likely that some of these services 

will need to be reduced next year given the City's projected budget shortfall.  Please tell me whether you would find each of the following public safety 
budget cuts to be completely acceptable, somewhat acceptable, or not at all acceptable as a way of helping to balance the City's budget:  Reducing the SWAT 
team that provides special skills and equipment to address critical incidents involving threats to life 

  
 
 Q11 FEELINGS ABOUT Q15 FIRST CHOICE Q16 RDC SRV  
 THE CITY BUDGET PRT/BDGT SHRTFLL /RAISG REV CITY COUNCIL DISTRICT 
 ----------------------------- ------------------ ----------- ----------------------------------------------------------- 
  SMWT VERY TOTAL TOTAL NTRL/ REDCE REDCE RAISE REDCE RAISE            
 Total NEG NEG NEG POS DK/NA COMP SRVCS RVNUE SRVCS RVNUE 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 466 0 0 0 0 0 181 97 124 195 187 32 53 31 37 21 45 33 49 50 50 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 29% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 30% 42% 18% 35% 23% 45% 34% 12% 15% 28% 29% 31% 45% 34% 22% 
Completely acceptable 6  0  0  0  0  0  6  10  6  10  5  7  9  0  4  18  5  2  6  16  1  
Somewhat acceptable 22  0  0  0  0  0  24  32  12  25  18  37  25  12  11  10  24  29  39  17  21  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 68  0  0  0  0  0  68  50  79  62  72  55  64  79  77  72  70  67  55  64  76  
No at all acceptable 68  0  0  0  0  0  68  50  79  62  72  55  64  79  77  72  70  67  55  64  76  
 
DK/NA 4  0  0  0  0  0  2  8  3  3  5  0  3  10  9  0  1  2  0  2  2  
DK/NA 4  0  0  0  0  0  2  8  3  3  5  0  3  10  9  0  1  2  0  2  2  
 
 VOTER SALES TAX TARGETS BUSINESS TAX TARGETS WASTE DISPOSAL TARGETS 
 ----------- ----------------------------------------- ----------------------------- ----------------------------- 
   NON- CONS CONS  POS NEG COST COMP CONS CONS  POS NEG CONS CONS  POS NEG  
 Total VOTER VOTER YES NO SWING MOVER MOVER P-MVR P-MVR YES NO SWING MOVER MOVER YES NO SWING MOVER MOVER  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 466 433 33 189 171 106 41 40 27 60 163 161 142 64 54 153 181 132 62 58 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 29% 29% 22% 23% 37% 25% 25% 21% 30% 27% 23% 36% 27% 24% 31% 21% 38% 25% 30% 22% 
Completely acceptable 6  7  1  4  11  4  3  4  6  8  7  7  4  6  4  4  6  9  12  8  
Somewhat acceptable 22  22  20  19  27  22  22  17  24  19  16  29  22  17  26  17  31  16  18  14  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 68  68  66  74  61  68  66  72  64  66  72  62  69  74  62  74  60  71  66  74  
No at all acceptable 68  68  66  74  61  68  66  72  64  66  72  62  69  74  62  74  60  71  66  74  
 
DK/NA 4  3  13  3  1  7  9  7  6  7  5  2  4  3  7  5  2  4  4  4  
DK/NA 4  3  13  3  1  7  9  7  6  7  5  2  4  3  7  5  2  4  4  4  
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TABLE 26:  Q13E.  I am going to read you a list of some specific public safety services provided by the City of San José.  It is likely that some of these services 

will need to be reduced next year given the City's projected budget shortfall.  Please tell me whether you would find each of the following public safety 
budget cuts to be completely acceptable, somewhat acceptable, or not at all acceptable as a way of helping to balance the City's budget:  Reducing the SWAT 
team that provides special skills and equipment to address critical incidents involving threats to life 

  
 
  Q24 TYPE OF Q25 Q26 KIDS   
 Q23 YEARS IN SAN JOSE RESIDENCE RESIDENCE AT HOME Q27 EDUCATION Q28 ETHNICITY 
 ----------------------------- ----------- ----------- ----------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------- 
       DETCH MULTI     HS OR SOME COLL POST NON-   NON-    
 Total 0-10 11-20 21-30 31-40 41+ HOUSE UNIT OWN RENT YES NO LESS COLL GRAD GRAD COLL COLL+ WHITE WHITE LATNO ASIAN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 466 81 120 109 77 77 365 83 344 115 191 272 98 112 181 69 210 250 231 222 98 92 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 29% 35% 29% 29% 27% 24% 28% 34% 27% 33% 28% 30% 23% 28% 31% 32% 26% 31% 28% 30% 25% 31% 
Completely acceptable 6  5  7  5  8  6  7  3  6  8  6  7  4  4  10  3  4  8  4  8  5  7  
Somewhat acceptable 22  30  22  24  19  18  21  31  22  25  22  23  19  25  21  29  22  23  23  22  20  24  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 68  63  66  66  71  75  70  54  71  59  69  67  74  64  66  67  69  67  71  65  69  65  
No at all acceptable 68  63  66  66  71  75  70  54  71  59  69  67  74  64  66  67  69  67  71  65  69  65  
 
DK/NA 4  2  5  5  2  1  2  11  2  9  4  4  3  8  2  1  6  2  2  6  6  4  
DK/NA 4  2  5  5  2  1  2  11  2  9  4  4  3  8  2  1  6  2  2  6  6  4  
 
   Q31 REGSTRD Q33 VOTE  
 Q29 AGE Q30 INCOME TO VOTE PROPENSITY GENDER 
 ----------------------------------------------- ----------------------- ----------- ----------------- ----------- 
          $0- $30K- $60K- $100K    ALMST     
 Total 18-29 30-39 40-49 50-64 65-74 75+ 18-49 50+ $30K $60K $100K + YES NO ALWYS ALL MOST MEN WOMEN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 466 54 80 103 132 50 27 236 209 89 82 105 78 205 30 211 127 64 224 242 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 29% 31% 28% 26% 32% 23% 41% 28% 31% 29% 24% 31% 27% 27% 15% 29% 32% 23% 37% 21% 
Completely acceptable 6  7  14  3  4  3  13  8  5  4  9  4  3  8  0  9  4  7  10  3  
Somewhat acceptable 22  24  14  23  27  20  28  20  26  25  15  27  23  20  15  20  27  15  27  18  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 68  58  71  71  65  74  59  68  66  65  64  68  72  68  71  70  66  72  60  75  
No at all acceptable 68  58  71  71  65  74  59  68  66  65  64  68  72  68  71  70  66  72  60  75  
 
DK/NA 4  11  2  3  3  4  0  4  3  6  12  1  1  5  14  2  2  6  4  4  
DK/NA 4  11  2  3  3  4  0  4  3  6  12  1  1  5  14  2  2  6  4  4  
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TABLE 26:  Q13E.  I am going to read you a list of some specific public safety services provided by the City of San José.  It is likely that some of these services 

will need to be reduced next year given the City's projected budget shortfall.  Please tell me whether you would find each of the following public safety 
budget cuts to be completely acceptable, somewhat acceptable, or not at all acceptable as a way of helping to balance the City's budget:  Reducing the SWAT 
team that provides special skills and equipment to address critical incidents involving threats to life 

  
 
 LIKELY    
 VOTER PARTY BY AGE ETHNICITY BY AGE ETHNICITY BY GENDER 
 ----------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------------------- 
    DEM DEM REP REP DTS/O DTS/O WHITE WHITE LATNO LATNO ASIAN ASIAN WHITE WHITE LATNO LATNO ASIAN ASIAN  
 Total YES NO 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 466 362 104 108 105 34 58 65 34 93 130 59 35 58 29 109 122 46 52 48 44 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 29% 30% 26% 25% 26% 32% 37% 36% 40% 24% 31% 28% 18% 27% 46% 35% 21% 28% 23% 42% 19% 
Completely acceptable 6  7  6  6  5  18  6  6  3  4  5  7  3  9  5  7  2  6  4  14  0  
Somewhat acceptable 22  23  20  19  20  14  31  30  37  20  26  21  15  17  41  28  19  21  19  28  19  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 68  69  64  70  72  68  61  63  52  74  67  63  80  73  43  61  79  66  71  55  75  
No at all acceptable 68  69  64  70  72  68  61  63  52  74  67  63  80  73  43  61  79  66  71  55  75  
 
DK/NA 4  2  10  5  3  0  1  0  8  2  2  9  2  1  11  4  0  6  6  2  5  
DK/NA 4  2  10  5  3  0  1  0  8  2  2  9  2  1  11  4  0  6  6  2  5  
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TABLE 27:  Q13F.  I am going to read you a list of some specific public safety services provided by the City of San José.  It is likely that some of these services 

will need to be reduced next year given the City's projected budget shortfall.  Please tell me whether you would find each of the following public safety 
budget cuts to be completely acceptable, somewhat acceptable, or not at all acceptable as a way of helping to balance the City's budget:  Reducing the police 
canine unit for detecting drugs and explosives 

  
 
  Q5/Q6 COMB 1/4 Q7 SALES TAX SUPPORT GIVEN  
 Q5 INITIAL 1/2 CENT SALES TAX VOTE CENT SALES TX VTE EMPLOYEE COMPENSATION CUTS PARTY BY GENDER 
 ----------------------------------------- ----------------- ----------------------------- ----------------------------------- 
  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  M-MRE SW-MR TOTAL TOTAL NO DF DEM DEM REP REP DTS/O DTS/O  
 Total YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD LIKLY LIKLY M-LKY L-LKY DK/NA MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 466 124 110 65 146 234 211 21 256 196 14 133 80 213 103 150 85 134 49 46 69 35 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 35% 33% 30% 34% 42% 31% 39% 30% 31% 40% 37% 33% 23% 29% 41% 39% 38% 37% 43% 20% 37% 33% 
Completely acceptable 8  6  4  4  14  5  11  0  5  12  0  7  4  6  12  7  13  3  12  5  15  0  
Somewhat acceptable 27  26  26  29  28  26  28  30  26  28  37  26  19  23  29  32  25  34  32  16  22  33  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 63  64  66  66  58  65  60  59  65  60  56  67  75  70  58  56  62  60  57  77  61  64  
No at all acceptable 63  64  66  66  58  65  60  59  65  60  56  67  75  70  58  56  62  60  57  77  61  64  
 
DK/NA 2  3  4  1  0  4  0  12  4  0  7  1  3  1  0  5  0  3  0  3  2  4  
DK/NA 2  3  4  1  0  4  0  12  4  0  7  1  3  1  0  5  0  3  0  3  2  4  
 
 Q18 1/2 CNT SALES Q20 FINAL 1/2 CNT   
 TX VOTE AFTER POS SALES TAX VOTE Q8A INITIAL PARKING TAX VOTE GENDER BY AGE 
 ----------------- ----------------- ------------------------------------------ ----------------------- 
  TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  MEN MEN WOMEN WOMEN  
 Total YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 466 252 198 15 233 218 15 80 84 100 180 164 280 22 122 96 114 113 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 35% 29% 42% 41% 30% 41% 32% 26% 36% 32% 37% 31% 36% 53% 30% 47% 39% 27% 
Completely acceptable 8  4  13  7  4  12  7  4  6  5  11  5  9  7  13  12  2  4  
Somewhat acceptable 27  25  29  35  26  29  25  22  30  27  26  26  26  45  17  36  37  23  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 63  69  57  43  68  58  43  72  64  65  60  67  62  42  69  52  56  70  
No at all acceptable 63  69  57  43  68  58  43  72  64  65  60  67  62  42  69  52  56  70  
 
DK/NA 2  2  2  16  2  1  25  3  0  3  3  1  3  5  1  1  5  3  
DK/NA 2  2  2  16  2  1  25  3  0  3  3  1  3  5  1  1  5  3  
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TABLE 27:  Q13F.  I am going to read you a list of some specific public safety services provided by the City of San José.  It is likely that some of these services 

will need to be reduced next year given the City's projected budget shortfall.  Please tell me whether you would find each of the following public safety 
budget cuts to be completely acceptable, somewhat acceptable, or not at all acceptable as a way of helping to balance the City's budget:  Reducing the 
police canine unit for detecting drugs and explosives 

  
 
  Q22 BUSINESS TAX   
 Q8B INITIAL BUSINESS TAX VOTE AFTER POSITIVES Q9 CARD ROOM PROPOSAL SAMPLE/PHONE TYPE 
 ----------------------------------------- ----------------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------------- 
  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  STR SMWT STR TOTAL TOTAL  VOTER RDD CELL RDD RDD  
 Total YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD SUPPT SUPPT OPPOS SUPPT OPPOS UNDCD LIST SAMP SAMP CELL LAND  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 466 105 101 72 140 206 212 48 227 215 24 181 99 118 280 157 29 228 208 30 53 185 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 35% 24% 45% 39% 36% 34% 37% 28% 31% 38% 47% 33% 35% 36% 33% 37% 37% 39% 31% 26% 27% 31% 
Completely acceptable 8  8  5  9  11  7  10  0  4  12  4  6  9  7  7  7  15  8  7  14  12  7  
Somewhat acceptable 27  16  40  30  25  28  27  28  27  25  43  27  26  29  26  30  21  32  24  12  15  25  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 63  74  53  59  64  64  62  60  67  60  47  65  63  63  64  61  53  60  66  64  64  66  
No at all acceptable 63  74  53  59  64  64  62  60  67  60  47  65  63  63  64  61  53  60  66  64  64  66  
 
DK/NA 2  2  2  2  0  2  1  13  2  3  6  2  2  1  2  2  10  1  3  10  9  3  
DK/NA 2  2  2  2  0  2  1  13  2  3  6  2  2  1  2  2  10  1  3  10  9  3  
 
  Q21 WASTE DISPSAL Q10 CITY BUDGET  
 Q8C INITIAL WASTE DISPOSAL TAX TX AFTR POS & NEG 12 MONTHS FROM PARTY (COMBINED) 
 ----------------------------------------- ----------------- ----------------------------- ----------------- 
  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  SMWT MUCH TOTAL TOTAL NO DF     
 Total YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD WORSE WORSE WORSE BETTR DK/NA DEM REP DTS/O  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 466 96 103 83 153 199 236 31 215 239 12 131 83 214 196 56 220 95 104 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 35% 28% 37% 35% 39% 33% 38% 26% 35% 36% 14% 40% 47% 43% 29% 25% 37% 32% 36% 
Completely acceptable 8  7  6  6  11  6  9  5  5  11  0  12  16  13  2  5  7  8  10  
Somewhat acceptable 27  21  31  30  28  26  29  21  30  26  14  29  32  30  26  20  31  24  26  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 63  70  60  62  59  65  60  71  63  61  86  53  49  52  71  75  61  66  62  
No at all acceptable 63  70  60  62  59  65  60  71  63  61  86  53  49  52  71  75  61  66  62  
 
DK/NA 2  2  2  3  2  2  2  2  2  3  0  6  3  5  0  0  2  1  2  
DK/NA 2  2  2  3  2  2  2  2  2  3  0  6  3  5  0  0  2  1  2  
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TABLE 27:  Q13F.  I am going to read you a list of some specific public safety services provided by the City of San José.  It is likely that some of these services 

will need to be reduced next year given the City's projected budget shortfall.  Please tell me whether you would find each of the following public safety 
budget cuts to be completely acceptable, somewhat acceptable, or not at all acceptable as a way of helping to balance the City's budget:  Reducing the 
police canine unit for detecting drugs and explosives 

  
 
 Q11 FEELINGS ABOUT Q15 FIRST CHOICE Q16 RDC SRV  
 THE CITY BUDGET PRT/BDGT SHRTFLL /RAISG REV CITY COUNCIL DISTRICT 
 ----------------------------- ------------------ ----------- ----------------------------------------------------------- 
  SMWT VERY TOTAL TOTAL NTRL/ REDCE REDCE RAISE REDCE RAISE            
 Total NEG NEG NEG POS DK/NA COMP SRVCS RVNUE SRVCS RVNUE 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 466 0 0 0 0 0 181 97 124 195 187 32 53 31 37 21 45 33 49 50 50 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 35% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 37% 46% 29% 39% 32% 36% 34% 36% 22% 33% 47% 34% 45% 33% 32% 
Completely acceptable 8  0  0  0  0  0  6  15  4  11  4  4  14  11  2  15  7  2  5  12  9  
Somewhat acceptable 27  0  0  0  0  0  31  31  25  28  28  31  20  25  20  18  40  32  40  22  22  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 63  0  0  0  0  0  60  51  69  59  65  64  66  54  74  67  53  66  55  66  65  
No at all acceptable 63  0  0  0  0  0  60  51  69  59  65  64  66  54  74  67  53  66  55  66  65  
 
DK/NA 2  0  0  0  0  0  3  3  3  2  3  0  0  10  4  0  0  0  0  1  4  
DK/NA 2  0  0  0  0  0  3  3  3  2  3  0  0  10  4  0  0  0  0  1  4  
 
 VOTER SALES TAX TARGETS BUSINESS TAX TARGETS WASTE DISPOSAL TARGETS 
 ----------- ----------------------------------------- ----------------------------- ----------------------------- 
   NON- CONS CONS  POS NEG COST COMP CONS CONS  POS NEG CONS CONS  POS NEG  
 Total VOTER VOTER YES NO SWING MOVER MOVER P-MVR P-MVR YES NO SWING MOVER MOVER YES NO SWING MOVER MOVER  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 466 433 33 189 171 106 41 40 27 60 163 161 142 64 54 153 181 132 62 58 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 35% 36% 25% 30% 43% 30% 25% 35% 26% 23% 31% 38% 36% 30% 37% 31% 35% 38% 42% 39% 
Completely acceptable 8  8  4  5  14  4  0  6  0  8  4  12  7  3  13  3  10  10  8  13  
Somewhat acceptable 27  28  21  26  29  26  25  29  26  15  27  26  29  27  24  28  26  29  34  26  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 63  62  68  67  57  63  74  58  69  75  66  62  60  69  54  66  61  60  56  59  
No at all acceptable 63  62  68  67  57  63  74  58  69  75  66  62  60  69  54  66  61  60  56  59  
 
DK/NA 2  2  7  2  0  7  1  7  5  2  2  1  5  1  8  2  3  1  1  2  
DK/NA 2  2  7  2  0  7  1  7  5  2  2  1  5  1  8  2  3  1  1  2  
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TABLE 27:  Q13F.  I am going to read you a list of some specific public safety services provided by the City of San José.  It is likely that some of these services 

will need to be reduced next year given the City's projected budget shortfall.  Please tell me whether you would find each of the following public safety 
budget cuts to be completely acceptable, somewhat acceptable, or not at all acceptable as a way of helping to balance the City's budget:  Reducing the 
police canine unit for detecting drugs and explosives 

  
 
  Q24 TYPE OF Q25 Q26 KIDS   
 Q23 YEARS IN SAN JOSE RESIDENCE RESIDENCE AT HOME Q27 EDUCATION Q28 ETHNICITY 
 ----------------------------- ----------- ----------- ----------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------- 
       DETCH MULTI     HS OR SOME COLL POST NON-   NON-    
 Total 0-10 11-20 21-30 31-40 41+ HOUSE UNIT OWN RENT YES NO LESS COLL GRAD GRAD COLL COLL+ WHITE WHITE LATNO ASIAN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 466 81 120 109 77 77 365 83 344 115 191 272 98 112 181 69 210 250 231 222 98 92 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 35% 44% 41% 32% 33% 24% 33% 44% 35% 32% 33% 36% 24% 25% 41% 51% 24% 44% 40% 29% 26% 36% 
Completely acceptable 8  15  6  7  5  7  7  9  5  14  6  9  8  3  12  2  5  9  8  7  3  10  
Somewhat acceptable 27  29  35  24  27  17  26  35  30  19  27  27  16  22  29  49  19  35  32  22  23  26  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 63  55  59  62  63  76  65  49  63  62  65  61  73  70  58  46  72  55  59  68  72  62  
No at all acceptable 63  55  59  62  63  76  65  49  63  62  65  61  73  70  58  46  72  55  59  68  72  62  
 
DK/NA 2  1  0  7  4  0  1  7  2  5  1  3  3  5  0  3  4  1  1  3  3  2  
DK/NA 2  1  0  7  4  0  1  7  2  5  1  3  3  5  0  3  4  1  1  3  3  2  
 
   Q31 REGSTRD Q33 VOTE  
 Q29 AGE Q30 INCOME TO VOTE PROPENSITY GENDER 
 ----------------------------------------------- ----------------------- ----------- ----------------- ----------- 
          $0- $30K- $60K- $100K    ALMST     
 Total 18-29 30-39 40-49 50-64 65-74 75+ 18-49 50+ $30K $60K $100K + YES NO ALWYS ALL MOST MEN WOMEN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 466 54 80 103 132 50 27 236 209 89 82 105 78 205 30 211 127 64 224 242 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 35% 34% 46% 26% 38% 39% 24% 35% 36% 21% 39% 40% 32% 31% 19% 37% 40% 26% 37% 33% 
Completely acceptable 8  13  13  2  6  10  9  8  7  8  13  4  3  8  3  10  6  3  12  3  
Somewhat acceptable 27  21  33  25  31  29  15  27  29  14  26  36  29  23  16  26  34  23  25  29  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 63  61  51  73  60  57  76  63  62  75  58  60  66  65  73  62  59  70  62  63  
No at all acceptable 63  61  51  73  60  57  76  63  62  75  58  60  66  65  73  62  59  70  62  63  
 
DK/NA 2  6  3  1  2  4  0  3  2  4  3  0  2  4  8  2  1  5  1  4  
DK/NA 2  6  3  1  2  4  0  3  2  4  3  0  2  4  8  2  1  5  1  4  
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TABLE 27:  Q13F.  I am going to read you a list of some specific public safety services provided by the City of San José.  It is likely that some of these services 

will need to be reduced next year given the City's projected budget shortfall.  Please tell me whether you would find each of the following public safety 
budget cuts to be completely acceptable, somewhat acceptable, or not at all acceptable as a way of helping to balance the City's budget:  Reducing the 
police canine unit for detecting drugs and explosives 

  
 
 LIKELY    
 VOTER PARTY BY AGE ETHNICITY BY AGE ETHNICITY BY GENDER 
 ----------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------------------- 
    DEM DEM REP REP DTS/O DTS/O WHITE WHITE LATNO LATNO ASIAN ASIAN WHITE WHITE LATNO LATNO ASIAN ASIAN  
 Total YES NO 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 466 362 104 108 105 34 58 65 34 93 130 59 35 58 29 109 122 46 52 48 44 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 35% 36% 29% 37% 40% 33% 34% 41% 27% 46% 37% 23% 28% 30% 53% 46% 34% 16% 34% 36% 35% 
Completely acceptable 8  8  5  5  9  15  5  14  4  8  8  3  3  10  12  12  4  6  0  17  2  
Somewhat acceptable 27  28  24  32  31  19  28  28  23  39  29  20  25  20  42  34  30  10  34  20  32  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 63  62  64  60  59  67  64  56  70  54  61  73  72  70  40  53  64  84  60  64  61  
No at all acceptable 63  62  64  60  59  67  64  56  70  54  61  73  72  70  40  53  64  84  60  64  61  
 
DK/NA 2  1  6  3  1  0  2  2  3  0  2  5  0  0  6  1  2  0  5  0  4  
DK/NA 2  1  6  3  1  0  2  2  3  0  2  5  0  0  6  1  2  0  5  0  4  
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TABLE 28:  Q13G.  I am going to read you a list of some specific public safety services provided by the City of San José.  It is likely that some of these services 

will need to be reduced next year given the City's projected budget shortfall.  Please tell me whether you would find each of the following public safety 
budget cuts to be completely acceptable, somewhat acceptable, or not at all acceptable as a way of helping to balance the City's budget:  Reducing police 
officers dedicated to maintaining school safety 

  
 
  Q5/Q6 COMB 1/4 Q7 SALES TAX SUPPORT GIVEN  
 Q5 INITIAL 1/2 CENT SALES TAX VOTE CENT SALES TX VTE EMPLOYEE COMPENSATION CUTS PARTY BY GENDER 
 ----------------------------------------- ----------------- ----------------------------- ----------------------------------- 
  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  M-MRE SW-MR TOTAL TOTAL NO DF DEM DEM REP REP DTS/O DTS/O  
 Total YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD LIKLY LIKLY M-LKY L-LKY DK/NA MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 466 124 110 65 146 234 211 21 256 196 14 133 80 213 103 150 85 134 49 46 69 35 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 25% 18% 16% 25% 37% 17% 34% 26% 17% 35% 32% 21% 26% 23% 36% 20% 28% 16% 43% 20% 36% 23% 
Completely acceptable 6  4  3  7  11  4  10  0  4  9  0  6  7  6  11  3  12  1  10  9  9  3  
Somewhat acceptable 19  14  13  18  27  13  24  26  13  26  32  15  19  17  25  17  16  15  33  11  27  20  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 73  82  80  72  61  81  65  67  81  63  68  77  71  75  61  79  72  84  56  75  58  73  
No at all acceptable 73  82  80  72  61  81  65  67  81  63  68  77  71  75  61  79  72  84  56  75  58  73  
 
DK/NA 2  1  4  3  1  2  2  7  2  2  0  2  3  2  3  2  0  0  1  5  6  4  
DK/NA 2  1  4  3  1  2  2  7  2  2  0  2  3  2  3  2  0  0  1  5  6  4  
 
 Q18 1/2 CNT SALES Q20 FINAL 1/2 CNT   
 TX VOTE AFTER POS SALES TAX VOTE Q8A INITIAL PARKING TAX VOTE GENDER BY AGE 
 ----------------- ----------------- ------------------------------------------ ----------------------- 
  TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  MEN MEN WOMEN WOMEN  
 Total YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 466 252 198 15 233 218 15 80 84 100 180 164 280 22 122 96 114 113 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 25% 17% 35% 28% 18% 32% 36% 22% 21% 19% 32% 22% 27% 19% 31% 34% 18% 20% 
Completely acceptable 6  3  10  0  4  9  0  4  3  3  11  4  8  0  8  12  3  3  
Somewhat acceptable 19  14  24  28  14  23  36  18  18  16  21  18  19  19  22  23  15  18  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 73  81  63  62  81  66  46  75  78  76  68  77  71  73  68  62  80  77  
No at all acceptable 73  81  63  62  81  66  46  75  78  76  68  77  71  73  68  62  80  77  
 
DK/NA 2  2  2  9  1  2  19  3  1  5  0  2  2  9  1  3  2  3  
DK/NA 2  2  2  9  1  2  19  3  1  5  0  2  2  9  1  3  2  3  
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TABLE 28:  Q13G.  I am going to read you a list of some specific public safety services provided by the City of San José.  It is likely that some of these services 

will need to be reduced next year given the City's projected budget shortfall.  Please tell me whether you would find each of the following public safety 
budget cuts to be completely acceptable, somewhat acceptable, or not at all acceptable as a way of helping to balance the City's budget:  Reducing police 
officers dedicated to maintaining school safety 

  
 
  Q22 BUSINESS TAX   
 Q8B INITIAL BUSINESS TAX VOTE AFTER POSITIVES Q9 CARD ROOM PROPOSAL SAMPLE/PHONE TYPE 
 ----------------------------------------- ----------------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------------- 
  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  STR SMWT STR TOTAL TOTAL  VOTER RDD CELL RDD RDD  
 Total YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD SUPPT SUPPT OPPOS SUPPT OPPOS UNDCD LIST SAMP SAMP CELL LAND  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 466 105 101 72 140 206 212 48 227 215 24 181 99 118 280 157 29 228 208 30 53 185 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 25% 13% 21% 27% 35% 17% 32% 25% 19% 31% 27% 25% 21% 28% 24% 27% 27% 33% 17% 21% 19% 17% 
Completely acceptable 6  4  5  2  11  5  8  4  5  8  0  6  4  7  5  7  7  8  4  2  2  5  
Somewhat acceptable 19  9  17  25  24  13  24  21  14  23  27  19  16  21  18  20  20  24  13  18  16  12  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 73  86  77  72  63  82  66  65  79  67  61  73  77  69  75  70  68  65  81  79  79  81  
No at all acceptable 73  86  77  72  63  82  66  65  79  67  61  73  77  69  75  70  68  65  81  79  79  81  
 
DK/NA 2  1  1  2  2  1  2  9  2  2  13  1  2  3  2  3  5  2  2  0  2  2  
DK/NA 2  1  1  2  2  1  2  9  2  2  13  1  2  3  2  3  5  2  2  0  2  2  
 
  Q21 WASTE DISPSAL Q10 CITY BUDGET  
 Q8C INITIAL WASTE DISPOSAL TAX TX AFTR POS & NEG 12 MONTHS FROM PARTY (COMBINED) 
 ----------------------------------------- ----------------- ----------------------------- ----------------- 
  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  SMWT MUCH TOTAL TOTAL NO DF     
 Total YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD WORSE WORSE WORSE BETTR DK/NA DEM REP DTS/O  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 466 96 103 83 153 199 236 31 215 239 12 131 83 214 196 56 220 95 104 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 25% 16% 21% 20% 38% 19% 31% 14% 18% 32% 6% 29% 32% 30% 23% 11% 21% 32% 31% 
Completely acceptable 6  7  4  2  10  5  7  3  5  7  0  8  9  8  4  4  5  9  7  
Somewhat acceptable 19  9  18  19  28  14  24  10  13  25  6  21  23  22  19  7  16  23  25  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 73  82  76  73  62  79  66  85  79  66  94  65  66  66  76  89  79  65  63  
No at all acceptable 73  82  76  73  62  79  66  85  79  66  94  65  66  66  76  89  79  65  63  
 
DK/NA 2  2  2  7  0  2  2  2  3  2  0  5  1  4  1  0  0  3  5  
DK/NA 2  2  2  7  0  2  2  2  3  2  0  5  1  4  1  0  0  3  5  
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TABLE 28:  Q13G.  I am going to read you a list of some specific public safety services provided by the City of San José.  It is likely that some of these services 

will need to be reduced next year given the City's projected budget shortfall.  Please tell me whether you would find each of the following public safety 
budget cuts to be completely acceptable, somewhat acceptable, or not at all acceptable as a way of helping to balance the City's budget:  Reducing police 
officers dedicated to maintaining school safety 

  
 
 Q11 FEELINGS ABOUT Q15 FIRST CHOICE Q16 RDC SRV  
 THE CITY BUDGET PRT/BDGT SHRTFLL /RAISG REV CITY COUNCIL DISTRICT 
 ----------------------------- ------------------ ----------- ----------------------------------------------------------- 
  SMWT VERY TOTAL TOTAL NTRL/ REDCE REDCE RAISE REDCE RAISE            
 Total NEG NEG NEG POS DK/NA COMP SRVCS RVNUE SRVCS RVNUE 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 466 0 0 0 0 0 181 97 124 195 187 32 53 31 37 21 45 33 49 50 50 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 25% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 29% 32% 17% 33% 19% 15% 16% 11% 23% 51% 31% 14% 47% 34% 23% 
Completely acceptable 6  0  0  0  0  0  7  6  4  8  4  0  3  2  5  18  3  0  10  12  13  
Somewhat acceptable 19  0  0  0  0  0  22  26  13  25  15  15  13  9  17  33  28  14  36  22  10  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 73  0  0  0  0  0  68  66  82  65  80  83  84  89  73  49  66  84  50  66  75  
No at all acceptable 73  0  0  0  0  0  68  66  82  65  80  83  84  89  73  49  66  84  50  66  75  
 
DK/NA 2  0  0  0  0  0  3  2  1  2  1  2  0  0  4  0  3  2  4  0  2  
DK/NA 2  0  0  0  0  0  3  2  1  2  1  2  0  0  4  0  3  2  4  0  2  
 
 VOTER SALES TAX TARGETS BUSINESS TAX TARGETS WASTE DISPOSAL TARGETS 
 ----------- ----------------------------------------- ----------------------------- ----------------------------- 
   NON- CONS CONS  POS NEG COST COMP CONS CONS  POS NEG CONS CONS  POS NEG  
 Total VOTER VOTER YES NO SWING MOVER MOVER P-MVR P-MVR YES NO SWING MOVER MOVER YES NO SWING MOVER MOVER  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 466 433 33 189 171 106 41 40 27 60 163 161 142 64 54 153 181 132 62 58 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 25% 26% 14% 18% 38% 16% 13% 9% 18% 27% 15% 33% 27% 30% 24% 20% 37% 14% 13% 16% 
Completely acceptable 6  6  4  3  10  5  4  5  9  11  4  8  7  10  6  5  8  5  5  6  
Somewhat acceptable 19  19  10  15  28  11  10  4  9  16  11  25  20  20  18  15  29  9  9  11  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 73  72  83  81  59  81  87  89  77  68  84  65  69  68  75  78  61  83  83  81  
No at all acceptable 73  72  83  81  59  81  87  89  77  68  84  65  69  68  75  78  61  83  83  81  
 
DK/NA 2  2  3  1  2  4  0  2  5  5  1  2  4  2  1  2  2  3  4  3  
DK/NA 2  2  3  1  2  4  0  2  5  5  1  2  4  2  1  2  2  3  4  3  
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TABLE 28:  Q13G.  I am going to read you a list of some specific public safety services provided by the City of San José.  It is likely that some of these services 

will need to be reduced next year given the City's projected budget shortfall.  Please tell me whether you would find each of the following public safety 
budget cuts to be completely acceptable, somewhat acceptable, or not at all acceptable as a way of helping to balance the City's budget:  Reducing police 
officers dedicated to maintaining school safety 

  
 
  Q24 TYPE OF Q25 Q26 KIDS   
 Q23 YEARS IN SAN JOSE RESIDENCE RESIDENCE AT HOME Q27 EDUCATION Q28 ETHNICITY 
 ----------------------------- ----------- ----------- ----------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------- 
       DETCH MULTI     HS OR SOME COLL POST NON-   NON-    
 Total 0-10 11-20 21-30 31-40 41+ HOUSE UNIT OWN RENT YES NO LESS COLL GRAD GRAD COLL COLL+ WHITE WHITE LATNO ASIAN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 466 81 120 109 77 77 365 83 344 115 191 272 98 112 181 69 210 250 231 222 98 92 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 25% 28% 23% 25% 24% 27% 25% 23% 26% 20% 24% 26% 12% 19% 31% 38% 16% 33% 26% 23% 12% 34% 
Completely acceptable 6  7  6  4  6  9  6  5  6  6  5  7  4  2  9  9  3  9  6  6  3  6  
Somewhat acceptable 19  21  17  21  18  18  19  18  20  15  18  19  8  17  22  29  13  24  20  17  9  27  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 73  70  76  73  73  72  73  73  72  77  74  72  85  80  68  57  82  65  71  76  87  64  
No at all acceptable 73  70  76  73  73  72  73  73  72  77  74  72  85  80  68  57  82  65  71  76  87  64  
 
DK/NA 2  3  1  3  3  1  2  3  2  3  2  2  3  2  1  5  2  2  3  1  1  2  
DK/NA 2  3  1  3  3  1  2  3  2  3  2  2  3  2  1  5  2  2  3  1  1  2  
 
   Q31 REGSTRD Q33 VOTE  
 Q29 AGE Q30 INCOME TO VOTE PROPENSITY GENDER 
 ----------------------------------------------- ----------------------- ----------- ----------------- ----------- 
          $0- $30K- $60K- $100K    ALMST     
 Total 18-29 30-39 40-49 50-64 65-74 75+ 18-49 50+ $30K $60K $100K + YES NO ALWYS ALL MOST MEN WOMEN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 466 54 80 103 132 50 27 236 209 89 82 105 78 205 30 211 127 64 224 242 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 25% 12% 36% 23% 27% 27% 25% 25% 27% 18% 24% 23% 25% 18% 14% 31% 25% 14% 32% 19% 
Completely acceptable 6  0  9  6  8  5  5  6  7  2  5  6  7  4  3  9  4  3  9  3  
Somewhat acceptable 19  12  27  16  19  22  20  19  20  17  19  17  18  14  11  22  21  12  22  16  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 73  88  61  75  70  71  72  74  70  80  73  77  73  80  83  66  73  86  66  79  
No at all acceptable 73  88  61  75  70  71  72  74  70  80  73  77  73  80  83  66  73  86  66  79  
 
DK/NA 2  0  3  2  3  2  3  2  3  2  3  0  2  2  3  2  2  0  2  2  
DK/NA 2  0  3  2  3  2  3  2  3  2  3  0  2  2  3  2  2  0  2  2  
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TABLE 28:  Q13G.  I am going to read you a list of some specific public safety services provided by the City of San José.  It is likely that some of these services 

will need to be reduced next year given the City's projected budget shortfall.  Please tell me whether you would find each of the following public safety 
budget cuts to be completely acceptable, somewhat acceptable, or not at all acceptable as a way of helping to balance the City's budget:  Reducing police 
officers dedicated to maintaining school safety 

  
 
 LIKELY    
 VOTER PARTY BY AGE ETHNICITY BY AGE ETHNICITY BY GENDER 
 ----------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------------------- 
    DEM DEM REP REP DTS/O DTS/O WHITE WHITE LATNO LATNO ASIAN ASIAN WHITE WHITE LATNO LATNO ASIAN ASIAN  
 Total YES NO 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 466 362 104 108 105 34 58 65 34 93 130 59 35 58 29 109 122 46 52 48 44 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 25% 28% 13% 18% 25% 36% 31% 36% 27% 28% 26% 12% 13% 36% 35% 32% 20% 15% 9% 42% 25% 
Completely acceptable 6  7  3  4  6  13  8  8  6  6  7  5  0  5  11  8  5  6  0  10  3  
Somewhat acceptable 19  21  11  13  19  23  24  28  21  22  19  7  13  32  24  24  16  9  9  32  22  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 73  70  84  82  75  64  63  59  66  70  70  86  87  62  63  63  78  85  88  58  71  
No at all acceptable 73  70  84  82  75  64  63  59  66  70  70  86  87  62  63  63  78  85  88  58  71  
 
DK/NA 2  2  3  0  0  0  5  5  7  2  4  2  0  2  3  5  2  0  3  0  4  
DK/NA 2  2  3  0  0  0  5  5  7  2  4  2  0  2  3  5  2  0  3  0  4  
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TABLE 29:  Q13H.  I am going to read you a list of some specific public safety services provided by the City of San José.  It is likely that some of these services 

will need to be reduced next year given the City's projected budget shortfall.  Please tell me whether you would find each of the following public safety 
budget cuts to be completely acceptable, somewhat acceptable, or not at all acceptable as a way of helping to balance the City's budget:  Reducing 
investigation of violent crimes and assaults 

  
 
  Q5/Q6 COMB 1/4 Q7 SALES TAX SUPPORT GIVEN  
 Q5 INITIAL 1/2 CENT SALES TAX VOTE CENT SALES TX VTE EMPLOYEE COMPENSATION CUTS PARTY BY GENDER 
 ----------------------------------------- ----------------- ----------------------------- ----------------------------------- 
  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  M-MRE SW-MR TOTAL TOTAL NO DF DEM DEM REP REP DTS/O DTS/O  
 Total YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD LIKLY LIKLY M-LKY L-LKY DK/NA MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 466 124 110 65 146 234 211 21 256 196 14 133 80 213 103 150 85 134 49 46 69 35 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 9% 6% 10% 6% 12% 8% 10% 0% 8% 10% 0% 10% 10% 10% 10% 6% 9% 5% 18% 9% 4% 10% 
Completely acceptable 3  3  2  2  6  2  5  0  3  5  0  3  6  4  4  2  5  1  12  0  3  1  
Somewhat acceptable 5  4  8  3  6  6  5  0  6  5  0  7  3  5  6  5  4  4  6  9  2  9  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 89  92  88  93  84  90  87  100  90  87  100  88  90  89  87  91  87  94  82  91  94  87  
No at all acceptable 89  92  88  93  84  90  87  100  90  87  100  88  90  89  87  91  87  94  82  91  94  87  
 
DK/NA 2  2  1  2  3  2  3  0  2  2  0  2  0  1  3  3  4  1  0  0  2  4  
DK/NA 2  2  1  2  3  2  3  0  2  2  0  2  0  1  3  3  4  1  0  0  2  4  
 
 Q18 1/2 CNT SALES Q20 FINAL 1/2 CNT   
 TX VOTE AFTER POS SALES TAX VOTE Q8A INITIAL PARKING TAX VOTE GENDER BY AGE 
 ----------------- ----------------- ------------------------------------------ ----------------------- 
  TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  MEN MEN WOMEN WOMEN  
 Total YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 466 252 198 15 233 218 15 80 84 100 180 164 280 22 122 96 114 113 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 9% 7% 12% 7% 6% 11% 16% 5% 8% 7% 12% 7% 10% 6% 7% 12% 8% 10% 
Completely acceptable 3  1  6  7  2  5  7  1  3  3  5  2  4  5  6  5  2  1  
Somewhat acceptable 5  5  6  0  5  6  10  4  6  4  7  5  6  2  1  6  6  9  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 89  92  86  87  92  87  75  92  92  88  86  92  87  94  92  85  91  89  
No at all acceptable 89  92  86  87  92  87  75  92  92  88  86  92  87  94  92  85  91  89  
 
DK/NA 2  1  2  7  1  2  9  2  0  5  2  1  3  0  1  3  1  1  
DK/NA 2  1  2  7  1  2  9  2  0  5  2  1  3  0  1  3  1  1  
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TABLE 29:  Q13H.  I am going to read you a list of some specific public safety services provided by the City of San José.  It is likely that some of these services 

will need to be reduced next year given the City's projected budget shortfall.  Please tell me whether you would find each of the following public safety 
budget cuts to be completely acceptable, somewhat acceptable, or not at all acceptable as a way of helping to balance the City's budget:  Reducing 
investigation of violent crimes and assaults 

  
 
  Q22 BUSINESS TAX   
 Q8B INITIAL BUSINESS TAX VOTE AFTER POSITIVES Q9 CARD ROOM PROPOSAL SAMPLE/PHONE TYPE 
 ----------------------------------------- ----------------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------------- 
  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  STR SMWT STR TOTAL TOTAL  VOTER RDD CELL RDD RDD  
 Total YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD SUPPT SUPPT OPPOS SUPPT OPPOS UNDCD LIST SAMP SAMP CELL LAND  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 466 105 101 72 140 206 212 48 227 215 24 181 99 118 280 157 29 228 208 30 53 185 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 9% 10% 7% 8% 10% 8% 9% 9% 7% 10% 16% 8% 10% 7% 9% 8% 13% 10% 9% 0% 7% 8% 
Completely acceptable 3  5  2  5  4  3  4  0  3  4  4  2  5  2  3  3  7  5  3  0  3  2  
Somewhat acceptable 5  5  5  3  6  5  5  9  4  6  12  6  5  5  5  5  6  5  6  0  4  6  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 89  90  92  90  87  91  88  86  91  88  78  90  89  91  90  90  79  90  88  94  84  90  
No at all acceptable 89  90  92  90  87  91  88  86  91  88  78  90  89  91  90  90  79  90  88  94  84  90  
 
DK/NA 2  0  1  1  3  1  3  5  2  2  6  2  1  2  2  1  9  0  3  6  9  2  
DK/NA 2  0  1  1  3  1  3  5  2  2  6  2  1  2  2  1  9  0  3  6  9  2  
 
  Q21 WASTE DISPSAL Q10 CITY BUDGET  
 Q8C INITIAL WASTE DISPOSAL TAX TX AFTR POS & NEG 12 MONTHS FROM PARTY (COMBINED) 
 ----------------------------------------- ----------------- ----------------------------- ----------------- 
  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  SMWT MUCH TOTAL TOTAL NO DF     
 Total YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD WORSE WORSE WORSE BETTR DK/NA DEM REP DTS/O  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 466 96 103 83 153 199 236 31 215 239 12 131 83 214 196 56 220 95 104 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 9% 6% 6% 11% 12% 6% 12% 6% 8% 10% 0% 9% 13% 11% 8% 3% 7% 14% 6% 
Completely acceptable 3  4  1  4  4  2  4  4  3  4  0  6  5  5  2  2  3  6  2  
Somewhat acceptable 5  2  5  7  8  4  7  2  5  6  0  4  8  6  6  1  4  7  4  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 89  94  92  85  85  93  85  94  90  88  100  88  82  86  91  97  91  86  92  
No at all acceptable 89  94  92  85  85  93  85  94  90  88  100  88  82  86  91  97  91  86  92  
 
DK/NA 2  0  2  4  3  1  3  0  2  3  0  3  5  4  1  0  2  0  2  
DK/NA 2  0  2  4  3  1  3  0  2  3  0  3  5  4  1  0  2  0  2  
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TABLE 29:  Q13H.  I am going to read you a list of some specific public safety services provided by the City of San José.  It is likely that some of these services 

will need to be reduced next year given the City's projected budget shortfall.  Please tell me whether you would find each of the following public safety 
budget cuts to be completely acceptable, somewhat acceptable, or not at all acceptable as a way of helping to balance the City's budget:  Reducing 
investigation of violent crimes and assaults 

  
 
 Q11 FEELINGS ABOUT Q15 FIRST CHOICE Q16 RDC SRV  
 THE CITY BUDGET PRT/BDGT SHRTFLL /RAISG REV CITY COUNCIL DISTRICT 
 ----------------------------- ------------------ ----------- ----------------------------------------------------------- 
  SMWT VERY TOTAL TOTAL NTRL/ REDCE REDCE RAISE REDCE RAISE            
 Total NEG NEG NEG POS DK/NA COMP SRVCS RVNUE SRVCS RVNUE 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 466 0 0 0 0 0 181 97 124 195 187 32 53 31 37 21 45 33 49 50 50 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 9% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 10% 14% 4% 11% 8% 9% 9% 2% 7% 18% 7% 0% 12% 13% 2% 
Completely acceptable 3  0  0  0  0  0  3  6  3  5  3  7  5  0  1  15  0  0  4  7  0  
Somewhat acceptable 5  0  0  0  0  0  8  7  2  5  5  2  4  2  6  3  7  0  8  7  2  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 89  0  0  0  0  0  86  84  96  88  91  91  91  98  93  82  93  95  86  87  98  
No at all acceptable 89  0  0  0  0  0  86  84  96  88  91  91  91  98  93  82  93  95  86  87  98  
 
DK/NA 2  0  0  0  0  0  4  2  0  1  1  0  0  0  0  0  0  5  2  0  0  
DK/NA 2  0  0  0  0  0  4  2  0  1  1  0  0  0  0  0  0  5  2  0  0  
 
 VOTER SALES TAX TARGETS BUSINESS TAX TARGETS WASTE DISPOSAL TARGETS 
 ----------- ----------------------------------------- ----------------------------- ----------------------------- 
   NON- CONS CONS  POS NEG COST COMP CONS CONS  POS NEG CONS CONS  POS NEG  
 Total VOTER VOTER YES NO SWING MOVER MOVER P-MVR P-MVR YES NO SWING MOVER MOVER YES NO SWING MOVER MOVER  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 466 433 33 189 171 106 41 40 27 60 163 161 142 64 54 153 181 132 62 58 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 9% 9% 10% 6% 12% 9% 3% 10% 6% 10% 8% 10% 8% 3% 10% 6% 11% 9% 13% 6% 
Completely acceptable 3  3  3  2  6  3  0  4  3  7  3  5  3  1  4  2  3  6  8  5  
Somewhat acceptable 5  5  7  5  6  6  3  6  3  2  5  5  5  2  6  5  8  3  5  1  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 89  90  84  92  86  89  97  90  90  90  91  88  89  92  90  92  85  90  85  94  
No at all acceptable 89  90  84  92  86  89  97  90  90  90  91  88  89  92  90  92  85  90  85  94  
 
DK/NA 2  2  6  1  3  2  0  0  4  0  1  2  3  5  0  1  3  1  2  0  
DK/NA 2  2  6  1  3  2  0  0  4  0  1  2  3  5  0  1  3  1  2  0  
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TABLE 29:  Q13H.  I am going to read you a list of some specific public safety services provided by the City of San José.  It is likely that some of these services 

will need to be reduced next year given the City's projected budget shortfall.  Please tell me whether you would find each of the following public safety 
budget cuts to be completely acceptable, somewhat acceptable, or not at all acceptable as a way of helping to balance the City's budget:  Reducing 
investigation of violent crimes and assaults 

  
 
  Q24 TYPE OF Q25 Q26 KIDS   
 Q23 YEARS IN SAN JOSE RESIDENCE RESIDENCE AT HOME Q27 EDUCATION Q28 ETHNICITY 
 ----------------------------- ----------- ----------- ----------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------- 
       DETCH MULTI     HS OR SOME COLL POST NON-   NON-    
 Total 0-10 11-20 21-30 31-40 41+ HOUSE UNIT OWN RENT YES NO LESS COLL GRAD GRAD COLL COLL+ WHITE WHITE LATNO ASIAN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 466 81 120 109 77 77 365 83 344 115 191 272 98 112 181 69 210 250 231 222 98 92 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 9% 14% 7% 6% 12% 7% 8% 12% 8% 13% 6% 11% 11% 10% 8% 4% 11% 7% 7% 11% 7% 12% 
Completely acceptable 3  6  3  1  5  3  4  1  3  5  2  4  4  2  5  0  3  4  1  5  2  6  
Somewhat acceptable 5  8  4  5  7  4  4  11  5  8  4  6  7  9  3  4  8  3  6  5  5  7  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 89  85  89  91  88  93  89  88  90  87  91  88  85  88  90  94  87  91  93  85  88  83  
No at all acceptable 89  85  89  91  88  93  89  88  90  87  91  88  85  88  90  94  87  91  93  85  88  83  
 
DK/NA 2  2  4  3  0  0  3  0  3  0  3  2  4  1  2  1  3  2  0  4  5  5  
DK/NA 2  2  4  3  0  0  3  0  3  0  3  2  4  1  2  1  3  2  0  4  5  5  
 
   Q31 REGSTRD Q33 VOTE  
 Q29 AGE Q30 INCOME TO VOTE PROPENSITY GENDER 
 ----------------------------------------------- ----------------------- ----------- ----------------- ----------- 
          $0- $30K- $60K- $100K    ALMST     
 Total 18-29 30-39 40-49 50-64 65-74 75+ 18-49 50+ $30K $60K $100K + YES NO ALWYS ALL MOST MEN WOMEN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 466 54 80 103 132 50 27 236 209 89 82 105 78 205 30 211 127 64 224 242 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 9% 3% 15% 4% 11% 3% 25% 7% 11% 8% 12% 8% 7% 7% 11% 8% 10% 5% 9% 9% 
Completely acceptable 3  0  9  2  1  2  13  4  3  1  5  2  2  2  3  5  3  0  6  2  
Somewhat acceptable 5  3  6  2  9  1  12  3  8  7  7  6  5  5  8  3  7  5  4  7  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 89  97  81  96  86  97  75  91  87  90  87  92  89  89  89  91  88  95  89  90  
No at all acceptable 89  97  81  96  86  97  75  91  87  90  87  92  89  89  89  91  88  95  89  90  
 
DK/NA 2  0  4  0  3  0  0  1  2  3  1  0  3  3  0  1  2  0  2  2  
DK/NA 2  0  4  0  3  0  0  1  2  3  1  0  3  3  0  1  2  0  2  2  
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TABLE 29:  Q13H.  I am going to read you a list of some specific public safety services provided by the City of San José.  It is likely that some of these services 

will need to be reduced next year given the City's projected budget shortfall.  Please tell me whether you would find each of the following public safety 
budget cuts to be completely acceptable, somewhat acceptable, or not at all acceptable as a way of helping to balance the City's budget:  Reducing 
investigation of violent crimes and assaults 

  
 
 LIKELY    
 VOTER PARTY BY AGE ETHNICITY BY AGE ETHNICITY BY GENDER 
 ----------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------------------- 
    DEM DEM REP REP DTS/O DTS/O WHITE WHITE LATNO LATNO ASIAN ASIAN WHITE WHITE LATNO LATNO ASIAN ASIAN  
 Total YES NO 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 466 362 104 108 105 34 58 65 34 93 130 59 35 58 29 109 122 46 52 48 44 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 9% 9% 7% 6% 8% 16% 13% 4% 11% 7% 8% 6% 9% 5% 26% 8% 6% 6% 7% 10% 15% 
Completely acceptable 3  4  2  3  3  11  4  3  0  2  1  3  0  3  12  3  0  4  0  8  3  
Somewhat acceptable 5  5  5  3  5  5  10  1  11  5  6  3  9  2  15  5  6  2  7  2  12  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 89  89  89  92  89  84  87  94  86  93  92  89  91  95  59  92  94  91  86  84  83  
No at all acceptable 89  89  89  92  89  84  87  94  86  93  92  89  91  95  59  92  94  91  86  84  83  
 
DK/NA 2  1  5  2  3  0  0  2  3  0  0  5  0  0  15  0  0  4  7  6  3  
DK/NA 2  1  5  2  3  0  0  2  3  0  0  5  0  0  15  0  0  4  7  6  3  
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TABLE 30:  Q13I.  I am going to read you a list of some specific public safety services provided by the City of San José.  It is likely that some of these services 

will need to be reduced next year given the City's projected budget shortfall.  Please tell me whether you would find each of the following public safety 
budget cuts to be completely acceptable, somewhat acceptable, or not at all acceptable as a way of helping to balance the City's budget:  Reducing the number 
of police officers patrolling downtown on horseback 

  
 
  Q5/Q6 COMB 1/4 Q7 SALES TAX SUPPORT GIVEN  
 Q5 INITIAL 1/2 CENT SALES TAX VOTE CENT SALES TX VTE EMPLOYEE COMPENSATION CUTS PARTY BY GENDER 
 ----------------------------------------- ----------------- ----------------------------- ----------------------------------- 
  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  M-MRE SW-MR TOTAL TOTAL NO DF DEM DEM REP REP DTS/O DTS/O  
 Total YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD LIKLY LIKLY M-LKY L-LKY DK/NA MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 466 124 110 65 146 234 211 21 256 196 14 133 80 213 103 150 85 134 49 46 69 35 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 61% 51% 53% 75% 70% 52% 72% 57% 52% 72% 61% 55% 66% 59% 67% 60% 55% 57% 68% 62% 69% 65% 
Completely acceptable 24  20  14  30  33  17  32  13  18  31  21  23  24  23  31  19  25  15  34  20  36  14  
Somewhat acceptable 37  31  39  46  37  35  39  44  34  41  40  31  42  35  37  40  31  42  35  42  33  51  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 34  45  38  22  28  42  26  33  42  25  24  40  29  36  30  35  39  37  32  36  27  35  
No at all acceptable 34  45  38  22  28  42  26  33  42  25  24  40  29  36  30  35  39  37  32  36  27  35  
 
DK/NA 5  4  9  3  2  6  2  10  6  2  15  5  5  5  2  6  6  7  0  3  4  0  
DK/NA 5  4  9  3  2  6  2  10  6  2  15  5  5  5  2  6  6  7  0  3  4  0  
 
 Q18 1/2 CNT SALES Q20 FINAL 1/2 CNT   
 TX VOTE AFTER POS SALES TAX VOTE Q8A INITIAL PARKING TAX VOTE GENDER BY AGE 
 ----------------- ----------------- ------------------------------------------ ----------------------- 
  TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  MEN MEN WOMEN WOMEN  
 Total YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 466 252 198 15 233 218 15 80 84 100 180 164 280 22 122 96 114 113 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 61% 54% 71% 44% 53% 69% 66% 61% 63% 62% 62% 62% 62% 45% 64% 65% 68% 48% 
Completely acceptable 24  20  30  6  20  29  10  26  27  19  25  27  23  10  31  33  26  9  
Somewhat acceptable 37  35  41  38  33  41  56  34  35  42  37  35  39  35  33  32  42  38  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 34  39  27  50  41  28  28  36  35  32  35  36  34  27  33  31  28  45  
No at all acceptable 34  39  27  50  41  28  28  36  35  32  35  36  34  27  33  31  28  45  
 
DK/NA 5  6  2  7  7  2  7  3  2  6  2  3  4  28  3  4  3  8  
DK/NA 5  6  2  7  7  2  7  3  2  6  2  3  4  28  3  4  3  8  
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TABLE 30:  Q13I.  I am going to read you a list of some specific public safety services provided by the City of San José.  It is likely that some of these services 

will need to be reduced next year given the City's projected budget shortfall.  Please tell me whether you would find each of the following public safety 
budget cuts to be completely acceptable, somewhat acceptable, or not at all acceptable as a way of helping to balance the City's budget:  Reducing the 
number of police officers patrolling downtown on horseback 

  
 
  Q22 BUSINESS TAX   
 Q8B INITIAL BUSINESS TAX VOTE AFTER POSITIVES Q9 CARD ROOM PROPOSAL SAMPLE/PHONE TYPE 
 ----------------------------------------- ----------------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------------- 
  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  STR SMWT STR TOTAL TOTAL  VOTER RDD CELL RDD RDD  
 Total YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD SUPPT SUPPT OPPOS SUPPT OPPOS UNDCD LIST SAMP SAMP CELL LAND  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 466 105 101 72 140 206 212 48 227 215 24 181 99 118 280 157 29 228 208 30 53 185 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 61% 57% 55% 66% 70% 56% 69% 48% 56% 66% 61% 60% 71% 60% 63% 58% 54% 65% 58% 51% 56% 57% 
Completely acceptable 24  26  14  20  34  20  29  14  23  26  12  25  24  23  25  22  26  25  23  19  30  21  
Somewhat acceptable 37  31  41  46  36  36  39  35  33  40  50  35  47  37  39  36  28  41  34  31  26  36  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 34  40  37  33  27  39  29  37  37  32  35  35  27  37  32  39  30  30  36  49  38  38  
No at all acceptable 34  40  37  33  27  39  29  37  37  32  35  35  27  37  32  39  30  30  36  49  38  38  
 
DK/NA 5  3  7  1  3  5  2  15  7  2  4  5  2  3  4  3  16  4  6  0  6  5  
DK/NA 5  3  7  1  3  5  2  15  7  2  4  5  2  3  4  3  16  4  6  0  6  5  
 
  Q21 WASTE DISPSAL Q10 CITY BUDGET  
 Q8C INITIAL WASTE DISPOSAL TAX TX AFTR POS & NEG 12 MONTHS FROM PARTY (COMBINED) 
 ----------------------------------------- ----------------- ----------------------------- ----------------- 
  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  SMWT MUCH TOTAL TOTAL NO DF     
 Total YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD WORSE WORSE WORSE BETTR DK/NA DEM REP DTS/O  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 466 96 103 83 153 199 236 31 215 239 12 131 83 214 196 56 220 95 104 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 61% 56% 62% 69% 65% 59% 66% 35% 58% 64% 46% 61% 69% 64% 62% 48% 56% 65% 67% 
Completely acceptable 24  28  20  15  30  24  25  16  21  26  31  29  33  30  17  21  19  27  28  
Somewhat acceptable 37  28  42  54  35  35  41  19  38  38  15  32  36  34  44  27  37  38  39  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 34  39  34  26  32  37  30  55  35  33  48  34  26  30  37  40  38  34  30  
No at all acceptable 34  39  34  26  32  37  30  55  35  33  48  34  26  30  37  40  38  34  30  
 
DK/NA 5  5  4  5  4  4  4  10  7  3  5  6  5  6  2  12  6  1  3  
DK/NA 5  5  4  5  4  4  4  10  7  3  5  6  5  6  2  12  6  1  3  
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TABLE 30:  Q13I.  I am going to read you a list of some specific public safety services provided by the City of San José.  It is likely that some of these services 

will need to be reduced next year given the City's projected budget shortfall.  Please tell me whether you would find each of the following public safety 
budget cuts to be completely acceptable, somewhat acceptable, or not at all acceptable as a way of helping to balance the City's budget:  Reducing the 
number of police officers patrolling downtown on horseback 

  
 
 Q11 FEELINGS ABOUT Q15 FIRST CHOICE Q16 RDC SRV  
 THE CITY BUDGET PRT/BDGT SHRTFLL /RAISG REV CITY COUNCIL DISTRICT 
 ----------------------------- ------------------ ----------- ----------------------------------------------------------- 
  SMWT VERY TOTAL TOTAL NTRL/ REDCE REDCE RAISE REDCE RAISE            
 Total NEG NEG NEG POS DK/NA COMP SRVCS RVNUE SRVCS RVNUE 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 466 0 0 0 0 0 181 97 124 195 187 32 53 31 37 21 45 33 49 50 50 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 61% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 70% 62% 52% 69% 53% 59% 68% 46% 52% 59% 60% 59% 80% 60% 64% 
Completely acceptable 24  0  0  0  0  0  24  30  20  31  17  14  23  25  28  27  16  17  24  24  27  
Somewhat acceptable 37  0  0  0  0  0  45  32  33  38  36  45  45  21  24  32  44  41  56  37  36  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 34  0  0  0  0  0  26  32  41  27  41  41  27  54  44  38  37  34  11  40  31  
No at all acceptable 34  0  0  0  0  0  26  32  41  27  41  41  27  54  44  38  37  34  11  40  31  
 
DK/NA 5  0  0  0  0  0  4  5  6  4  6  0  5  0  4  3  4  7  9  0  5  
DK/NA 5  0  0  0  0  0  4  5  6  4  6  0  5  0  4  3  4  7  9  0  5  
 
 VOTER SALES TAX TARGETS BUSINESS TAX TARGETS WASTE DISPOSAL TARGETS 
 ----------- ----------------------------------------- ----------------------------- ----------------------------- 
   NON- CONS CONS  POS NEG COST COMP CONS CONS  POS NEG CONS CONS  POS NEG  
 Total VOTER VOTER YES NO SWING MOVER MOVER P-MVR P-MVR YES NO SWING MOVER MOVER YES NO SWING MOVER MOVER  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 466 433 33 189 171 106 41 40 27 60 163 161 142 64 54 153 181 132 62 58 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 61% 61% 59% 51% 73% 59% 66% 56% 66% 73% 56% 71% 56% 56% 53% 59% 66% 56% 56% 58% 
Completely acceptable 24  24  25  18  32  21  34  17  27  37  19  27  25  33  23  21  24  27  22  32  
Somewhat acceptable 37  38  34  34  41  38  32  40  39  36  37  44  31  24  30  39  42  29  35  26  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 34  34  33  42  25  36  30  39  32  26  39  28  36  31  41  35  31  38  34  41  
No at all acceptable 34  34  33  42  25  36  30  39  32  26  39  28  36  31  41  35  31  38  34  41  
 
DK/NA 5  4  9  7  2  5  4  5  2  1  5  1  8  12  5  6  3  6  9  2  
DK/NA 5  4  9  7  2  5  4  5  2  1  5  1  8  12  5  6  3  6  9  2  
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TABLE 30:  Q13I.  I am going to read you a list of some specific public safety services provided by the City of San José.  It is likely that some of these services 

will need to be reduced next year given the City's projected budget shortfall.  Please tell me whether you would find each of the following public safety 
budget cuts to be completely acceptable, somewhat acceptable, or not at all acceptable as a way of helping to balance the City's budget:  Reducing the 
number of police officers patrolling downtown on horseback 

  
 
  Q24 TYPE OF Q25 Q26 KIDS   
 Q23 YEARS IN SAN JOSE RESIDENCE RESIDENCE AT HOME Q27 EDUCATION Q28 ETHNICITY 
 ----------------------------- ----------- ----------- ----------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------- 
       DETCH MULTI     HS OR SOME COLL POST NON-   NON-    
 Total 0-10 11-20 21-30 31-40 41+ HOUSE UNIT OWN RENT YES NO LESS COLL GRAD GRAD COLL COLL+ WHITE WHITE LATNO ASIAN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 466 81 120 109 77 77 365 83 344 115 191 272 98 112 181 69 210 250 231 222 98 92 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 61% 61% 66% 65% 59% 47% 63% 61% 63% 55% 62% 60% 54% 56% 67% 62% 55% 66% 62% 60% 51% 72% 
Completely acceptable 24  27  21  31  17  20  21  38  23  27  23  25  28  18  28  13  23  24  24  24  17  30  
Somewhat acceptable 37  34  46  35  42  27  42  23  41  28  40  35  26  38  39  49  32  42  38  36  34  42  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 34  33  29  32  36  46  33  35  32  42  35  34  38  37  30  37  37  32  36  34  44  22  
No at all acceptable 34  33  29  32  36  46  33  35  32  42  35  34  38  37  30  37  37  32  36  34  44  22  
 
DK/NA 5  6  5  2  5  6  5  4  5  3  3  6  8  7  3  1  8  2  3  6  5  7  
DK/NA 5  6  5  2  5  6  5  4  5  3  3  6  8  7  3  1  8  2  3  6  5  7  
 
   Q31 REGSTRD Q33 VOTE  
 Q29 AGE Q30 INCOME TO VOTE PROPENSITY GENDER 
 ----------------------------------------------- ----------------------- ----------- ----------------- ----------- 
          $0- $30K- $60K- $100K    ALMST     
 Total 18-29 30-39 40-49 50-64 65-74 75+ 18-49 50+ $30K $60K $100K + YES NO ALWYS ALL MOST MEN WOMEN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 466 54 80 103 132 50 27 236 209 89 82 105 78 205 30 211 127 64 224 242 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 61% 70% 70% 60% 60% 43% 56% 66% 55% 47% 63% 62% 64% 56% 56% 64% 62% 48% 64% 59% 
Completely acceptable 24  40  25  25  18  18  33  29  20  23  29  23  16  23  27  26  20  22  31  17  
Somewhat acceptable 37  30  45  35  42  25  23  37  35  24  34  39  48  34  29  38  42  26  33  42  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 34  26  27  36  36  44  39  31  39  49  33  32  33  39  36  32  36  41  33  36  
No at all acceptable 34  26  27  36  36  44  39  31  39  49  33  32  33  39  36  32  36  41  33  36  
 
DK/NA 5  4  2  4  3  14  4  3  6  4  4  6  2  5  8  4  2  11  4  6  
DK/NA 5  4  2  4  3  14  4  3  6  4  4  6  2  5  8  4  2  11  4  6  
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TABLE 30:  Q13I.  I am going to read you a list of some specific public safety services provided by the City of San José.  It is likely that some of these services 

will need to be reduced next year given the City's projected budget shortfall.  Please tell me whether you would find each of the following public safety 
budget cuts to be completely acceptable, somewhat acceptable, or not at all acceptable as a way of helping to balance the City's budget:  Reducing the 
number of police officers patrolling downtown on horseback 

  
 
 LIKELY    
 VOTER PARTY BY AGE ETHNICITY BY AGE ETHNICITY BY GENDER 
 ----------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------------------- 
    DEM DEM REP REP DTS/O DTS/O WHITE WHITE LATNO LATNO ASIAN ASIAN WHITE WHITE LATNO LATNO ASIAN ASIAN  
 Total YES NO 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 466 362 104 108 105 34 58 65 34 93 130 59 35 58 29 109 122 46 52 48 44 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 61% 63% 53% 63% 47% 66% 67% 71% 64% 67% 59% 56% 35% 76% 66% 68% 57% 34% 66% 79% 64% 
Completely acceptable 24  24  22  25  13  24  30  33  23  28  22  26  4  32  30  33  17  17  17  35  24  
Somewhat acceptable 37  39  31  38  35  42  37  38  42  39  37  31  31  44  36  35  40  17  49  44  40  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 34  33  38  33  44  34  31  25  35  31  38  39  57  20  22  29  41  61  28  17  27  
No at all acceptable 34  33  38  33  44  34  31  25  35  31  38  39  57  20  22  29  41  61  28  17  27  
 
DK/NA 5  4  9  4  8  0  2  4  1  2  2  4  8  4  12  3  2  5  6  4  9  
DK/NA 5  4  9  4  8  0  2  4  1  2  2  4  8  4  12  3  2  5  6  4  9  
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TABLE 31:  Q13J.  I am going to read you a list of some specific public safety services provided by the City of San José.  It is likely that some of these services 

will need to be reduced next year given the City's projected budget shortfall.  Please tell me whether you would find each of the following public safety 
budget cuts to be completely acceptable, somewhat acceptable, or not at all acceptable as a way of helping to balance the City's budget:  Reducing the number 
of City fire 

  
 
  Q5/Q6 COMB 1/4 Q7 SALES TAX SUPPORT GIVEN  
 Q5 INITIAL 1/2 CENT SALES TAX VOTE CENT SALES TX VTE EMPLOYEE COMPENSATION CUTS PARTY BY GENDER 
 ----------------------------------------- ----------------- ----------------------------- ----------------------------------- 
  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  M-MRE SW-MR TOTAL TOTAL NO DF DEM DEM REP REP DTS/O DTS/O  
 Total YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD LIKLY LIKLY M-LKY L-LKY DK/NA MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 466 124 110 65 146 234 211 21 256 196 14 133 80 213 103 150 85 134 49 46 69 35 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 22% 18% 18% 29% 29% 18% 29% 2% 17% 30% 5% 18% 24% 20% 32% 18% 24% 12% 38% 15% 31% 31% 
Completely acceptable 6  5  2  5  10  4  8  0  3  8  5  5  5  5  11  2  6  2  16  5  7  5  
Somewhat acceptable 17  13  15  25  19  14  21  2  14  21  0  13  19  15  21  15  18  10  22  11  24  27  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 77  81  81  69  71  81  70  90  82  69  84  81  75  79  68  80  76  86  62  80  68  65  
No at all acceptable 77  81  81  69  71  81  70  90  82  69  84  81  75  79  68  80  76  86  62  80  68  65  
 
DK/NA 1  1  2  2  0  1  1  8  1  1  11  1  1  1  0  3  0  2  0  4  1  3  
DK/NA 1  1  2  2  0  1  1  8  1  1  11  1  1  1  0  3  0  2  0  4  1  3  
 
 Q18 1/2 CNT SALES Q20 FINAL 1/2 CNT   
 TX VOTE AFTER POS SALES TAX VOTE Q8A INITIAL PARKING TAX VOTE GENDER BY AGE 
 ----------------- ----------------- ------------------------------------------ ----------------------- 
  TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  MEN MEN WOMEN WOMEN  
 Total YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 466 252 198 15 233 218 15 80 84 100 180 164 280 22 122 96 114 113 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 22% 18% 30% 0% 18% 28% 6% 24% 25% 19% 24% 24% 22% 7% 30% 28% 17% 16% 
Completely acceptable 6  3  9  0  3  8  0  4  5  4  8  4  7  3  9  8  4  2  
Somewhat acceptable 17  15  20  0  15  19  6  20  20  15  16  20  16  4  21  20  13  14  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 77  81  70  100  81  71  94  75  74  81  75  74  77  89  70  72  80  83  
No at all acceptable 77  81  70  100  81  71  94  75  74  81  75  74  77  89  70  72  80  83  
 
DK/NA 1  2  1  0  1  1  0  1  1  0  1  1  1  3  0  1  2  1  
DK/NA 1  2  1  0  1  1  0  1  1  0  1  1  1  3  0  1  2  1  
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TABLE 31:  Q13J.  I am going to read you a list of some specific public safety services provided by the City of San José.  It is likely that some of these services 

will need to be reduced next year given the City's projected budget shortfall.  Please tell me whether you would find each of the following public safety 
budget cuts to be completely acceptable, somewhat acceptable, or not at all acceptable as a way of helping to balance the City's budget:  Reducing the 
number of City fire 

  
 
  Q22 BUSINESS TAX   
 Q8B INITIAL BUSINESS TAX VOTE AFTER POSITIVES Q9 CARD ROOM PROPOSAL SAMPLE/PHONE TYPE 
 ----------------------------------------- ----------------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------------- 
  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  STR SMWT STR TOTAL TOTAL  VOTER RDD CELL RDD RDD  
 Total YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD SUPPT SUPPT OPPOS SUPPT OPPOS UNDCD LIST SAMP SAMP CELL LAND  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 466 105 101 72 140 206 212 48 227 215 24 181 99 118 280 157 29 228 208 30 53 185 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 22% 16% 19% 32% 30% 18% 31% 4% 18% 28% 7% 19% 24% 28% 21% 26% 11% 24% 20% 25% 23% 19% 
Completely acceptable 6  5  5  4  9  5  7  0  4  8  3  5  6  6  5  6  10  6  5  3  2  6  
Somewhat acceptable 17  10  15  27  21  12  23  4  14  20  4  14  19  22  16  20  2  18  14  22  22  13  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 77  83  79  68  70  81  69  93  81  71  93  80  75  70  78  72  86  75  79  73  76  79  
No at all acceptable 77  83  79  68  70  81  69  93  81  71  93  80  75  70  78  72  86  75  79  73  76  79  
 
DK/NA 1  1  2  1  0  2  1  3  1  1  0  1  0  1  1  2  2  1  1  2  1  1  
DK/NA 1  1  2  1  0  2  1  3  1  1  0  1  0  1  1  2  2  1  1  2  1  1  
 
  Q21 WASTE DISPSAL Q10 CITY BUDGET  
 Q8C INITIAL WASTE DISPOSAL TAX TX AFTR POS & NEG 12 MONTHS FROM PARTY (COMBINED) 
 ----------------------------------------- ----------------- ----------------------------- ----------------- 
  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  SMWT MUCH TOTAL TOTAL NO DF     
 Total YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD WORSE WORSE WORSE BETTR DK/NA DEM REP DTS/O  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 466 96 103 83 153 199 236 31 215 239 12 131 83 214 196 56 220 95 104 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 22% 18% 16% 28% 27% 17% 27% 13% 20% 25% 11% 21% 32% 25% 22% 9% 17% 27% 31% 
Completely acceptable 6  6  3  4  9  4  7  2  4  7  6  7  10  8  4  3  3  10  6  
Somewhat acceptable 17  12  13  24  19  13  21  11  16  18  5  15  22  17  19  6  13  16  25  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 77  81  84  69  73  82  71  81  79  74  89  77  68  74  77  86  82  71  67  
No at all acceptable 77  81  84  69  73  82  71  81  79  74  89  77  68  74  77  86  82  71  67  
 
DK/NA 1  1  0  3  0  0  1  5  1  1  0  2  0  1  1  4  1  2  2  
DK/NA 1  1  0  3  0  0  1  5  1  1  0  2  0  1  1  4  1  2  2  
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TABLE 31:  Q13J.  I am going to read you a list of some specific public safety services provided by the City of San José.  It is likely that some of these services 

will need to be reduced next year given the City's projected budget shortfall.  Please tell me whether you would find each of the following public safety 
budget cuts to be completely acceptable, somewhat acceptable, or not at all acceptable as a way of helping to balance the City's budget:  Reducing the 
number of City fire 

  
 
 Q11 FEELINGS ABOUT Q15 FIRST CHOICE Q16 RDC SRV  
 THE CITY BUDGET PRT/BDGT SHRTFLL /RAISG REV CITY COUNCIL DISTRICT 
 ----------------------------- ------------------ ----------- ----------------------------------------------------------- 
  SMWT VERY TOTAL TOTAL NTRL/ REDCE REDCE RAISE REDCE RAISE            
 Total NEG NEG NEG POS DK/NA COMP SRVCS RVNUE SRVCS RVNUE 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 466 0 0 0 0 0 181 97 124 195 187 32 53 31 37 21 45 33 49 50 50 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 22% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 28% 30% 13% 33% 15% 14% 26% 18% 22% 43% 13% 17% 42% 27% 13% 
Completely acceptable 6  0  0  0  0  0  5  10  4  10  2  10  3  5  4  18  2  5  7  8  6  
Somewhat acceptable 17  0  0  0  0  0  23  20  9  23  13  4  23  13  17  25  11  12  35  19  8  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 77  0  0  0  0  0  70  69  86  66  84  86  74  82  78  57  82  81  57  72  83  
No at all acceptable 77  0  0  0  0  0  70  69  86  66  84  86  74  82  78  57  82  81  57  72  83  
 
DK/NA 1  0  0  0  0  0  2  1  1  1  1  0  0  0  0  0  5  2  1  1  4  
DK/NA 1  0  0  0  0  0  2  1  1  1  1  0  0  0  0  0  5  2  1  1  4  
 
 VOTER SALES TAX TARGETS BUSINESS TAX TARGETS WASTE DISPOSAL TARGETS 
 ----------- ----------------------------------------- ----------------------------- ----------------------------- 
   NON- CONS CONS  POS NEG COST COMP CONS CONS  POS NEG CONS CONS  POS NEG  
 Total VOTER VOTER YES NO SWING MOVER MOVER P-MVR P-MVR YES NO SWING MOVER MOVER YES NO SWING MOVER MOVER  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 466 433 33 189 171 106 41 40 27 60 163 161 142 64 54 153 181 132 62 58 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 22% 23% 15% 18% 31% 16% 17% 17% 15% 20% 17% 32% 17% 21% 17% 15% 26% 24% 30% 21% 
Completely acceptable 6  6  2  4  10  1  0  4  0  7  4  9  4  2  6  4  7  6  4  7  
Somewhat acceptable 17  17  12  14  21  14  17  14  15  12  13  24  13  18  11  12  19  19  26  14  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 77  76  85  81  68  83  79  80  85  79  82  68  81  77  80  84  73  73  68  76  
No at all acceptable 77  76  85  81  68  83  79  80  85  79  82  68  81  77  80  84  73  73  68  76  
 
DK/NA 1  1  0  1  1  2  4  3  0  2  1  0  2  2  3  1  1  2  2  3  
DK/NA 1  1  0  1  1  2  4  3  0  2  1  0  2  2  3  1  1  2  2  3  
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TABLE 31:  Q13J.  I am going to read you a list of some specific public safety services provided by the City of San José.  It is likely that some of these services 

will need to be reduced next year given the City's projected budget shortfall.  Please tell me whether you would find each of the following public safety 
budget cuts to be completely acceptable, somewhat acceptable, or not at all acceptable as a way of helping to balance the City's budget:  Reducing the 
number of City fire 

  
 
  Q24 TYPE OF Q25 Q26 KIDS   
 Q23 YEARS IN SAN JOSE RESIDENCE RESIDENCE AT HOME Q27 EDUCATION Q28 ETHNICITY 
 ----------------------------- ----------- ----------- ----------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------- 
       DETCH MULTI     HS OR SOME COLL POST NON-   NON-    
 Total 0-10 11-20 21-30 31-40 41+ HOUSE UNIT OWN RENT YES NO LESS COLL GRAD GRAD COLL COLL+ WHITE WHITE LATNO ASIAN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 466 81 120 109 77 77 365 83 344 115 191 272 98 112 181 69 210 250 231 222 98 92 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 22% 29% 24% 21% 25% 12% 22% 26% 23% 19% 25% 20% 16% 18% 27% 25% 17% 27% 24% 20% 12% 26% 
Completely acceptable 6  8  5  4  5  7  6  3  5  5  6  5  4  1  8  8  3  8  5  6  3  5  
Somewhat acceptable 17  21  19  17  20  4  16  23  18  13  19  15  12  17  19  17  15  19  19  14  8  21  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 77  68  75  78  75  87  77  73  76  80  74  78  84  81  71  72  82  71  73  80  88  74  
No at all acceptable 77  68  75  78  75  87  77  73  76  80  74  78  84  81  71  72  82  71  73  80  88  74  
 
DK/NA 1  3  1  0  0  1  1  1  1  1  1  1  0  1  2  3  0  2  2  0  0  0  
DK/NA 1  3  1  0  0  1  1  1  1  1  1  1  0  1  2  3  0  2  2  0  0  0  
 
   Q31 REGSTRD Q33 VOTE  
 Q29 AGE Q30 INCOME TO VOTE PROPENSITY GENDER 
 ----------------------------------------------- ----------------------- ----------- ----------------- ----------- 
          $0- $30K- $60K- $100K    ALMST     
 Total 18-29 30-39 40-49 50-64 65-74 75+ 18-49 50+ $30K $60K $100K + YES NO ALWYS ALL MOST MEN WOMEN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 466 54 80 103 132 50 27 236 209 89 82 105 78 205 30 211 127 64 224 242 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 22% 15% 34% 21% 24% 13% 25% 24% 22% 16% 14% 20% 34% 21% 16% 25% 20% 25% 29% 16% 
Completely acceptable 6  5  12  4  4  3  9  7  5  1  7  2  7  6  3  7  4  6  8  3  
Somewhat acceptable 17  10  22  17  20  10  16  17  17  15  7  18  26  16  13  18  16  18  21  13  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 77  85  64  78  75  87  72  75  78  84  84  80  64  77  84  73  78  75  71  82  
No at all acceptable 77  85  64  78  75  87  72  75  78  84  84  80  64  77  84  73  78  75  71  82  
 
DK/NA 1  0  2  1  1  0  3  1  1  0  2  0  2  1  0  2  2  0  0  2  
DK/NA 1  0  2  1  1  0  3  1  1  0  2  0  2  1  0  2  2  0  0  2  
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TABLE 31:  Q13J.  I am going to read you a list of some specific public safety services provided by the City of San José.  It is likely that some of these services 

will need to be reduced next year given the City's projected budget shortfall.  Please tell me whether you would find each of the following public safety 
budget cuts to be completely acceptable, somewhat acceptable, or not at all acceptable as a way of helping to balance the City's budget:  Reducing the 
number of City fire 

  
 
 LIKELY    
 VOTER PARTY BY AGE ETHNICITY BY AGE ETHNICITY BY GENDER 
 ----------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------------------- 
    DEM DEM REP REP DTS/O DTS/O WHITE WHITE LATNO LATNO ASIAN ASIAN WHITE WHITE LATNO LATNO ASIAN ASIAN  
 Total YES NO 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 466 362 104 108 105 34 58 65 34 93 130 59 35 58 29 109 122 46 52 48 44 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 22% 23% 19% 18% 17% 30% 27% 32% 32% 24% 25% 13% 11% 27% 27% 32% 18% 12% 12% 39% 12% 
Completely acceptable 6  6  5  3  4  16  8  9  2  5  6  5  0  4  8  9  2  4  2  9  0  
Somewhat acceptable 17  17  14  15  12  14  19  23  30  19  20  7  11  23  19  23  16  8  9  29  12  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 77  75  81  81  83  66  72  67  65  73  73  87  89  73  73  68  78  88  88  61  88  
No at all acceptable 77  75  81  81  83  66  72  67  65  73  73  87  89  73  73  68  78  88  88  61  88  
 
DK/NA 1  2  0  1  0  4  1  1  3  3  1  0  0  0  0  1  4  0  0  0  0  
DK/NA 1  2  0  1  0  4  1  1  3  3  1  0  0  0  0  1  4  0  0  0  0  
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TABLE 32:  Q13K.  I am going to read you a list of some specific public safety services provided by the City of San José.  It is likely that some of these services 

will need to be reduced next year given the City's projected budget shortfall.  Please tell me whether you would find each of the following public safety 
budget cuts to be completely acceptable, somewhat acceptable, or not at all acceptable as a way of helping to balance the City's budget:  Reducing the Fire 
Department's hazardous materials unit 

  
 
  Q5/Q6 COMB 1/4 Q7 SALES TAX SUPPORT GIVEN  
 Q5 INITIAL 1/2 CENT SALES TAX VOTE CENT SALES TX VTE EMPLOYEE COMPENSATION CUTS PARTY BY GENDER 
 ----------------------------------------- ----------------- ----------------------------- ----------------------------------- 
  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  M-MRE SW-MR TOTAL TOTAL NO DF DEM DEM REP REP DTS/O DTS/O  
 Total YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD LIKLY LIKLY M-LKY L-LKY DK/NA MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 466 124 110 65 146 234 211 21 256 196 14 133 80 213 103 150 85 134 49 46 69 35 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 35% 32% 29% 34% 46% 31% 42% 9% 31% 42% 10% 33% 39% 35% 47% 27% 36% 29% 49% 30% 43% 26% 
Completely acceptable 7  5  3  4  12  4  10  3  4  10  0  5  4  4  13  5  9  3  15  4  11  0  
Somewhat acceptable 28  27  26  30  34  27  33  6  27  32  10  28  35  30  33  22  27  26  33  26  32  26  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 61  66  65  53  54  65  53  84  65  54  79  65  56  61  49  68  63  67  50  62  53  72  
No at all acceptable 61  66  65  53  54  65  53  84  65  54  79  65  56  61  49  68  63  67  50  62  53  72  
 
DK/NA 4  2  6  13  0  4  4  7  4  4  10  3  6  4  4  5  1  4  2  8  3  3  
DK/NA 4  2  6  13  0  4  4  7  4  4  10  3  6  4  4  5  1  4  2  8  3  3  
 
 Q18 1/2 CNT SALES Q20 FINAL 1/2 CNT   
 TX VOTE AFTER POS SALES TAX VOTE Q8A INITIAL PARKING TAX VOTE GENDER BY AGE 
 ----------------- ----------------- ------------------------------------------ ----------------------- 
  TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  MEN MEN WOMEN WOMEN  
 Total YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 466 252 198 15 233 218 15 80 84 100 180 164 280 22 122 96 114 113 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 35% 31% 42% 7% 32% 39% 10% 36% 38% 29% 37% 37% 34% 31% 39% 45% 29% 32% 
Completely acceptable 7  4  11  0  4  10  0  5  6  5  9  6  8  0  12  9  3  3  
Somewhat acceptable 28  28  31  7  29  29  10  30  32  24  28  31  26  31  27  36  26  29  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 61  64  56  80  63  58  77  64  59  64  60  61  61  52  57  52  65  64  
No at all acceptable 61  64  56  80  63  58  77  64  59  64  60  61  61  52  57  52  65  64  
 
DK/NA 4  5  3  13  5  3  13  1  3  7  3  2  5  17  4  3  6  4  
DK/NA 4  5  3  13  5  3  13  1  3  7  3  2  5  17  4  3  6  4  
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TABLE 32:  Q13K.  I am going to read you a list of some specific public safety services provided by the City of San José.  It is likely that some of these services 

will need to be reduced next year given the City's projected budget shortfall.  Please tell me whether you would find each of the following public safety 
budget cuts to be completely acceptable, somewhat acceptable, or not at all acceptable as a way of helping to balance the City's budget:  Reducing the Fire 
Department's hazardous materials unit 

  
 
  Q22 BUSINESS TAX   
 Q8B INITIAL BUSINESS TAX VOTE AFTER POSITIVES Q9 CARD ROOM PROPOSAL SAMPLE/PHONE TYPE 
 ----------------------------------------- ----------------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------------- 
  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  STR SMWT STR TOTAL TOTAL  VOTER RDD CELL RDD RDD  
 Total YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD SUPPT SUPPT OPPOS SUPPT OPPOS UNDCD LIST SAMP SAMP CELL LAND  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 466 105 101 72 140 206 212 48 227 215 24 181 99 118 280 157 29 228 208 30 53 185 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 35% 33% 30% 41% 39% 31% 40% 27% 29% 42% 31% 40% 37% 32% 39% 30% 22% 36% 35% 26% 27% 36% 
Completely acceptable 7  10  3  6  9  7  8  1  5  8  7  7  10  3  8  3  7  6  6  14  8  7  
Somewhat acceptable 28  23  26  36  31  25  32  26  24  33  24  32  27  29  31  27  15  30  29  12  19  29  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 61  63  66  54  57  65  56  66  67  55  61  58  59  63  58  64  67  60  60  74  65  60  
No at all acceptable 61  63  66  54  57  65  56  66  67  55  61  58  59  63  58  64  67  60  60  74  65  60  
 
DK/NA 4  4  4  5  4  4  4  7  5  4  8  2  4  5  3  6  11  4  6  0  8  4  
DK/NA 4  4  4  5  4  4  4  7  5  4  8  2  4  5  3  6  11  4  6  0  8  4  
 
  Q21 WASTE DISPSAL Q10 CITY BUDGET  
 Q8C INITIAL WASTE DISPOSAL TAX TX AFTR POS & NEG 12 MONTHS FROM PARTY (COMBINED) 
 ----------------------------------------- ----------------- ----------------------------- ----------------- 
  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  SMWT MUCH TOTAL TOTAL NO DF     
 Total YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD WORSE WORSE WORSE BETTR DK/NA DEM REP DTS/O  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 466 96 103 83 153 199 236 31 215 239 12 131 83 214 196 56 220 95 104 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 35% 30% 35% 27% 43% 33% 38% 27% 31% 39% 20% 35% 34% 35% 37% 28% 32% 40% 37% 
Completely acceptable 7  9  4  2  10  6  7  2  4  8  9  11  7  9  4  6  5  10  7  
Somewhat acceptable 28  22  31  25  33  26  30  25  26  31  11  24  27  26  33  22  26  30  30  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 61  66  59  64  56  62  59  67  64  58  75  60  60  60  61  65  65  56  60  
No at all acceptable 61  66  59  64  56  62  59  67  64  58  75  60  60  60  61  65  65  56  60  
 
DK/NA 4  4  6  9  1  5  4  5  5  3  5  5  6  5  2  8  3  5  3  
DK/NA 4  4  6  9  1  5  4  5  5  3  5  5  6  5  2  8  3  5  3  
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TABLE 32:  Q13K.  I am going to read you a list of some specific public safety services provided by the City of San José.  It is likely that some of these services 

will need to be reduced next year given the City's projected budget shortfall.  Please tell me whether you would find each of the following public safety 
budget cuts to be completely acceptable, somewhat acceptable, or not at all acceptable as a way of helping to balance the City's budget:  Reducing the Fire 
Department's hazardous materials unit 

  
 
 Q11 FEELINGS ABOUT Q15 FIRST CHOICE Q16 RDC SRV  
 THE CITY BUDGET PRT/BDGT SHRTFLL /RAISG REV CITY COUNCIL DISTRICT 
 ----------------------------- ------------------ ----------- ----------------------------------------------------------- 
  SMWT VERY TOTAL TOTAL NTRL/ REDCE REDCE RAISE REDCE RAISE            
 Total NEG NEG NEG POS DK/NA COMP SRVCS RVNUE SRVCS RVNUE 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 466 0 0 0 0 0 181 97 124 195 187 32 53 31 37 21 45 33 49 50 50 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 35% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 42% 36% 25% 38% 33% 31% 31% 37% 29% 34% 38% 39% 34% 48% 30% 
Completely acceptable 7  0  0  0  0  0  6  11  4  10  4  9  13  2  4  17  4  5  7  10  6  
Somewhat acceptable 28  0  0  0  0  0  35  24  21  28  29  22  18  35  26  17  34  34  27  38  24  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 61  0  0  0  0  0  54  57  73  57  63  69  62  63  62  66  59  54  61  51  68  
No at all acceptable 61  0  0  0  0  0  54  57  73  57  63  69  62  63  62  66  59  54  61  51  68  
 
DK/NA 4  0  0  0  0  0  5  7  2  5  4  0  7  0  9  0  3  7  5  1  2  
DK/NA 4  0  0  0  0  0  5  7  2  5  4  0  7  0  9  0  3  7  5  1  2  
 
 VOTER SALES TAX TARGETS BUSINESS TAX TARGETS WASTE DISPOSAL TARGETS 
 ----------- ----------------------------------------- ----------------------------- ----------------------------- 
   NON- CONS CONS  POS NEG COST COMP CONS CONS  POS NEG CONS CONS  POS NEG  
 Total VOTER VOTER YES NO SWING MOVER MOVER P-MVR P-MVR YES NO SWING MOVER MOVER YES NO SWING MOVER MOVER  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 466 433 33 189 171 106 41 40 27 60 163 161 142 64 54 153 181 132 62 58 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 35% 35% 28% 33% 44% 23% 29% 21% 35% 38% 27% 40% 38% 35% 46% 30% 39% 35% 33% 40% 
Completely acceptable 7  7  0  3  11  5  4  8  6  9  4  7  9  7  13  4  7  8  5  11  
Somewhat acceptable 28  28  28  30  34  18  25  13  29  29  23  33  29  28  33  26  32  26  28  28  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 61  61  53  63  52  71  62  77  60  54  68  56  58  62  51  64  57  62  63  58  
No at all acceptable 61  61  53  63  52  71  62  77  60  54  68  56  58  62  51  64  57  62  63  58  
 
DK/NA 4  3  19  4  3  7  10  2  5  8  5  4  4  3  3  6  4  3  4  2  
DK/NA 4  3  19  4  3  7  10  2  5  8  5  4  4  3  3  6  4  3  4  2  
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TABLE 32:  Q13K.  I am going to read you a list of some specific public safety services provided by the City of San José.  It is likely that some of these services 

will need to be reduced next year given the City's projected budget shortfall.  Please tell me whether you would find each of the following public safety 
budget cuts to be completely acceptable, somewhat acceptable, or not at all acceptable as a way of helping to balance the City's budget:  Reducing the Fire 
Department's hazardous materials unit 

  
 
  Q24 TYPE OF Q25 Q26 KIDS   
 Q23 YEARS IN SAN JOSE RESIDENCE RESIDENCE AT HOME Q27 EDUCATION Q28 ETHNICITY 
 ----------------------------- ----------- ----------- ----------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------- 
       DETCH MULTI     HS OR SOME COLL POST NON-   NON-    
 Total 0-10 11-20 21-30 31-40 41+ HOUSE UNIT OWN RENT YES NO LESS COLL GRAD GRAD COLL COLL+ WHITE WHITE LATNO ASIAN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 466 81 120 109 77 77 365 83 344 115 191 272 98 112 181 69 210 250 231 222 98 92 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 35% 37% 29% 43% 38% 27% 35% 34% 38% 27% 33% 36% 26% 31% 40% 39% 29% 40% 39% 31% 25% 39% 
Completely acceptable 7  12  5  4  8  5  7  6  6  9  4  8  3  5  10  8  4  9  6  7  2  12  
Somewhat acceptable 28  25  25  39  30  22  28  28  32  18  29  28  24  26  31  32  25  31  32  23  23  27  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 61  58  64  52  58  72  60  61  58  67  60  61  69  62  56  58  65  57  58  64  66  57  
No at all acceptable 61  58  64  52  58  72  60  61  58  67  60  61  69  62  56  58  65  57  58  64  66  57  
 
DK/NA 4  5  6  4  4  1  4  5  4  6  6  3  5  7  3  3  6  3  3  6  8  5  
DK/NA 4  5  6  4  4  1  4  5  4  6  6  3  5  7  3  3  6  3  3  6  8  5  
 
   Q31 REGSTRD Q33 VOTE  
 Q29 AGE Q30 INCOME TO VOTE PROPENSITY GENDER 
 ----------------------------------------------- ----------------------- ----------- ----------------- ----------- 
          $0- $30K- $60K- $100K    ALMST     
 Total 18-29 30-39 40-49 50-64 65-74 75+ 18-49 50+ $30K $60K $100K + YES NO ALWYS ALL MOST MEN WOMEN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 466 54 80 103 132 50 27 236 209 89 82 105 78 205 30 211 127 64 224 242 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 35% 38% 39% 28% 39% 31% 46% 34% 38% 26% 37% 40% 40% 35% 31% 37% 36% 34% 41% 29% 
Completely acceptable 7  11  11  4  5  6  11  8  6  5  8  4  10  8  0  8  5  7  10  3  
Somewhat acceptable 28  27  28  24  34  25  35  26  32  21  29  35  31  27  31  28  31  27  31  26  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 61  56  59  66  59  60  54  61  59  70  58  57  56  63  49  59  63  61  55  66  
No at all acceptable 61  56  59  66  59  60  54  61  59  70  58  57  56  63  49  59  63  61  55  66  
 
DK/NA 4  5  3  7  2  9  0  5  4  4  5  3  3  3  21  4  1  5  3  5  
DK/NA 4  5  3  7  2  9  0  5  4  4  5  3  3  3  21  4  1  5  3  5  
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TABLE 32:  Q13K.  I am going to read you a list of some specific public safety services provided by the City of San José.  It is likely that some of these services 

will need to be reduced next year given the City's projected budget shortfall.  Please tell me whether you would find each of the following public safety 
budget cuts to be completely acceptable, somewhat acceptable, or not at all acceptable as a way of helping to balance the City's budget:  Reducing the Fire 
Department's hazardous materials unit 

  
 
 LIKELY    
 VOTER PARTY BY AGE ETHNICITY BY AGE ETHNICITY BY GENDER 
 ----------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------------------- 
    DEM DEM REP REP DTS/O DTS/O WHITE WHITE LATNO LATNO ASIAN ASIAN WHITE WHITE LATNO LATNO ASIAN ASIAN  
 Total YES NO 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 466 362 104 108 105 34 58 65 34 93 130 59 35 58 29 109 122 46 52 48 44 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 35% 36% 30% 30% 35% 35% 44% 40% 37% 40% 40% 24% 31% 36% 49% 43% 35% 26% 24% 50% 26% 
Completely acceptable 7  7  5  4  7  18  5  11  2  7  6  3  0  14  11  9  4  4  0  19  5  
Somewhat acceptable 28  29  25  26  28  17  39  29  35  33  34  21  31  22  38  34  31  22  24  32  21  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 61  61  61  67  62  57  52  58  61  55  58  65  67  64  36  54  61  68  65  47  66  
No at all acceptable 61  61  61  67  62  57  52  58  61  55  58  65  67  64  36  54  61  68  65  47  66  
 
DK/NA 4  3  9  3  3  7  3  3  2  5  2  11  2  0  15  3  3  6  10  2  7  
DK/NA 4  3  9  3  3  7  3  3  2  5  2  11  2  0  15  3  3  6  10  2  7  
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TABLE 33:  Q13L.  I am going to read you a list of some specific public safety services provided by the City of San José.  It is likely that some of these services 

will need to be reduced next year given the City's projected budget shortfall.  Please tell me whether you would find each of the following public safety 
budget cuts to be completely acceptable, somewhat acceptable, or not at all acceptable as a way of helping to balance the City's budget:  Reducing hours 
dedicated to non-emergency response community police patrols 

  
 
  Q5/Q6 COMB 1/4 Q7 SALES TAX SUPPORT GIVEN  
 Q5 INITIAL 1/2 CENT SALES TAX VOTE CENT SALES TX VTE EMPLOYEE COMPENSATION CUTS PARTY BY GENDER 
 ----------------------------------------- ----------------- ----------------------------- ----------------------------------- 
  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  M-MRE SW-MR TOTAL TOTAL NO DF DEM DEM REP REP DTS/O DTS/O  
 Total YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD LIKLY LIKLY M-LKY L-LKY DK/NA MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 466 124 110 65 146 234 211 21 256 196 14 133 80 213 103 150 85 134 49 46 69 35 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 56% 51% 49% 63% 63% 50% 63% 54% 51% 62% 68% 54% 60% 56% 56% 56% 48% 54% 71% 63% 53% 66% 
Completely acceptable 13  12  6  15  19  9  18  3  10  17  0  13  16  14  15  10  12  5  33  23  13  5  
Somewhat acceptable 43  39  43  48  44  41  45  51  40  45  68  41  44  42  41  46  36  49  38  40  40  61  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 42  47  47  37  34  47  35  46  47  36  32  46  37  43  43  39  48  43  29  37  45  34  
No at all acceptable 42  47  47  37  34  47  35  46  47  36  32  46  37  43  43  39  48  43  29  37  45  34  
 
DK/NA 2  2  4  0  3  3  2  0  3  2  0  0  3  1  2  5  4  3  0  0  2  0  
DK/NA 2  2  4  0  3  3  2  0  3  2  0  0  3  1  2  5  4  3  0  0  2  0  
 
 Q18 1/2 CNT SALES Q20 FINAL 1/2 CNT   
 TX VOTE AFTER POS SALES TAX VOTE Q8A INITIAL PARKING TAX VOTE GENDER BY AGE 
 ----------------- ----------------- ------------------------------------------ ----------------------- 
  TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  MEN MEN WOMEN WOMEN  
 Total YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 466 252 198 15 233 218 15 80 84 100 180 164 280 22 122 96 114 113 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 56% 53% 60% 59% 51% 61% 66% 56% 57% 54% 57% 56% 56% 54% 49% 63% 58% 57% 
Completely acceptable 13  8  20  0  8  19  0  15  9  12  16  12  14  0  11  26  10  7  
Somewhat acceptable 43  45  40  59  43  42  66  40  48  42  41  44  42  54  38  37  48  50  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 42  44  38  41  46  37  34  44  38  42  41  41  41  46  48  35  40  40  
No at all acceptable 42  44  38  41  46  37  34  44  38  42  41  41  41  46  48  35  40  40  
 
DK/NA 2  3  2  0  3  2  0  0  5  4  2  2  3  0  3  2  2  3  
DK/NA 2  3  2  0  3  2  0  0  5  4  2  2  3  0  3  2  2  3  
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TABLE 33:  Q13L.  I am going to read you a list of some specific public safety services provided by the City of San José.  It is likely that some of these services 

will need to be reduced next year given the City's projected budget shortfall.  Please tell me whether you would find each of the following public safety 
budget cuts to be completely acceptable, somewhat acceptable, or not at all acceptable as a way of helping to balance the City's budget:  Reducing hours 
dedicated to non-emergency response community police patrols 

  
 
  Q22 BUSINESS TAX   
 Q8B INITIAL BUSINESS TAX VOTE AFTER POSITIVES Q9 CARD ROOM PROPOSAL SAMPLE/PHONE TYPE 
 ----------------------------------------- ----------------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------------- 
  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  STR SMWT STR TOTAL TOTAL  VOTER RDD CELL RDD RDD  
 Total YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD SUPPT SUPPT OPPOS SUPPT OPPOS UNDCD LIST SAMP SAMP CELL LAND  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 466 105 101 72 140 206 212 48 227 215 24 181 99 118 280 157 29 228 208 30 53 185 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 56% 51% 55% 61% 59% 53% 60% 52% 54% 58% 62% 57% 59% 53% 58% 53% 54% 61% 53% 40% 40% 55% 
Completely acceptable 13  9  8  13  20  9  18  9  12  16  0  13  8  18  11  15  12  12  14  11  7  16  
Somewhat acceptable 43  42  48  49  38  45  42  43  42  42  62  44  51  35  47  38  42  49  39  29  34  39  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 42  46  42  39  40  44  40  40  43  41  34  41  39  45  40  45  41  37  44  60  58  43  
No at all acceptable 42  46  42  39  40  44  40  40  43  41  34  41  39  45  40  45  41  37  44  60  58  43  
 
DK/NA 2  2  3  0  1  3  1  8  3  1  4  2  2  2  2  2  5  3  2  0  2  2  
DK/NA 2  2  3  0  1  3  1  8  3  1  4  2  2  2  2  2  5  3  2  0  2  2  
 
  Q21 WASTE DISPSAL Q10 CITY BUDGET  
 Q8C INITIAL WASTE DISPOSAL TAX TX AFTR POS & NEG 12 MONTHS FROM PARTY (COMBINED) 
 ----------------------------------------- ----------------- ----------------------------- ----------------- 
  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  SMWT MUCH TOTAL TOTAL NO DF     
 Total YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD WORSE WORSE WORSE BETTR DK/NA DEM REP DTS/O  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 466 96 103 83 153 199 236 31 215 239 12 131 83 214 196 56 220 95 104 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 56% 50% 54% 59% 61% 52% 60% 48% 53% 59% 43% 61% 58% 60% 56% 44% 52% 67% 58% 
Completely acceptable 13  12  10  7  19  11  15  10  9  16  10  16  18  17  10  7  8  28  11  
Somewhat acceptable 43  39  43  52  42  41  46  38  44  43  33  44  39  42  46  36  44  39  47  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 42  46  43  39  38  45  38  47  44  39  57  37  40  38  42  54  45  33  41  
No at all acceptable 42  46  43  39  38  45  38  47  44  39  57  37  40  38  42  54  45  33  41  
 
DK/NA 2  3  3  2  1  3  1  5  3  2  0  3  3  3  2  3  3  0  2  
DK/NA 2  3  3  2  1  3  1  5  3  2  0  3  3  3  2  3  3  0  2  
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TABLE 33:  Q13L.  I am going to read you a list of some specific public safety services provided by the City of San José.  It is likely that some of these services 

will need to be reduced next year given the City's projected budget shortfall.  Please tell me whether you would find each of the following public safety 
budget cuts to be completely acceptable, somewhat acceptable, or not at all acceptable as a way of helping to balance the City's budget:  Reducing hours 
dedicated to non-emergency response community police patrols 

  
 
 Q11 FEELINGS ABOUT Q15 FIRST CHOICE Q16 RDC SRV  
 THE CITY BUDGET PRT/BDGT SHRTFLL /RAISG REV CITY COUNCIL DISTRICT 
 ----------------------------- ------------------ ----------- ----------------------------------------------------------- 
  SMWT VERY TOTAL TOTAL NTRL/ REDCE REDCE RAISE REDCE RAISE            
 Total NEG NEG NEG POS DK/NA COMP SRVCS RVNUE SRVCS RVNUE 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 466 0 0 0 0 0 181 97 124 195 187 32 53 31 37 21 45 33 49 50 50 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 56% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 60% 67% 47% 66% 50% 58% 62% 38% 63% 55% 48% 41% 69% 66% 63% 
Completely acceptable 13  0  0  0  0  0  15  20  9  21  10  10  12  14  14  18  11  3  11  25  13  
Somewhat acceptable 43  0  0  0  0  0  45  47  38  46  41  48  51  24  49  38  37  38  58  41  51  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 42  0  0  0  0  0  38  30  50  33  46  38  38  62  37  45  46  59  28  30  37  
No at all acceptable 42  0  0  0  0  0  38  30  50  33  46  38  38  62  37  45  46  59  28  30  37  
 
DK/NA 2  0  0  0  0  0  2  3  3  0  4  3  0  0  0  0  6  0  3  4  0  
DK/NA 2  0  0  0  0  0  2  3  3  0  4  3  0  0  0  0  6  0  3  4  0  
 
 VOTER SALES TAX TARGETS BUSINESS TAX TARGETS WASTE DISPOSAL TARGETS 
 ----------- ----------------------------------------- ----------------------------- ----------------------------- 
   NON- CONS CONS  POS NEG COST COMP CONS CONS  POS NEG CONS CONS  POS NEG  
 Total VOTER VOTER YES NO SWING MOVER MOVER P-MVR P-MVR YES NO SWING MOVER MOVER YES NO SWING MOVER MOVER  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 466 433 33 189 171 106 41 40 27 60 163 161 142 64 54 153 181 132 62 58 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 56% 56% 50% 49% 63% 58% 63% 50% 55% 62% 51% 59% 58% 59% 54% 50% 61% 56% 60% 55% 
Completely acceptable 13  13  6  8  20  11  8  18  18  21  8  18  12  20  8  9  16  14  11  18  
Somewhat acceptable 43  43  45  41  43  47  56  32  37  40  43  41  46  39  47  42  45  42  49  37  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 42  41  47  48  35  41  37  48  45  37  46  40  38  37  43  46  38  41  38  40  
No at all acceptable 42  41  47  48  35  41  37  48  45  37  46  40  38  37  43  46  38  41  38  40  
 
DK/NA 2  2  3  3  2  1  0  2  0  1  3  1  4  4  3  3  1  3  3  5  
DK/NA 2  2  3  3  2  1  0  2  0  1  3  1  4  4  3  3  1  3  3  5  
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TABLE 33:  Q13L.  I am going to read you a list of some specific public safety services provided by the City of San José.  It is likely that some of these services 

will need to be reduced next year given the City's projected budget shortfall.  Please tell me whether you would find each of the following public safety 
budget cuts to be completely acceptable, somewhat acceptable, or not at all acceptable as a way of helping to balance the City's budget:  Reducing hours 
dedicated to non-emergency response community police patrols 

  
 
  Q24 TYPE OF Q25 Q26 KIDS   
 Q23 YEARS IN SAN JOSE RESIDENCE RESIDENCE AT HOME Q27 EDUCATION Q28 ETHNICITY 
 ----------------------------- ----------- ----------- ----------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------- 
       DETCH MULTI     HS OR SOME COLL POST NON-   NON-    
 Total 0-10 11-20 21-30 31-40 41+ HOUSE UNIT OWN RENT YES NO LESS COLL GRAD GRAD COLL COLL+ WHITE WHITE LATNO ASIAN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 466 81 120 109 77 77 365 83 344 115 191 272 98 112 181 69 210 250 231 222 98 92 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 56% 56% 55% 58% 57% 57% 57% 55% 59% 48% 56% 56% 51% 52% 59% 65% 52% 61% 60% 52% 41% 59% 
Completely acceptable 13  11  7  16  12  21  13  11  14  11  12  14  12  10  16  9  11  14  15  11  4  13  
Somewhat acceptable 43  44  48  42  45  36  44  44  45  37  44  43  38  42  43  56  40  46  46  41  37  45  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 42  39  44  42  39  41  41  40  39  48  43  41  46  45  40  31  46  37  37  47  59  37  
No at all acceptable 42  39  44  42  39  41  41  40  39  48  43  41  46  45  40  31  46  37  37  47  59  37  
 
DK/NA 2  5  2  0  4  2  2  5  2  4  2  3  3  3  1  4  3  2  3  2  0  4  
DK/NA 2  5  2  0  4  2  2  5  2  4  2  3  3  3  1  4  3  2  3  2  0  4  
 
   Q31 REGSTRD Q33 VOTE  
 Q29 AGE Q30 INCOME TO VOTE PROPENSITY GENDER 
 ----------------------------------------------- ----------------------- ----------- ----------------- ----------- 
          $0- $30K- $60K- $100K    ALMST     
 Total 18-29 30-39 40-49 50-64 65-74 75+ 18-49 50+ $30K $60K $100K + YES NO ALWYS ALL MOST MEN WOMEN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 466 54 80 103 132 50 27 236 209 89 82 105 78 205 30 211 127 64 224 242 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 56% 46% 56% 55% 63% 54% 56% 53% 60% 44% 61% 57% 62% 52% 55% 63% 56% 50% 55% 57% 
Completely acceptable 13  9  11  12  18  7  24  11  16  8  19  11  11  15  6  18  7  12  18  8  
Somewhat acceptable 43  37  45  44  45  47  32  43  44  36  43  45  51  37  49  45  48  38  38  48  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 42  51  42  43  33  46  42  44  37  54  38  38  35  46  42  35  43  47  42  41  
No at all acceptable 42  51  42  43  33  46  42  44  37  54  38  38  35  46  42  35  43  47  42  41  
 
DK/NA 2  3  2  2  4  0  2  2  3  2  1  5  3  2  3  3  1  3  2  2  
DK/NA 2  3  2  2  4  0  2  2  3  2  1  5  3  2  3  3  1  3  2  2  
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TABLE 33:  Q13L.  I am going to read you a list of some specific public safety services provided by the City of San José.  It is likely that some of these services 

will need to be reduced next year given the City's projected budget shortfall.  Please tell me whether you would find each of the following public safety 
budget cuts to be completely acceptable, somewhat acceptable, or not at all acceptable as a way of helping to balance the City's budget:  Reducing hours 
dedicated to non-emergency response community police patrols 

  
 
 LIKELY    
 VOTER PARTY BY AGE ETHNICITY BY AGE ETHNICITY BY GENDER 
 ----------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------------------- 
    DEM DEM REP REP DTS/O DTS/O WHITE WHITE LATNO LATNO ASIAN ASIAN WHITE WHITE LATNO LATNO ASIAN ASIAN  
 Total YES NO 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 466 362 104 108 105 34 58 65 34 93 130 59 35 58 29 109 122 46 52 48 44 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 56% 60% 44% 47% 54% 63% 72% 58% 59% 60% 62% 33% 54% 60% 55% 64% 57% 31% 50% 53% 65% 
Completely acceptable 13  13  11  6  9  28  29  9  14  14  15  1  9  11  21  20  10  5  3  17  10  
Somewhat acceptable 43  46  33  41  45  35  43  48  45  46  46  32  44  49  34  44  47  26  47  37  55  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 42  38  54  50  42  37  28  41  39  37  35  67  46  36  40  33  40  69  50  42  31  
No at all acceptable 42  38  54  50  42  37  28  41  39  37  35  67  46  36  40  33  40  69  50  42  31  
 
DK/NA 2  2  2  3  4  0  0  2  2  3  3  0  0  4  5  3  3  0  0  4  4  
DK/NA 2  2  2  3  4  0  0  2  2  3  3  0  0  4  5  3  3  0  0  4  4  
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TABLE 34:  Q13M.  I am going to read you a list of some specific public safety services provided by the City of San José.  It is likely that some of these services 

will need to be reduced next year given the City's projected budget shortfall.  Please tell me whether you would find each of the following public safety 
budget cuts to be completely acceptable, somewhat acceptable, or not at all acceptable as a way of helping to balance the City's budget:  Deferring the 
opening of the South San Jose Police Substation under construction near the highway 101 and 85 interchange 

  
 
  Q5/Q6 COMB 1/4 Q7 SALES TAX SUPPORT GIVEN  
 Q5 INITIAL 1/2 CENT SALES TAX VOTE CENT SALES TX VTE EMPLOYEE COMPENSATION CUTS PARTY BY GENDER 
 ----------------------------------------- ----------------- ----------------------------- ----------------------------------- 
  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  M-MRE SW-MR TOTAL TOTAL NO DF DEM DEM REP REP DTS/O DTS/O  
 Total YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD LIKLY LIKLY M-LKY L-LKY DK/NA MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 436 117 107 64 128 224 191 21 251 174 11 151 89 239 88 109 87 110 52 48 49 47 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 67% 60% 68% 72% 71% 63% 71% 71% 65% 72% 45% 68% 63% 66% 65% 71% 62% 70% 62% 76% 75% 68% 
Completely acceptable 30  24  27  32  40  26  37  15  25  39  6  30  25  28  30  34  35  28  28  31  40  24  
Somewhat acceptable 37  35  41  40  31  38  34  56  39  34  39  39  38  38  35  36  27  42  33  45  35  44  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 27  33  28  25  22  31  23  25  29  23  47  25  31  27  30  24  31  25  32  21  25  21  
No at all acceptable 27  33  28  25  22  31  23  25  29  23  47  25  31  27  30  24  31  25  32  21  25  21  
 
DK/NA 6  8  4  3  7  6  5  4  6  4  8  7  6  6  4  5  7  5  6  3  0  12  
DK/NA 6  8  4  3  7  6  5  4  6  4  8  7  6  6  4  5  7  5  6  3  0  12  
 
 Q18 1/2 CNT SALES Q20 FINAL 1/2 CNT   
 TX VOTE AFTER POS SALES TAX VOTE Q8A INITIAL PARKING TAX VOTE GENDER BY AGE 
 ----------------- ----------------- ------------------------------------------ ----------------------- 
  TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  MEN MEN WOMEN WOMEN  
 Total YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 436 245 186 6 238 191 7 73 99 81 171 172 251 12 108 90 111 107 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 67% 67% 70% 15% 67% 68% 55% 62% 68% 68% 70% 66% 70% 42% 62% 64% 76% 63% 
Completely acceptable 30  26  37  6  24  39  19  30  23  31  35  26  34  20  25  41  30  26  
Somewhat acceptable 37  41  33  9  43  30  36  32  45  37  35  40  36  21  37  23  46  37  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 27  27  26  49  26  28  32  33  28  25  25  30  25  24  33  30  17  31  
No at all acceptable 27  27  26  49  26  28  32  33  28  25  25  30  25  24  33  30  17  31  
 
DK/NA 6  6  5  36  7  4  13  5  4  6  5  4  5  34  4  6  7  6  
DK/NA 6  6  5  36  7  4  13  5  4  6  5  4  5  34  4  6  7  6  
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TABLE 34:  Q13M.  I am going to read you a list of some specific public safety services provided by the City of San José.  It is likely that some of these services 

will need to be reduced next year given the City's projected budget shortfall.  Please tell me whether you would find each of the following public safety 
budget cuts to be completely acceptable, somewhat acceptable, or not at all acceptable as a way of helping to balance the City's budget:  Deferring the 
opening of the South San Jose Police Substation under construction near the highway 101 and 85 interchange 

  
 
  Q22 BUSINESS TAX   
 Q8B INITIAL BUSINESS TAX VOTE AFTER POSITIVES Q9 CARD ROOM PROPOSAL SAMPLE/PHONE TYPE 
 ----------------------------------------- ----------------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------------- 
  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  STR SMWT STR TOTAL TOTAL  VOTER RDD CELL RDD RDD  
 Total YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD SUPPT SUPPT OPPOS SUPPT OPPOS UNDCD LIST SAMP SAMP CELL LAND  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 436 98 96 84 127 195 212 30 204 219 13 168 88 112 256 150 31 224 185 27 48 164 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 67% 64% 68% 69% 66% 66% 67% 79% 67% 68% 71% 69% 62% 63% 67% 67% 74% 72% 64% 48% 53% 65% 
Completely acceptable 30  27  25  38  33  26  35  21  26  34  41  36  22  25  31  27  37  31  28  38  30  29  
Somewhat acceptable 37  37  43  30  33  40  32  58  41  34  30  33  40  37  36  40  37  41  36  10  23  36  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 27  30  26  26  30  28  28  11  28  26  29  25  33  33  28  27  21  23  29  44  41  29  
No at all acceptable 27  30  26  26  30  28  28  11  28  26  29  25  33  33  28  27  21  23  29  44  41  29  
 
DK/NA 6  6  6  6  4  6  5  10  6  6  0  5  5  4  5  6  6  5  6  8  6  7  
DK/NA 6  6  6  6  4  6  5  10  6  6  0  5  5  4  5  6  6  5  6  8  6  7  
 
  Q21 WASTE DISPSAL Q10 CITY BUDGET  
 Q8C INITIAL WASTE DISPOSAL TAX TX AFTR POS & NEG 12 MONTHS FROM PARTY (COMBINED) 
 ----------------------------------------- ----------------- ----------------------------- ----------------- 
  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  SMWT MUCH TOTAL TOTAL NO DF     
 Total YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD WORSE WORSE WORSE BETTR DK/NA DEM REP DTS/O  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 436 109 101 65 138 210 203 23 214 211 11 0 0 0 0 0 198 100 97 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 67% 73% 73% 63% 64% 73% 63% 50% 69% 67% 44% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 67% 68% 72% 
Completely acceptable 30  27  24  34  38  25  37  21  23  38  24  0  0  0  0  0  31  30  32  
Somewhat acceptable 37  46  49  29  26  48  27  29  46  29  21  0  0  0  0  0  35  39  39  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 27  22  23  32  32  22  32  26  27  27  20  0  0  0  0  0  28  27  23  
No at all acceptable 27  22  23  32  32  22  32  26  27  27  20  0  0  0  0  0  28  27  23  
 
DK/NA 6  5  4  5  4  5  4  25  4  6  35  0  0  0  0  0  6  5  6  
DK/NA 6  5  4  5  4  5  4  25  4  6  35  0  0  0  0  0  6  5  6  
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TABLE 34:  Q13M.  I am going to read you a list of some specific public safety services provided by the City of San José.  It is likely that some of these services 

will need to be reduced next year given the City's projected budget shortfall.  Please tell me whether you would find each of the following public safety 
budget cuts to be completely acceptable, somewhat acceptable, or not at all acceptable as a way of helping to balance the City's budget:  Deferring the 
opening of the South San Jose Police Substation under construction near the highway 101 and 85 interchange 

  
 
 Q11 FEELINGS ABOUT Q15 FIRST CHOICE Q16 RDC SRV  
 THE CITY BUDGET PRT/BDGT SHRTFLL /RAISG REV CITY COUNCIL DISTRICT 
 ----------------------------- ------------------ ----------- ----------------------------------------------------------- 
  SMWT VERY TOTAL TOTAL NTRL/ REDCE REDCE RAISE REDCE RAISE            
 Total NEG NEG NEG POS DK/NA COMP SRVCS RVNUE SRVCS RVNUE 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 436 113 91 204 107 125 187 89 105 212 157 31 46 29 33 20 50 27 46 56 50 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 67% 63% 62% 63% 75% 68% 67% 75% 74% 75% 63% 62% 48% 88% 75% 63% 61% 79% 70% 70% 68% 
Completely acceptable 30  31  28  30  34  27  37  35  22  38  26  24  35  38  25  23  35  38  27  38  25  
Somewhat acceptable 37  32  34  33  41  41  30  40  52  37  37  37  13  50  50  40  26  41  44  32  44  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 27  32  30  31  23  24  26  22  24  21  32  27  51  5  21  23  34  14  17  28  30  
No at all acceptable 27  32  30  31  23  24  26  22  24  21  32  27  51  5  21  23  34  14  17  28  30  
 
DK/NA 6  5  8  6  2  8  7  3  3  5  5  11  1  7  4  14  5  7  13  2  2  
DK/NA 6  5  8  6  2  8  7  3  3  5  5  11  1  7  4  14  5  7  13  2  2  
 
 VOTER SALES TAX TARGETS BUSINESS TAX TARGETS WASTE DISPOSAL TARGETS 
 ----------- ----------------------------------------- ----------------------------- ----------------------------- 
   NON- CONS CONS  POS NEG COST COMP CONS CONS  POS NEG CONS CONS  POS NEG  
 Total VOTER VOTER YES NO SWING MOVER MOVER P-MVR P-MVR YES NO SWING MOVER MOVER YES NO SWING MOVER MOVER  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 436 400 36 189 149 98 47 35 34 76 145 161 130 59 58 158 155 123 56 56 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 67% 68% 56% 65% 71% 66% 77% 54% 71% 68% 67% 68% 68% 67% 68% 74% 66% 61% 56% 69% 
Completely acceptable 30  31  26  25  40  25  22  33  22  30  24  37  28  29  25  23  41  26  23  30  
Somewhat acceptable 37  38  30  40  31  41  55  21  48  38  42  31  39  37  43  50  25  35  33  39  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 27  26  36  29  24  27  18  44  22  25  27  26  28  30  26  24  30  27  36  19  
No at all acceptable 27  26  36  29  24  27  18  44  22  25  27  26  28  30  26  24  30  27  36  19  
 
DK/NA 6  5  8  6  4  7  5  2  8  7  6  6  4  4  6  3  4  12  8  12  
DK/NA 6  5  8  6  4  7  5  2  8  7  6  6  4  4  6  3  4  12  8  12  
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TABLE 34:  Q13M.  I am going to read you a list of some specific public safety services provided by the City of San José.  It is likely that some of these services 

will need to be reduced next year given the City's projected budget shortfall.  Please tell me whether you would find each of the following public safety 
budget cuts to be completely acceptable, somewhat acceptable, or not at all acceptable as a way of helping to balance the City's budget:  Deferring the 
opening of the South San Jose Police Substation under construction near the highway 101 and 85 interchange 

  
 
  Q24 TYPE OF Q25 Q26 KIDS   
 Q23 YEARS IN SAN JOSE RESIDENCE RESIDENCE AT HOME Q27 EDUCATION Q28 ETHNICITY 
 ----------------------------- ----------- ----------- ----------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------- 
       DETCH MULTI     HS OR SOME COLL POST NON-   NON-    
 Total 0-10 11-20 21-30 31-40 41+ HOUSE UNIT OWN RENT YES NO LESS COLL GRAD GRAD COLL COLL+ WHITE WHITE LATNO ASIAN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 436 104 90 82 84 75 338 81 329 104 171 261 86 108 170 58 194 228 230 196 89 81 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 67% 74% 70% 67% 60% 63% 67% 66% 68% 65% 73% 64% 52% 65% 67% 87% 59% 72% 70% 64% 60% 68% 
Completely acceptable 30  24  32  32  31  35  30  34  28  37  33  29  31  23  31  41  27  34  28  32  38  23  
Somewhat acceptable 37  50  38  36  29  28  37  32  40  28  40  35  20  42  36  46  32  39  41  32  22  44  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 27  21  29  24  30  33  27  30  27  29  21  30  40  33  24  11  36  21  25  29  31  28  
No at all acceptable 27  21  29  24  30  33  27  30  27  29  21  30  40  33  24  11  36  21  25  29  31  28  
 
DK/NA 6  5  2  8  9  5  6  4  6  6  6  6  8  2  9  2  5  7  5  7  8  4  
DK/NA 6  5  2  8  9  5  6  4  6  6  6  6  8  2  9  2  5  7  5  7  8  4  
 
   Q31 REGSTRD Q33 VOTE  
 Q29 AGE Q30 INCOME TO VOTE PROPENSITY GENDER 
 ----------------------------------------------- ----------------------- ----------- ----------------- ----------- 
          $0- $30K- $60K- $100K    ALMST     
 Total 18-29 30-39 40-49 50-64 65-74 75+ 18-49 50+ $30K $60K $100K + YES NO ALWYS ALL MOST MEN WOMEN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 436 50 74 96 125 38 35 219 197 71 79 91 69 176 35 180 150 45 209 227 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 67% 66% 67% 73% 65% 58% 63% 69% 63% 63% 64% 63% 76% 64% 54% 68% 68% 73% 65% 70% 
Completely acceptable 30  13  34  31  34  22  41  28  33  38  30  26  40  30  27  30  31  27  33  27  
Somewhat acceptable 37  53  32  42  32  36  21  41  31  25  34  37  36  34  28  38  37  46  32  42  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 27  23  26  25  27  37  34  25  31  32  32  33  21  30  37  27  27  24  30  24  
No at all acceptable 27  23  26  25  27  37  34  25  31  32  32  33  21  30  37  27  27  24  30  24  
 
DK/NA 6  11  7  2  7  5  3  6  6  5  4  4  3  6  8  5  5  2  5  6  
DK/NA 6  11  7  2  7  5  3  6  6  5  4  4  3  6  8  5  5  2  5  6  
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TABLE 34:  Q13M.  I am going to read you a list of some specific public safety services provided by the City of San José.  It is likely that some of these services 

will need to be reduced next year given the City's projected budget shortfall.  Please tell me whether you would find each of the following public safety 
budget cuts to be completely acceptable, somewhat acceptable, or not at all acceptable as a way of helping to balance the City's budget:  Deferring the 
opening of the South San Jose Police Substation under construction near the highway 101 and 85 interchange 

  
 
 LIKELY    
 VOTER PARTY BY AGE ETHNICITY BY AGE ETHNICITY BY GENDER 
 ----------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------------------- 
    DEM DEM REP REP DTS/O DTS/O WHITE WHITE LATNO LATNO ASIAN ASIAN WHITE WHITE LATNO LATNO ASIAN ASIAN  
 Total YES NO 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 436 359 77 103 92 36 57 56 36 96 124 56 28 50 30 104 126 44 45 40 41 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 67% 68% 64% 69% 62% 80% 59% 70% 72% 77% 64% 58% 59% 67% 67% 63% 75% 63% 58% 67% 68% 
Completely acceptable 30  30  31  33  29  30  28  19  51  24  33  37  39  16  33  30  27  38  38  29  18  
Somewhat acceptable 37  38  34  36  33  50  31  52  22  53  31  21  20  51  34  33  48  24  19  38  51  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 27  27  29  26  30  18  35  22  24  18  31  32  35  29  28  31  21  32  31  33  24  
No at all acceptable 27  27  29  26  30  18  35  22  24  18  31  32  35  29  28  31  21  32  31  33  24  
 
DK/NA 6  5  7  5  7  2  6  7  4  5  5  10  6  4  4  6  4  6  11  0  8  
DK/NA 6  5  7  5  7  2  6  7  4  5  5  10  6  4  4  6  4  6  11  0  8  
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TABLE 35:  Q13N.  I am going to read you a list of some specific public safety services provided by the City of San José.  It is likely that some of these services 

will need to be reduced next year given the City's projected budget shortfall.  Please tell me whether you would find each of the following public safety 
budget cuts to be completely acceptable, somewhat acceptable, or not at all acceptable as a way of helping to balance the City's budget:  Reducing the number 
of officers dedicated to investigating and preventing gang-related crimes 

  
 
  Q5/Q6 COMB 1/4 Q7 SALES TAX SUPPORT GIVEN  
 Q5 INITIAL 1/2 CENT SALES TAX VOTE CENT SALES TX VTE EMPLOYEE COMPENSATION CUTS PARTY BY GENDER 
 ----------------------------------------- ----------------- ----------------------------- ----------------------------------- 
  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  M-MRE SW-MR TOTAL TOTAL NO DF DEM DEM REP REP DTS/O DTS/O  
 Total YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD LIKLY LIKLY M-LKY L-LKY DK/NA MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 436 117 107 64 128 224 191 21 251 174 11 151 89 239 88 109 87 110 52 48 49 47 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 25% 27% 19% 24% 32% 23% 30% 7% 22% 30% 34% 26% 21% 24% 25% 28% 34% 24% 26% 16% 29% 26% 
Completely acceptable 4  9  2  1  4  5  3  0  5  3  0  6  1  4  6  2  4  3  0  1  11  7  
Somewhat acceptable 21  19  17  24  28  18  27  7  17  27  34  20  20  20  20  26  31  21  26  15  18  19  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 74  72  79  76  66  76  69  90  77  69  66  74  77  75  73  71  65  76  73  82  66  72  
No at all acceptable 74  72  79  76  66  76  69  90  77  69  66  74  77  75  73  71  65  76  73  82  66  72  
 
DK/NA 1  1  2  0  2  1  1  2  1  1  0  0  2  1  2  1  1  0  1  1  5  2  
DK/NA 1  1  2  0  2  1  1  2  1  1  0  0  2  1  2  1  1  0  1  1  5  2  
 
 Q18 1/2 CNT SALES Q20 FINAL 1/2 CNT   
 TX VOTE AFTER POS SALES TAX VOTE Q8A INITIAL PARKING TAX VOTE GENDER BY AGE 
 ----------------- ----------------- ------------------------------------------ ----------------------- 
  TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  MEN MEN WOMEN WOMEN  
 Total YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 436 245 186 6 238 191 7 73 99 81 171 172 251 12 108 90 111 107 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 25% 22% 29% 35% 22% 29% 38% 35% 21% 26% 23% 27% 24% 39% 32% 28% 23% 18% 
Completely acceptable 4  5  3  0  4  4  0  13  1  3  2  6  2  6  4  6  4  3  
Somewhat acceptable 21  17  26  35  18  25  38  21  20  23  21  20  21  34  28  22  20  15  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 74  77  69  56  77  70  54  65  79  72  76  73  75  52  68  69  77  81  
No at all acceptable 74  77  69  56  77  70  54  65  79  72  76  73  75  52  68  69  77  81  
 
DK/NA 1  1  1  9  1  1  7  0  1  2  1  0  1  8  0  3  0  2  
DK/NA 1  1  1  9  1  1  7  0  1  2  1  0  1  8  0  3  0  2  



FAIRBANK, MASLIN, MAULLIN, METZ & ASSOCIATES 
2010 CITY OF SAN JOSÉ COMMUNITY BUDGET SURVEY - 320-422 - (JANUARY 13-21, 2010) 

168 

 
TABLE 35:  Q13N.  I am going to read you a list of some specific public safety services provided by the City of San José.  It is likely that some of these services 

will need to be reduced next year given the City's projected budget shortfall.  Please tell me whether you would find each of the following public safety 
budget cuts to be completely acceptable, somewhat acceptable, or not at all acceptable as a way of helping to balance the City's budget:  Reducing the 
number of officers dedicated to investigating and preventing gang-related crimes 

  
 
  Q22 BUSINESS TAX   
 Q8B INITIAL BUSINESS TAX VOTE AFTER POSITIVES Q9 CARD ROOM PROPOSAL SAMPLE/PHONE TYPE 
 ----------------------------------------- ----------------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------------- 
  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  STR SMWT STR TOTAL TOTAL  VOTER RDD CELL RDD RDD  
 Total YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD SUPPT SUPPT OPPOS SUPPT OPPOS UNDCD LIST SAMP SAMP CELL LAND  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 436 98 96 84 127 195 212 30 204 219 13 168 88 112 256 150 31 224 185 27 48 164 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 25% 25% 21% 37% 23% 23% 28% 18% 24% 26% 39% 23% 34% 23% 27% 23% 26% 31% 19% 23% 19% 20% 
Completely acceptable 4  7  0  7  3  3  4  3  5  3  8  6  0  5  4  4  1  5  3  0  1  3  
Somewhat acceptable 21  18  21  30  20  19  24  15  19  23  31  17  34  17  23  19  24  25  16  23  17  17  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 74  75  79  60  75  77  69  82  76  72  61  76  66  75  73  76  70  69  78  77  81  77  
No at all acceptable 74  75  79  60  75  77  69  82  76  72  61  76  66  75  73  76  70  69  78  77  81  77  
 
DK/NA 1  0  0  3  2  0  2  0  0  2  0  1  0  2  1  1  4  0  2  0  0  3  
DK/NA 1  0  0  3  2  0  2  0  0  2  0  1  0  2  1  1  4  0  2  0  0  3  
 
  Q21 WASTE DISPSAL Q10 CITY BUDGET  
 Q8C INITIAL WASTE DISPOSAL TAX TX AFTR POS & NEG 12 MONTHS FROM PARTY (COMBINED) 
 ----------------------------------------- ----------------- ----------------------------- ----------------- 
  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  SMWT MUCH TOTAL TOTAL NO DF     
 Total YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD WORSE WORSE WORSE BETTR DK/NA DEM REP DTS/O  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 436 109 101 65 138 210 203 23 214 211 11 0 0 0 0 0 198 100 97 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 25% 25% 26% 25% 23% 26% 24% 36% 25% 25% 46% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 29% 21% 27% 
Completely acceptable 4  8  2  5  2  5  3  4  3  4  12  0  0  0  0  0  3  1  9  
Somewhat acceptable 21  17  24  21  21  21  21  32  22  20  35  0  0  0  0  0  25  21  18  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 74  75  74  74  76  74  75  53  74  74  54  0  0  0  0  0  71  77  69  
No at all acceptable 74  75  74  74  76  74  75  53  74  74  54  0  0  0  0  0  71  77  69  
 
DK/NA 1  0  0  1  2  0  1  10  1  2  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  1  3  
DK/NA 1  0  0  1  2  0  1  10  1  2  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  1  3  
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TABLE 35:  Q13N.  I am going to read you a list of some specific public safety services provided by the City of San José.  It is likely that some of these services 

will need to be reduced next year given the City's projected budget shortfall.  Please tell me whether you would find each of the following public safety 
budget cuts to be completely acceptable, somewhat acceptable, or not at all acceptable as a way of helping to balance the City's budget:  Reducing the 
number of officers dedicated to investigating and preventing gang-related crimes 

  
 
 Q11 FEELINGS ABOUT Q15 FIRST CHOICE Q16 RDC SRV  
 THE CITY BUDGET PRT/BDGT SHRTFLL /RAISG REV CITY COUNCIL DISTRICT 
 ----------------------------- ------------------ ----------- ----------------------------------------------------------- 
  SMWT VERY TOTAL TOTAL NTRL/ REDCE REDCE RAISE REDCE RAISE            
 Total NEG NEG NEG POS DK/NA COMP SRVCS RVNUE SRVCS RVNUE 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 436 113 91 204 107 125 187 89 105 212 157 31 46 29 33 20 50 27 46 56 50 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 25% 24% 30% 27% 25% 23% 27% 28% 22% 31% 19% 27% 19% 13% 41% 19% 43% 20% 35% 21% 12% 
Completely acceptable 4  0  5  2  6  5  5  2  4  5  3  9  6  1  0  14  8  6  1  2  2  
Somewhat acceptable 21  24  25  24  19  18  22  26  18  26  16  19  13  12  41  5  35  14  34  19  10  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 74  76  68  73  75  74  71  70  78  69  80  73  79  87  59  77  57  80  65  75  88  
No at all acceptable 74  76  68  73  75  74  71  70  78  69  80  73  79  87  59  77  57  80  65  75  88  
 
DK/NA 1  0  2  1  0  3  2  2  0  1  1  0  2  0  0  3  0  0  0  4  0  
DK/NA 1  0  2  1  0  3  2  2  0  1  1  0  2  0  0  3  0  0  0  4  0  
 
 VOTER SALES TAX TARGETS BUSINESS TAX TARGETS WASTE DISPOSAL TARGETS 
 ----------- ----------------------------------------- ----------------------------- ----------------------------- 
   NON- CONS CONS  POS NEG COST COMP CONS CONS  POS NEG CONS CONS  POS NEG  
 Total VOTER VOTER YES NO SWING MOVER MOVER P-MVR P-MVR YES NO SWING MOVER MOVER YES NO SWING MOVER MOVER  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 436 400 36 189 149 98 47 35 34 76 145 161 130 59 58 158 155 123 56 56 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 25% 26% 13% 25% 34% 13% 10% 13% 10% 20% 23% 29% 23% 25% 17% 27% 26% 23% 20% 21% 
Completely acceptable 4  4  3  5  4  1  0  4  0  1  4  3  4  7  1  3  4  5  2  7  
Somewhat acceptable 21  22  10  20  30  11  10  9  10  20  19  26  19  19  17  23  22  18  18  15  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 74  72  87  74  65  86  90  85  88  80  77  68  76  74  83  73  72  75  77  78  
No at all acceptable 74  72  87  74  65  86  90  85  88  80  77  68  76  74  83  73  72  75  77  78  
 
DK/NA 1  1  0  1  1  1  0  2  1  0  0  3  1  1  0  0  2  2  3  1  
DK/NA 1  1  0  1  1  1  0  2  1  0  0  3  1  1  0  0  2  2  3  1  
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TABLE 35:  Q13N.  I am going to read you a list of some specific public safety services provided by the City of San José.  It is likely that some of these services 

will need to be reduced next year given the City's projected budget shortfall.  Please tell me whether you would find each of the following public safety 
budget cuts to be completely acceptable, somewhat acceptable, or not at all acceptable as a way of helping to balance the City's budget:  Reducing the 
number of officers dedicated to investigating and preventing gang-related crimes 

  
 
  Q24 TYPE OF Q25 Q26 KIDS   
 Q23 YEARS IN SAN JOSE RESIDENCE RESIDENCE AT HOME Q27 EDUCATION Q28 ETHNICITY 
 ----------------------------- ----------- ----------- ----------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------- 
       DETCH MULTI     HS OR SOME COLL POST NON-   NON-    
 Total 0-10 11-20 21-30 31-40 41+ HOUSE UNIT OWN RENT YES NO LESS COLL GRAD GRAD COLL COLL+ WHITE WHITE LATNO ASIAN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 436 104 90 82 84 75 338 81 329 104 171 261 86 108 170 58 194 228 230 196 89 81 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 25% 27% 24% 22% 25% 29% 26% 22% 28% 17% 18% 30% 16% 23% 33% 25% 20% 31% 27% 22% 19% 24% 
Completely acceptable 4  4  3  4  3  6  5  0  4  4  2  5  3  5  4  5  4  4  4  4  5  2  
Somewhat acceptable 21  23  21  18  22  24  21  22  24  13  16  25  13  18  29  20  16  27  23  18  13  22  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 74  72  76  76  72  71  73  77  71  82  81  69  83  77  65  75  80  67  72  76  79  74  
No at all acceptable 74  72  76  76  72  71  73  77  71  82  81  69  83  77  65  75  80  67  72  76  79  74  
 
DK/NA 1  1  0  2  3  0  1  1  1  0  1  1  1  0  2  0  1  2  0  2  2  2  
DK/NA 1  1  0  2  3  0  1  1  1  0  1  1  1  0  2  0  1  2  0  2  2  2  
 
   Q31 REGSTRD Q33 VOTE  
 Q29 AGE Q30 INCOME TO VOTE PROPENSITY GENDER 
 ----------------------------------------------- ----------------------- ----------- ----------------- ----------- 
          $0- $30K- $60K- $100K    ALMST     
 Total 18-29 30-39 40-49 50-64 65-74 75+ 18-49 50+ $30K $60K $100K + YES NO ALWYS ALL MOST MEN WOMEN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 436 50 74 96 125 38 35 219 197 71 79 91 69 176 35 180 150 45 209 227 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 25% 29% 27% 27% 24% 25% 15% 27% 22% 14% 20% 30% 35% 21% 13% 30% 23% 19% 30% 21% 
Completely acceptable 4  1  9  2  4  7  4  4  4  6  6  1  6  2  3  3  4  3  5  3  
Somewhat acceptable 21  28  18  25  20  18  12  24  18  8  13  29  29  19  10  27  19  16  25  18  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 74  71  73  73  74  72  85  73  75  85  80  67  65  76  87  70  75  80  68  78  
No at all acceptable 74  71  73  73  74  72  85  73  75  85  80  67  65  76  87  70  75  80  68  78  
 
DK/NA 1  0  0  0  3  3  0  0  2  1  0  3  0  3  0  0  2  1  2  1  
DK/NA 1  0  0  0  3  3  0  0  2  1  0  3  0  3  0  0  2  1  2  1  
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TABLE 35:  Q13N.  I am going to read you a list of some specific public safety services provided by the City of San José.  It is likely that some of these services 

will need to be reduced next year given the City's projected budget shortfall.  Please tell me whether you would find each of the following public safety 
budget cuts to be completely acceptable, somewhat acceptable, or not at all acceptable as a way of helping to balance the City's budget:  Reducing the 
number of officers dedicated to investigating and preventing gang-related crimes 

  
 
 LIKELY    
 VOTER PARTY BY AGE ETHNICITY BY AGE ETHNICITY BY GENDER 
 ----------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------------------- 
    DEM DEM REP REP DTS/O DTS/O WHITE WHITE LATNO LATNO ASIAN ASIAN WHITE WHITE LATNO LATNO ASIAN ASIAN  
 Total YES NO 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 436 359 77 103 92 36 57 56 36 96 124 56 28 50 30 104 126 44 45 40 41 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 25% 27% 15% 26% 31% 38% 12% 26% 24% 34% 21% 24% 11% 23% 25% 33% 22% 15% 23% 33% 16% 
Completely acceptable 4  4  1  2  5  0  1  10  9  3  5  9  0  1  4  5  3  5  6  4  0  
Somewhat acceptable 21  23  14  24  27  38  10  17  15  32  16  15  11  23  20  29  19  10  17  28  16  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 74  72  82  74  68  62  87  74  66  66  78  76  83  77  70  66  77  81  77  66  81  
No at all acceptable 74  72  82  74  68  62  87  74  66  66  78  76  83  77  70  66  77  81  77  66  81  
 
DK/NA 1  1  3  0  1  0  1  0  9  0  1  0  7  0  6  0  0  4  0  2  2  
DK/NA 1  1  3  0  1  0  1  0  9  0  1  0  7  0  6  0  0  4  0  2  2  
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TABLE 36:  Q13O.  I am going to read you a list of some specific public safety services provided by the City of San José.  It is likely that some of these services 

will need to be reduced next year given the City's projected budget shortfall.  Please tell me whether you would find each of the following public safety 
budget cuts to be completely acceptable, somewhat acceptable, or not at all acceptable as a way of helping to balance the City's budget:  Reducing crossing 
guards to protect students walking to school 

  
 
  Q5/Q6 COMB 1/4 Q7 SALES TAX SUPPORT GIVEN  
 Q5 INITIAL 1/2 CENT SALES TAX VOTE CENT SALES TX VTE EMPLOYEE COMPENSATION CUTS PARTY BY GENDER 
 ----------------------------------------- ----------------- ----------------------------- ----------------------------------- 
  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  M-MRE SW-MR TOTAL TOTAL NO DF DEM DEM REP REP DTS/O DTS/O  
 Total YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD LIKLY LIKLY M-LKY L-LKY DK/NA MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 436 117 107 64 128 224 191 21 251 174 11 151 89 239 88 109 87 110 52 48 49 47 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 38% 47% 30% 40% 40% 39% 40% 13% 39% 39% 13% 42% 39% 41% 33% 37% 45% 29% 39% 42% 48% 34% 
Completely acceptable 12  18  11  8  12  15  10  0  16  7  0  16  9  14  12  8  19  7  13  9  14  11  
Somewhat acceptable 26  30  19  32  29  25  30  13  23  32  13  26  30  27  21  28  25  21  26  33  34  23  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 61  52  70  59  60  61  59  87  61  60  87  58  61  59  67  62  54  71  61  58  52  66  
No at all acceptable 61  52  70  59  60  61  59  87  61  60  87  58  61  59  67  62  54  71  61  58  52  66  
 
DK/NA 0  1  0  1  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  1  1  1  0  0  0  0  0  
DK/NA 0  1  0  1  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  1  1  1  0  0  0  0  0  
 
 Q18 1/2 CNT SALES Q20 FINAL 1/2 CNT   
 TX VOTE AFTER POS SALES TAX VOTE Q8A INITIAL PARKING TAX VOTE GENDER BY AGE 
 ----------------- ----------------- ------------------------------------------ ----------------------- 
  TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  MEN MEN WOMEN WOMEN  
 Total YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 436 245 186 6 238 191 7 73 99 81 171 172 251 12 108 90 111 107 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 38% 38% 40% 23% 37% 40% 62% 44% 37% 38% 36% 40% 37% 50% 48% 38% 35% 32% 
Completely acceptable 12  14  9  0  14  10  0  20  8  14  11  13  12  0  18  10  8  9  
Somewhat acceptable 26  23  30  23  22  30  62  24  29  24  25  27  25  50  29  27  27  23  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 61  62  59  77  63  59  38  55  63  62  64  60  63  50  52  62  65  67  
No at all acceptable 61  62  59  77  63  59  38  55  63  62  64  60  63  50  52  62  65  67  
 
DK/NA 0  0  1  0  0  1  0  1  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  1  0  1  
DK/NA 0  0  1  0  0  1  0  1  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  1  0  1  
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TABLE 36:  Q13O.  I am going to read you a list of some specific public safety services provided by the City of San José.  It is likely that some of these services 

will need to be reduced next year given the City's projected budget shortfall.  Please tell me whether you would find each of the following public safety 
budget cuts to be completely acceptable, somewhat acceptable, or not at all acceptable as a way of helping to balance the City's budget:  Reducing crossing 
guards to protect students walking to school 

  
 
  Q22 BUSINESS TAX   
 Q8B INITIAL BUSINESS TAX VOTE AFTER POSITIVES Q9 CARD ROOM PROPOSAL SAMPLE/PHONE TYPE 
 ----------------------------------------- ----------------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------------- 
  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  STR SMWT STR TOTAL TOTAL  VOTER RDD CELL RDD RDD  
 Total YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD SUPPT SUPPT OPPOS SUPPT OPPOS UNDCD LIST SAMP SAMP CELL LAND  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 436 98 96 84 127 195 212 30 204 219 13 168 88 112 256 150 31 224 185 27 48 164 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 38% 43% 38% 40% 36% 40% 38% 30% 38% 38% 47% 42% 33% 35% 39% 38% 37% 40% 38% 28% 29% 39% 
Completely acceptable 12  19  11  11  10  15  11  4  14  11  8  13  9  14  12  13  11  10  15  10  8  16  
Somewhat acceptable 26  24  27  29  26  26  27  25  24  27  39  29  24  21  27  25  26  30  23  18  21  23  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 61  56  62  60  63  59  62  70  61  62  53  58  67  65  61  62  61  60  61  72  71  60  
No at all acceptable 61  56  62  60  63  59  62  70  61  62  53  58  67  65  61  62  61  60  61  72  71  60  
 
DK/NA 0  1  0  0  1  0  0  0  1  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  2  0  1  0  0  1  
DK/NA 0  1  0  0  1  0  0  0  1  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  2  0  1  0  0  1  
 
  Q21 WASTE DISPSAL Q10 CITY BUDGET  
 Q8C INITIAL WASTE DISPOSAL TAX TX AFTR POS & NEG 12 MONTHS FROM PARTY (COMBINED) 
 ----------------------------------------- ----------------- ----------------------------- ----------------- 
  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  SMWT MUCH TOTAL TOTAL NO DF     
 Total YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD WORSE WORSE WORSE BETTR DK/NA DEM REP DTS/O  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 436 109 101 65 138 210 203 23 214 211 11 0 0 0 0 0 198 100 97 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 38% 39% 44% 36% 35% 42% 35% 36% 38% 38% 60% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 36% 41% 41% 
Completely acceptable 12  18  13  4  12  15  9  7  14  10  0  0  0  0  0  0  13  11  12  
Somewhat acceptable 26  21  32  32  24  26  26  29  23  28  60  0  0  0  0  0  23  30  29  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 61  60  56  64  64  58  64  64  62  62  40  0  0  0  0  0  64  59  59  
No at all acceptable 61  60  56  64  64  58  64  64  62  62  40  0  0  0  0  0  64  59  59  
 
DK/NA 0  1  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  
DK/NA 0  1  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  
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TABLE 36:  Q13O.  I am going to read you a list of some specific public safety services provided by the City of San José.  It is likely that some of these services 

will need to be reduced next year given the City's projected budget shortfall.  Please tell me whether you would find each of the following public safety 
budget cuts to be completely acceptable, somewhat acceptable, or not at all acceptable as a way of helping to balance the City's budget:  Reducing crossing 
guards to protect students walking to school 

  
 
 Q11 FEELINGS ABOUT Q15 FIRST CHOICE Q16 RDC SRV  
 THE CITY BUDGET PRT/BDGT SHRTFLL /RAISG REV CITY COUNCIL DISTRICT 
 ----------------------------- ------------------ ----------- ----------------------------------------------------------- 
  SMWT VERY TOTAL TOTAL NTRL/ REDCE REDCE RAISE REDCE RAISE            
 Total NEG NEG NEG POS DK/NA COMP SRVCS RVNUE SRVCS RVNUE 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 436 113 91 204 107 125 187 89 105 212 157 31 46 29 33 20 50 27 46 56 50 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 38% 37% 38% 37% 37% 41% 40% 45% 33% 44% 33% 48% 35% 39% 41% 31% 38% 27% 51% 36% 39% 
Completely acceptable 12  8  10  9  14  15  13  10  15  12  14  13  20  14  5  17  13  11  13  12  9  
Somewhat acceptable 26  29  28  28  23  26  27  35  18  32  19  35  15  25  36  14  25  17  38  25  30  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 61  63  62  63  62  59  59  55  67  55  67  52  65  61  59  66  60  73  49  64  61  
No at all acceptable 61  63  62  63  62  59  59  55  67  55  67  52  65  61  59  66  60  73  49  64  61  
 
DK/NA 0  0  0  0  1  1  1  0  0  1  0  0  0  0  0  3  1  0  0  0  0  
DK/NA 0  0  0  0  1  1  1  0  0  1  0  0  0  0  0  3  1  0  0  0  0  
 
 VOTER SALES TAX TARGETS BUSINESS TAX TARGETS WASTE DISPOSAL TARGETS 
 ----------- ----------------------------------------- ----------------------------- ----------------------------- 
   NON- CONS CONS  POS NEG COST COMP CONS CONS  POS NEG CONS CONS  POS NEG  
 Total VOTER VOTER YES NO SWING MOVER MOVER P-MVR P-MVR YES NO SWING MOVER MOVER YES NO SWING MOVER MOVER  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 436 400 36 189 149 98 47 35 34 76 145 161 130 59 58 158 155 123 56 56 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 38% 38% 39% 40% 40% 32% 29% 30% 31% 38% 42% 40% 33% 30% 34% 42% 37% 35% 25% 40% 
Completely acceptable 12  12  12  15  9  12  12  11  20  9  16  11  9  8  10  17  9  10  9  12  
Somewhat acceptable 26  26  27  26  31  21  17  19  11  28  26  29  25  22  24  26  28  26  17  28  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 61  62  59  60  60  67  71  68  69  62  58  60  66  69  66  57  63  65  75  60  
No at all acceptable 61  62  59  60  60  67  71  68  69  62  58  60  66  69  66  57  63  65  75  60  
 
DK/NA 0  0  2  0  0  1  0  2  0  0  1  0  1  1  0  0  0  0  0  0  
DK/NA 0  0  2  0  0  1  0  2  0  0  1  0  1  1  0  0  0  0  0  0  
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TABLE 36:  Q13O.  I am going to read you a list of some specific public safety services provided by the City of San José.  It is likely that some of these services 

will need to be reduced next year given the City's projected budget shortfall.  Please tell me whether you would find each of the following public safety 
budget cuts to be completely acceptable, somewhat acceptable, or not at all acceptable as a way of helping to balance the City's budget:  Reducing crossing 
guards to protect students walking to school 

  
 
  Q24 TYPE OF Q25 Q26 KIDS   
 Q23 YEARS IN SAN JOSE RESIDENCE RESIDENCE AT HOME Q27 EDUCATION Q28 ETHNICITY 
 ----------------------------- ----------- ----------- ----------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------- 
       DETCH MULTI     HS OR SOME COLL POST NON-   NON-    
 Total 0-10 11-20 21-30 31-40 41+ HOUSE UNIT OWN RENT YES NO LESS COLL GRAD GRAD COLL COLL+ WHITE WHITE LATNO ASIAN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 436 104 90 82 84 75 338 81 329 104 171 261 86 108 170 58 194 228 230 196 89 81 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 38% 37% 47% 32% 41% 33% 39% 38% 37% 42% 40% 37% 35% 34% 40% 52% 35% 43% 39% 36% 37% 36% 
Completely acceptable 12  13  18  7  11  10  12  13  9  23  11  13  19  10  9  17  14  11  10  14  19  6  
Somewhat acceptable 26  24  30  26  30  22  26  25  28  19  29  24  17  24  31  35  21  32  28  22  18  30  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 61  63  53  67  58  67  61  62  63  58  60  62  64  66  59  48  65  56  61  63  63  63  
No at all acceptable 61  63  53  67  58  67  61  62  63  58  60  62  64  66  59  48  65  56  61  63  63  63  
 
DK/NA 0  0  0  1  1  0  0  0  0  0  0  1  1  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  1  
DK/NA 0  0  0  1  1  0  0  0  0  0  0  1  1  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  1  
 
   Q31 REGSTRD Q33 VOTE  
 Q29 AGE Q30 INCOME TO VOTE PROPENSITY GENDER 
 ----------------------------------------------- ----------------------- ----------- ----------------- ----------- 
          $0- $30K- $60K- $100K    ALMST     
 Total 18-29 30-39 40-49 50-64 65-74 75+ 18-49 50+ $30K $60K $100K + YES NO ALWYS ALL MOST MEN WOMEN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 436 50 74 96 125 38 35 219 197 71 79 91 69 176 35 180 150 45 209 227 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 38% 40% 41% 42% 39% 25% 28% 41% 35% 41% 32% 33% 47% 37% 37% 39% 38% 45% 44% 33% 
Completely acceptable 12  19  14  10  11  9  5  13  10  18  12  5  22  15  12  10  15  16  16  8  
Somewhat acceptable 26  21  27  32  28  16  23  28  25  22  20  28  26  22  25  30  23  29  29  24  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 61  60  59  58  60  73  72  59  65  59  68  66  53  63  61  61  62  55  55  67  
No at all acceptable 61  60  59  58  60  73  72  59  65  59  68  66  53  63  61  61  62  55  55  67  
 
DK/NA 0  0  0  0  1  2  0  0  1  0  0  2  0  0  2  0  0  0  0  0  
DK/NA 0  0  0  0  1  2  0  0  1  0  0  2  0  0  2  0  0  0  0  0  
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TABLE 36:  Q13O.  I am going to read you a list of some specific public safety services provided by the City of San José.  It is likely that some of these services 

will need to be reduced next year given the City's projected budget shortfall.  Please tell me whether you would find each of the following public safety 
budget cuts to be completely acceptable, somewhat acceptable, or not at all acceptable as a way of helping to balance the City's budget:  Reducing crossing 
guards to protect students walking to school 

  
 
 LIKELY    
 VOTER PARTY BY AGE ETHNICITY BY AGE ETHNICITY BY GENDER 
 ----------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------------------- 
    DEM DEM REP REP DTS/O DTS/O WHITE WHITE LATNO LATNO ASIAN ASIAN WHITE WHITE LATNO LATNO ASIAN ASIAN  
 Total YES NO 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 436 359 77 103 92 36 57 56 36 96 124 56 28 50 30 104 126 44 45 40 41 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 38% 38% 41% 39% 32% 45% 38% 43% 37% 44% 37% 40% 24% 34% 39% 43% 36% 47% 28% 46% 26% 
Completely acceptable 12  12  12  14  10  3  13  18  5  10  11  19  10  9  2  13  8  35  5  7  5  
Somewhat acceptable 26  26  29  25  22  42  24  25  32  34  26  21  14  26  37  30  27  12  24  39  21  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 61  62  57  61  68  55  62  57  63  56  63  60  76  66  58  57  64  53  72  52  74  
No at all acceptable 61  62  57  61  68  55  62  57  63  56  63  60  76  66  58  57  64  53  72  52  74  
 
DK/NA 0  0  2  0  1  0  0  0  0  0  1  0  0  0  2  0  1  0  0  2  0  
DK/NA 0  0  2  0  1  0  0  0  0  0  1  0  0  0  2  0  1  0  0  2  0  
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TABLE 37:  Q13P.  I am going to read you a list of some specific public safety services provided by the City of San José.  It is likely that some of these services 

will need to be reduced next year given the City's projected budget shortfall.  Please tell me whether you would find each of the following public safety 
budget cuts to be completely acceptable, somewhat acceptable, or not at all acceptable as a way of helping to balance the City's budget:  Reducing 
investigation of property-related crimes like theft and burglary 

  
 
  Q5/Q6 COMB 1/4 Q7 SALES TAX SUPPORT GIVEN  
 Q5 INITIAL 1/2 CENT SALES TAX VOTE CENT SALES TX VTE EMPLOYEE COMPENSATION CUTS PARTY BY GENDER 
 ----------------------------------------- ----------------- ----------------------------- ----------------------------------- 
  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  M-MRE SW-MR TOTAL TOTAL NO DF DEM DEM REP REP DTS/O DTS/O  
 Total YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD LIKLY LIKLY M-LKY L-LKY DK/NA MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 436 117 107 64 128 224 191 21 251 174 11 151 89 239 88 109 87 110 52 48 49 47 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 37% 40% 39% 42% 29% 40% 33% 42% 41% 33% 11% 42% 25% 36% 40% 38% 43% 35% 39% 42% 21% 46% 
Completely acceptable 5  11  2  4  5  6  5  0  6  4  0  6  2  5  10  3  10  4  5  3  2  8  
Somewhat acceptable 32  30  37  38  25  33  29  42  35  29  11  36  22  31  30  35  33  32  34  40  20  38  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 63  60  61  58  69  60  65  58  58  67  89  57  75  64  60  62  57  65  61  58  79  50  
No at all acceptable 63  60  61  58  69  60  65  58  58  67  89  57  75  64  60  62  57  65  61  58  79  50  
 
DK/NA 0  0  0  0  2  0  1  0  1  0  0  1  0  1  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  4  
DK/NA 0  0  0  0  2  0  1  0  1  0  0  1  0  1  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  4  
 
 Q18 1/2 CNT SALES Q20 FINAL 1/2 CNT   
 TX VOTE AFTER POS SALES TAX VOTE Q8A INITIAL PARKING TAX VOTE GENDER BY AGE 
 ----------------- ----------------- ------------------------------------------ ----------------------- 
  TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  MEN MEN WOMEN WOMEN  
 Total YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 436 245 186 6 238 191 7 73 99 81 171 172 251 12 108 90 111 107 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 37% 38% 36% 22% 40% 35% 0% 40% 30% 40% 38% 34% 38% 47% 46% 27% 42% 31% 
Completely acceptable 5  5  5  0  5  5  0  9  3  6  5  6  5  0  8  6  6  2  
Somewhat acceptable 32  33  31  22  34  30  0  31  27  34  33  29  33  47  38  21  36  29  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 63  61  64  78  59  65  100  60  70  58  62  66  61  53  54  73  56  69  
No at all acceptable 63  61  64  78  59  65  100  60  70  58  62  66  61  53  54  73  56  69  
 
DK/NA 0  1  0  0  1  0  0  0  0  3  0  0  1  0  0  0  2  0  
DK/NA 0  1  0  0  1  0  0  0  0  3  0  0  1  0  0  0  2  0  
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TABLE 37:  Q13P.  I am going to read you a list of some specific public safety services provided by the City of San José.  It is likely that some of these services 

will need to be reduced next year given the City's projected budget shortfall.  Please tell me whether you would find each of the following public safety 
budget cuts to be completely acceptable, somewhat acceptable, or not at all acceptable as a way of helping to balance the City's budget:  Reducing 
investigation of property-related crimes like theft and burglary 

  
 
  Q22 BUSINESS TAX   
 Q8B INITIAL BUSINESS TAX VOTE AFTER POSITIVES Q9 CARD ROOM PROPOSAL SAMPLE/PHONE TYPE 
 ----------------------------------------- ----------------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------------- 
  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  STR SMWT STR TOTAL TOTAL  VOTER RDD CELL RDD RDD  
 Total YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD SUPPT SUPPT OPPOS SUPPT OPPOS UNDCD LIST SAMP SAMP CELL LAND  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 436 98 96 84 127 195 212 30 204 219 13 168 88 112 256 150 31 224 185 27 48 164 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 37% 36% 34% 34% 37% 35% 36% 59% 40% 35% 33% 42% 32% 34% 38% 35% 33% 42% 33% 27% 36% 31% 
Completely acceptable 5  5  1  8  6  3  7  5  6  4  0  6  1  10  4  7  4  5  5  4  11  4  
Somewhat acceptable 32  31  32  26  31  32  29  55  33  30  33  36  31  25  34  28  29  36  28  23  25  27  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 63  64  64  66  63  64  64  41  59  65  67  58  68  64  62  63  67  58  66  73  64  68  
No at all acceptable 63  64  64  66  63  64  64  41  59  65  67  58  68  64  62  63  67  58  66  73  64  68  
 
DK/NA 0  0  2  0  0  1  0  0  1  0  0  0  0  2  0  1  0  0  1  0  0  1  
DK/NA 0  0  2  0  0  1  0  0  1  0  0  0  0  2  0  1  0  0  1  0  0  1  
 
  Q21 WASTE DISPSAL Q10 CITY BUDGET  
 Q8C INITIAL WASTE DISPOSAL TAX TX AFTR POS & NEG 12 MONTHS FROM PARTY (COMBINED) 
 ----------------------------------------- ----------------- ----------------------------- ----------------- 
  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  SMWT MUCH TOTAL TOTAL NO DF     
 Total YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD WORSE WORSE WORSE BETTR DK/NA DEM REP DTS/O  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 436 109 101 65 138 210 203 23 214 211 11 0 0 0 0 0 198 100 97 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 37% 52% 36% 30% 29% 44% 29% 40% 42% 34% 12% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 39% 40% 33% 
Completely acceptable 5  8  6  4  4  7  4  0  6  5  0  0  0  0  0  0  7  4  5  
Somewhat acceptable 32  44  31  26  24  38  25  40  35  29  12  0  0  0  0  0  32  37  29  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 63  48  62  70  71  55  71  60  58  65  88  0  0  0  0  0  61  60  65  
No at all acceptable 63  48  62  70  71  55  71  60  58  65  88  0  0  0  0  0  61  60  65  
 
DK/NA 0  0  2  0  0  1  0  0  0  1  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  2  
DK/NA 0  0  2  0  0  1  0  0  0  1  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  2  
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TABLE 37:  Q13P.  I am going to read you a list of some specific public safety services provided by the City of San José.  It is likely that some of these services 

will need to be reduced next year given the City's projected budget shortfall.  Please tell me whether you would find each of the following public safety 
budget cuts to be completely acceptable, somewhat acceptable, or not at all acceptable as a way of helping to balance the City's budget:  Reducing 
investigation of property-related crimes like theft and burglary 

  
 
 Q11 FEELINGS ABOUT Q15 FIRST CHOICE Q16 RDC SRV  
 THE CITY BUDGET PRT/BDGT SHRTFLL /RAISG REV CITY COUNCIL DISTRICT 
 ----------------------------- ------------------ ----------- ----------------------------------------------------------- 
  SMWT VERY TOTAL TOTAL NTRL/ REDCE REDCE RAISE REDCE RAISE            
 Total NEG NEG NEG POS DK/NA COMP SRVCS RVNUE SRVCS RVNUE 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 436 113 91 204 107 125 187 89 105 212 157 31 46 29 33 20 50 27 46 56 50 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 37% 38% 22% 31% 50% 37% 37% 36% 42% 39% 38% 40% 38% 43% 40% 26% 40% 28% 33% 36% 44% 
Completely acceptable 5  6  1  4  7  6  5  5  6  6  7  1  9  0  4  9  7  6  0  6  6  
Somewhat acceptable 32  31  21  27  43  30  32  31  35  33  31  39  29  43  37  18  33  22  33  30  38  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 63  62  78  69  50  62  62  64  58  61  62  53  62  57  60  74  60  72  67  64  56  
No at all acceptable 63  62  78  69  50  62  62  64  58  61  62  53  62  57  60  74  60  72  67  64  56  
 
DK/NA 0  0  0  0  0  2  1  0  0  0  0  7  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  
DK/NA 0  0  0  0  0  2  1  0  0  0  0  7  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  
 
 VOTER SALES TAX TARGETS BUSINESS TAX TARGETS WASTE DISPOSAL TARGETS 
 ----------- ----------------------------------------- ----------------------------- ----------------------------- 
   NON- CONS CONS  POS NEG COST COMP CONS CONS  POS NEG CONS CONS  POS NEG  
 Total VOTER VOTER YES NO SWING MOVER MOVER P-MVR P-MVR YES NO SWING MOVER MOVER YES NO SWING MOVER MOVER  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 436 400 36 189 149 98 47 35 34 76 145 161 130 59 58 158 155 123 56 56 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 37% 38% 31% 39% 34% 38% 40% 39% 48% 30% 37% 34% 41% 45% 37% 47% 30% 33% 26% 43% 
Completely acceptable 5  5  5  7  6  1  0  4  4  3  3  5  9  15  4  8  5  2  1  3  
Somewhat acceptable 32  32  26  32  28  37  40  35  43  27  34  29  32  31  33  39  25  31  25  40  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 63  62  69  61  66  59  55  61  46  67  61  66  59  55  63  53  70  66  74  53  
No at all acceptable 63  62  69  61  66  59  55  61  46  67  61  66  59  55  63  53  70  66  74  53  
 
DK/NA 0  1  0  0  0  2  4  0  6  3  1  0  0  0  0  0  0  2  0  4  
DK/NA 0  1  0  0  0  2  4  0  6  3  1  0  0  0  0  0  0  2  0  4  
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TABLE 37:  Q13P.  I am going to read you a list of some specific public safety services provided by the City of San José.  It is likely that some of these services 

will need to be reduced next year given the City's projected budget shortfall.  Please tell me whether you would find each of the following public safety 
budget cuts to be completely acceptable, somewhat acceptable, or not at all acceptable as a way of helping to balance the City's budget:  Reducing 
investigation of property-related crimes like theft and burglary 

  
 
  Q24 TYPE OF Q25 Q26 KIDS   
 Q23 YEARS IN SAN JOSE RESIDENCE RESIDENCE AT HOME Q27 EDUCATION Q28 ETHNICITY 
 ----------------------------- ----------- ----------- ----------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------- 
       DETCH MULTI     HS OR SOME COLL POST NON-   NON-    
 Total 0-10 11-20 21-30 31-40 41+ HOUSE UNIT OWN RENT YES NO LESS COLL GRAD GRAD COLL COLL+ WHITE WHITE LATNO ASIAN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 436 104 90 82 84 75 338 81 329 104 171 261 86 108 170 58 194 228 230 196 89 81 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 37% 46% 39% 32% 36% 31% 37% 35% 38% 36% 44% 33% 30% 32% 39% 43% 31% 40% 40% 34% 31% 40% 
Completely acceptable 5  5  6  5  6  4  6  3  5  7  5  5  6  6  4  6  6  4  6  5  4  7  
Somewhat acceptable 32  40  33  27  30  27  31  33  33  29  39  28  24  26  35  37  25  35  34  29  27  33  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 63  54  61  68  64  66  62  65  62  64  56  66  70  66  61  57  67  60  60  65  69  57  
No at all acceptable 63  54  61  68  64  66  62  65  62  64  56  66  70  66  61  57  67  60  60  65  69  57  
 
DK/NA 0  0  0  0  0  3  1  0  1  0  0  1  0  2  0  0  1  0  0  1  0  3  
DK/NA 0  0  0  0  0  3  1  0  1  0  0  1  0  2  0  0  1  0  0  1  0  3  
 
   Q31 REGSTRD Q33 VOTE  
 Q29 AGE Q30 INCOME TO VOTE PROPENSITY GENDER 
 ----------------------------------------------- ----------------------- ----------- ----------------- ----------- 
          $0- $30K- $60K- $100K    ALMST     
 Total 18-29 30-39 40-49 50-64 65-74 75+ 18-49 50+ $30K $60K $100K + YES NO ALWYS ALL MOST MEN WOMEN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 436 50 74 96 125 38 35 219 197 71 79 91 69 176 35 180 150 45 209 227 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 37% 62% 36% 40% 31% 23% 31% 44% 29% 28% 37% 37% 42% 32% 32% 40% 30% 44% 37% 37% 
Completely acceptable 5  9  6  6  3  6  5  7  4  7  4  8  2  5  5  6  5  1  7  4  
Somewhat acceptable 32  53  30  34  28  17  25  37  25  21  34  28  39  27  27  34  26  43  31  33  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 63  33  64  60  69  77  69  55  71  72  63  63  58  66  68  60  68  56  63  62  
No at all acceptable 63  33  64  60  69  77  69  55  71  72  63  63  58  66  68  60  68  56  63  62  
 
DK/NA 0  4  0  0  0  0  0  1  0  0  0  0  0  1  0  0  1  0  0  1  
DK/NA 0  4  0  0  0  0  0  1  0  0  0  0  0  1  0  0  1  0  0  1  
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TABLE 37:  Q13P.  I am going to read you a list of some specific public safety services provided by the City of San José.  It is likely that some of these services 

will need to be reduced next year given the City's projected budget shortfall.  Please tell me whether you would find each of the following public safety 
budget cuts to be completely acceptable, somewhat acceptable, or not at all acceptable as a way of helping to balance the City's budget:  Reducing 
investigation of property-related crimes like theft and burglary 

  
 
 LIKELY    
 VOTER PARTY BY AGE ETHNICITY BY AGE ETHNICITY BY GENDER 
 ----------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------------------- 
    DEM DEM REP REP DTS/O DTS/O WHITE WHITE LATNO LATNO ASIAN ASIAN WHITE WHITE LATNO LATNO ASIAN ASIAN  
 Total YES NO 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 436 359 77 103 92 36 57 56 36 96 124 56 28 50 30 104 126 44 45 40 41 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 37% 36% 40% 43% 33% 54% 31% 41% 24% 52% 31% 37% 10% 43% 36% 37% 43% 40% 22% 42% 39% 
Completely acceptable 5  5  5  8  5  7  2  5  4  8  4  6  0  6  9  6  5  5  3  14  0  
Somewhat acceptable 32  31  35  35  27  48  28  36  20  44  27  31  10  37  27  31  37  36  19  28  39  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 63  63  60  57  67  46  69  55  76  48  69  63  90  53  64  63  57  60  78  58  56  
No at all acceptable 63  63  60  57  67  46  69  55  76  48  69  63  90  53  64  63  57  60  78  58  56  
 
DK/NA 0  1  0  0  0  0  0  4  0  0  0  0  0  4  0  0  0  0  0  0  5  
DK/NA 0  1  0  0  0  0  0  4  0  0  0  0  0  4  0  0  0  0  0  0  5  
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TABLE 38:  Q13Q.  I am going to read you a list of some specific public safety services provided by the City of San José.  It is likely that some of these services 

will need to be reduced next year given the City's projected budget shortfall.  Please tell me whether you would find each of the following public safety 
budget cuts to be completely acceptable, somewhat acceptable, or not at all acceptable as a way of helping to balance the City's budget:  Reducing the police 
helicopter to support criminal pursuits and other police activities 

  
 
  Q5/Q6 COMB 1/4 Q7 SALES TAX SUPPORT GIVEN  
 Q5 INITIAL 1/2 CENT SALES TAX VOTE CENT SALES TX VTE EMPLOYEE COMPENSATION CUTS PARTY BY GENDER 
 ----------------------------------------- ----------------- ----------------------------- ----------------------------------- 
  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  M-MRE SW-MR TOTAL TOTAL NO DF DEM DEM REP REP DTS/O DTS/O  
 Total YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD LIKLY LIKLY M-LKY L-LKY DK/NA MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 436 117 107 64 128 224 191 21 251 174 11 151 89 239 88 109 87 110 52 48 49 47 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 43% 41% 40% 48% 50% 40% 49% 14% 41% 47% 30% 43% 45% 43% 48% 37% 42% 42% 48% 49% 50% 44% 
Completely acceptable 13  14  5  19  17  10  17  0  12  12  26  15  8  12  16  11  17  5  13  22  16  20  
Somewhat acceptable 30  26  35  29  33  31  32  14  28  35  5  28  37  31  32  27  25  36  35  28  34  24  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 55  58  57  48  49  58  49  86  57  51  70  56  53  55  48  62  57  56  50  47  48  53  
No at all acceptable 55  58  57  48  49  58  49  86  57  51  70  56  53  55  48  62  57  56  50  47  48  53  
 
DK/NA 2  2  3  4  1  2  2  0  2  2  0  1  2  2  4  1  1  2  2  4  2  3  
DK/NA 2  2  3  4  1  2  2  0  2  2  0  1  2  2  4  1  1  2  2  4  2  3  
 
 Q18 1/2 CNT SALES Q20 FINAL 1/2 CNT   
 TX VOTE AFTER POS SALES TAX VOTE Q8A INITIAL PARKING TAX VOTE GENDER BY AGE 
 ----------------- ----------------- ------------------------------------------ ----------------------- 
  TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  MEN MEN WOMEN WOMEN  
 Total YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 436 245 186 6 238 191 7 73 99 81 171 172 251 12 108 90 111 107 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 43% 44% 43% 9% 43% 43% 34% 36% 42% 49% 44% 39% 45% 42% 48% 43% 45% 36% 
Completely acceptable 13  13  12  0  13  13  0  16  5  15  15  10  15  0  15  13  13  10  
Somewhat acceptable 30  30  31  9  30  31  34  19  37  33  29  29  30  42  33  30  32  26  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 55  55  55  91  55  55  66  64  57  49  53  60  52  58  52  54  55  59  
No at all acceptable 55  55  55  91  55  55  66  64  57  49  53  60  52  58  52  54  55  59  
 
DK/NA 2  2  2  0  2  2  0  0  1  3  3  1  3  0  0  3  0  5  
DK/NA 2  2  2  0  2  2  0  0  1  3  3  1  3  0  0  3  0  5  
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TABLE 38:  Q13Q.  I am going to read you a list of some specific public safety services provided by the City of San José.  It is likely that some of these services 

will need to be reduced next year given the City's projected budget shortfall.  Please tell me whether you would find each of the following public safety 
budget cuts to be completely acceptable, somewhat acceptable, or not at all acceptable as a way of helping to balance the City's budget:  Reducing the 
police helicopter to support criminal pursuits and other police activities 

  
 
  Q22 BUSINESS TAX   
 Q8B INITIAL BUSINESS TAX VOTE AFTER POSITIVES Q9 CARD ROOM PROPOSAL SAMPLE/PHONE TYPE 
 ----------------------------------------- ----------------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------------- 
  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  STR SMWT STR TOTAL TOTAL  VOTER RDD CELL RDD RDD  
 Total YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD SUPPT SUPPT OPPOS SUPPT OPPOS UNDCD LIST SAMP SAMP CELL LAND  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 436 98 96 84 127 195 212 30 204 219 13 168 88 112 256 150 31 224 185 27 48 164 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 43% 43% 46% 46% 40% 44% 42% 38% 44% 42% 42% 40% 43% 44% 41% 43% 57% 40% 50% 18% 24% 53% 
Completely acceptable 13  17  9  13  13  13  13  8  13  13  0  11  10  17  11  17  10  11  16  3  11  15  
Somewhat acceptable 30  27  37  32  27  32  29  30  31  29  42  29  34  27  31  26  47  29  34  16  13  37  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 55  55  54  50  58  55  55  62  55  55  58  59  54  53  57  54  43  57  49  82  76  46  
No at all acceptable 55  55  54  50  58  55  55  62  55  55  58  59  54  53  57  54  43  57  49  82  76  46  
 
DK/NA 2  2  0  4  2  1  3  0  1  2  0  1  3  3  1  3  0  3  1  0  0  1  
DK/NA 2  2  0  4  2  1  3  0  1  2  0  1  3  3  1  3  0  3  1  0  0  1  
 
  Q21 WASTE DISPSAL Q10 CITY BUDGET  
 Q8C INITIAL WASTE DISPOSAL TAX TX AFTR POS & NEG 12 MONTHS FROM PARTY (COMBINED) 
 ----------------------------------------- ----------------- ----------------------------- ----------------- 
  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  SMWT MUCH TOTAL TOTAL NO DF     
 Total YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD WORSE WORSE WORSE BETTR DK/NA DEM REP DTS/O  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 436 109 101 65 138 210 203 23 214 211 11 0 0 0 0 0 198 100 97 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 43% 46% 44% 40% 41% 45% 41% 40% 45% 41% 34% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 42% 48% 47% 
Completely acceptable 13  18  12  8  13  15  11  4  14  12  0  0  0  0  0  0  11  17  18  
Somewhat acceptable 30  28  33  32  29  30  30  36  31  29  34  0  0  0  0  0  31  31  29  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 55  54  54  56  57  54  57  50  54  57  54  0  0  0  0  0  57  48  50  
No at all acceptable 55  54  54  56  57  54  57  50  54  57  54  0  0  0  0  0  57  48  50  
 
DK/NA 2  0  1  3  2  1  2  11  1  2  12  0  0  0  0  0  2  3  2  
DK/NA 2  0  1  3  2  1  2  11  1  2  12  0  0  0  0  0  2  3  2  
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TABLE 38:  Q13Q.  I am going to read you a list of some specific public safety services provided by the City of San José.  It is likely that some of these services 

will need to be reduced next year given the City's projected budget shortfall.  Please tell me whether you would find each of the following public safety 
budget cuts to be completely acceptable, somewhat acceptable, or not at all acceptable as a way of helping to balance the City's budget:  Reducing the 
police helicopter to support criminal pursuits and other police activities 

  
 
 Q11 FEELINGS ABOUT Q15 FIRST CHOICE Q16 RDC SRV  
 THE CITY BUDGET PRT/BDGT SHRTFLL /RAISG REV CITY COUNCIL DISTRICT 
 ----------------------------- ------------------ ----------- ----------------------------------------------------------- 
  SMWT VERY TOTAL TOTAL NTRL/ REDCE REDCE RAISE REDCE RAISE            
 Total NEG NEG NEG POS DK/NA COMP SRVCS RVNUE SRVCS RVNUE 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 436 113 91 204 107 125 187 89 105 212 157 31 46 29 33 20 50 27 46 56 50 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 43% 40% 40% 40% 44% 47% 41% 52% 45% 49% 36% 48% 43% 40% 53% 39% 53% 34% 47% 42% 37% 
Completely acceptable 13  8  15  11  16  12  12  12  14  16  9  22  18  3  15  13  16  20  6  10  7  
Somewhat acceptable 30  32  25  29  27  35  29  41  31  33  27  27  25  38  38  26  37  13  41  32  30  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 55  58  59  58  56  50  57  47  53  49  60  46  53  60  43  61  47  66  53  58  57  
No at all acceptable 55  58  59  58  56  50  57  47  53  49  60  46  53  60  43  61  47  66  53  58  57  
 
DK/NA 2  2  1  2  1  3  2  1  3  2  3  6  5  0  4  0  0  0  0  0  6  
DK/NA 2  2  1  2  1  3  2  1  3  2  3  6  5  0  4  0  0  0  0  0  6  
 
 VOTER SALES TAX TARGETS BUSINESS TAX TARGETS WASTE DISPOSAL TARGETS 
 ----------- ----------------------------------------- ----------------------------- ----------------------------- 
   NON- CONS CONS  POS NEG COST COMP CONS CONS  POS NEG CONS CONS  POS NEG  
 Total VOTER VOTER YES NO SWING MOVER MOVER P-MVR P-MVR YES NO SWING MOVER MOVER YES NO SWING MOVER MOVER  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 436 400 36 189 149 98 47 35 34 76 145 161 130 59 58 158 155 123 56 56 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 43% 44% 29% 43% 47% 36% 49% 26% 43% 47% 43% 43% 43% 45% 41% 48% 43% 36% 36% 37% 
Completely acceptable 13  14  0  11  14  14  24  4  28  17  13  14  11  13  11  15  12  10  9  13  
Somewhat acceptable 30  30  29  32  33  22  25  23  15  30  30  29  32  32  30  33  31  26  27  24  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 55  54  71  55  50  63  51  70  53  52  55  54  56  53  59  51  55  61  61  63  
No at all acceptable 55  54  71  55  50  63  51  70  53  52  55  54  56  53  59  51  55  61  61  63  
 
DK/NA 2  2  0  2  2  1  0  3  3  2  1  3  1  2  0  1  3  3  3  0  
DK/NA 2  2  0  2  2  1  0  3  3  2  1  3  1  2  0  1  3  3  3  0  
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TABLE 38:  Q13Q.  I am going to read you a list of some specific public safety services provided by the City of San José.  It is likely that some of these services 

will need to be reduced next year given the City's projected budget shortfall.  Please tell me whether you would find each of the following public safety 
budget cuts to be completely acceptable, somewhat acceptable, or not at all acceptable as a way of helping to balance the City's budget:  Reducing the 
police helicopter to support criminal pursuits and other police activities 

  
 
  Q24 TYPE OF Q25 Q26 KIDS   
 Q23 YEARS IN SAN JOSE RESIDENCE RESIDENCE AT HOME Q27 EDUCATION Q28 ETHNICITY 
 ----------------------------- ----------- ----------- ----------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------- 
       DETCH MULTI     HS OR SOME COLL POST NON-   NON-    
 Total 0-10 11-20 21-30 31-40 41+ HOUSE UNIT OWN RENT YES NO LESS COLL GRAD GRAD COLL COLL+ WHITE WHITE LATNO ASIAN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 436 104 90 82 84 75 338 81 329 104 171 261 86 108 170 58 194 228 230 196 89 81 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 43% 45% 44% 42% 46% 38% 42% 45% 44% 40% 41% 44% 31% 42% 50% 47% 37% 50% 44% 40% 41% 39% 
Completely acceptable 13  10  16  12  12  13  12  15  13  11  7  16  8  10  16  18  9  16  11  14  13  15  
Somewhat acceptable 30  34  28  31  34  24  30  30  31  29  34  28  23  33  35  29  28  33  33  26  28  25  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 55  55  55  57  48  60  55  55  53  60  59  52  69  56  47  50  62  48  53  59  59  59  
No at all acceptable 55  55  55  57  48  60  55  55  53  60  59  52  69  56  47  50  62  48  53  59  59  59  
 
DK/NA 2  0  1  1  6  2  2  0  3  0  0  3  0  2  3  3  1  3  3  1  0  2  
DK/NA 2  0  1  1  6  2  2  0  3  0  0  3  0  2  3  3  1  3  3  1  0  2  
 
   Q31 REGSTRD Q33 VOTE  
 Q29 AGE Q30 INCOME TO VOTE PROPENSITY GENDER 
 ----------------------------------------------- ----------------------- ----------- ----------------- ----------- 
          $0- $30K- $60K- $100K    ALMST     
 Total 18-29 30-39 40-49 50-64 65-74 75+ 18-49 50+ $30K $60K $100K + YES NO ALWYS ALL MOST MEN WOMEN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 436 50 74 96 125 38 35 219 197 71 79 91 69 176 35 180 150 45 209 227 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 43% 55% 45% 43% 42% 35% 32% 46% 39% 26% 38% 43% 60% 50% 30% 37% 51% 50% 46% 40% 
Completely acceptable 13  17  13  12  12  13  6  14  12  9  5  12  23  17  0  12  14  20  14  11  
Somewhat acceptable 30  37  32  31  30  22  25  33  28  17  33  31  37  33  30  25  37  31  32  29  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 55  45  55  57  55  60  60  54  57  73  61  55  39  49  70  60  47  50  53  57  
No at all acceptable 55  45  55  57  55  60  60  54  57  73  61  55  39  49  70  60  47  50  53  57  
 
DK/NA 2  0  0  0  3  5  8  0  4  1  1  2  2  1  0  3  2  0  1  2  
DK/NA 2  0  0  0  3  5  8  0  4  1  1  2  2  1  0  3  2  0  1  2  
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TABLE 38:  Q13Q.  I am going to read you a list of some specific public safety services provided by the City of San José.  It is likely that some of these services 

will need to be reduced next year given the City's projected budget shortfall.  Please tell me whether you would find each of the following public safety 
budget cuts to be completely acceptable, somewhat acceptable, or not at all acceptable as a way of helping to balance the City's budget:  Reducing the 
police helicopter to support criminal pursuits and other police activities 

  
 
 LIKELY    
 VOTER PARTY BY AGE ETHNICITY BY AGE ETHNICITY BY GENDER 
 ----------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------------------- 
    DEM DEM REP REP DTS/O DTS/O WHITE WHITE LATNO LATNO ASIAN ASIAN WHITE WHITE LATNO LATNO ASIAN ASIAN  
 Total YES NO 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 436 359 77 103 92 36 57 56 36 96 124 56 28 50 30 104 126 44 45 40 41 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 43% 42% 45% 45% 37% 59% 47% 47% 40% 52% 39% 44% 36% 40% 37% 48% 41% 39% 43% 48% 31% 
Completely acceptable 13  12  14  12  7  23  15  17  21  13  10  10  13  16  11  14  9  9  16  13  16  
Somewhat acceptable 30  30  31  33  30  36  32  30  18  39  29  34  22  23  26  34  33  30  27  34  15  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 55  55  55  55  60  41  48  53  54  48  56  56  64  60  58  50  56  61  57  52  66  
No at all acceptable 55  55  55  55  60  41  48  53  54  48  56  56  64  60  58  50  56  61  57  52  66  
 
DK/NA 2  2  0  0  3  0  5  0  6  0  5  0  0  0  4  3  2  0  0  0  3  
DK/NA 2  2  0  0  3  0  5  0  6  0  5  0  0  0  4  3  2  0  0  0  3  
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TABLE 39:  Q13R.  I am going to read you a list of some specific public safety services provided by the City of San José.  It is likely that some of these services 

will need to be reduced next year given the City's projected budget shortfall.  Please tell me whether you would find each of the following public safety 
budget cuts to be completely acceptable, somewhat acceptable, or not at all acceptable as a way of helping to balance the City's budget:  Reducing a police 
unit dedicated to reducing urban crimes, such as drugs, vagrancy and prostitution 

  
 
  Q5/Q6 COMB 1/4 Q7 SALES TAX SUPPORT GIVEN  
 Q5 INITIAL 1/2 CENT SALES TAX VOTE CENT SALES TX VTE EMPLOYEE COMPENSATION CUTS PARTY BY GENDER 
 ----------------------------------------- ----------------- ----------------------------- ----------------------------------- 
  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  M-MRE SW-MR TOTAL TOTAL NO DF DEM DEM REP REP DTS/O DTS/O  
 Total YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD LIKLY LIKLY M-LKY L-LKY DK/NA MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 436 117 107 64 128 224 191 21 251 174 11 151 89 239 88 109 87 110 52 48 49 47 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 33% 32% 34% 47% 31% 33% 37% 10% 32% 35% 31% 27% 36% 30% 40% 35% 40% 28% 41% 27% 36% 29% 
Completely acceptable 9  10  5  10  12  7  11  3  7  11  20  8  5  7  10  12  12  4  9  6  14  12  
Somewhat acceptable 25  22  29  37  20  25  26  6  25  25  11  19  31  23  30  24  28  24  33  21  21  17  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 66  68  66  53  67  67  62  88  67  63  69  73  64  70  59  63  60  71  59  73  63  69  
No at all acceptable 66  68  66  53  67  67  62  88  67  63  69  73  64  70  59  63  60  71  59  73  63  69  
 
DK/NA 1  0  0  0  2  0  1  2  0  1  0  0  0  0  1  2  0  1  0  0  2  2  
DK/NA 1  0  0  0  2  0  1  2  0  1  0  0  0  0  1  2  0  1  0  0  2  2  
 
 Q18 1/2 CNT SALES Q20 FINAL 1/2 CNT   
 TX VOTE AFTER POS SALES TAX VOTE Q8A INITIAL PARKING TAX VOTE GENDER BY AGE 
 ----------------- ----------------- ------------------------------------------ ----------------------- 
  TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  MEN MEN WOMEN WOMEN  
 Total YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 436 245 186 6 238 191 7 73 99 81 171 172 251 12 108 90 111 107 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 33% 32% 37% 0% 32% 35% 43% 31% 32% 44% 31% 31% 35% 33% 41% 39% 28% 28% 
Completely acceptable 9  7  12  0  7  12  0  8  5  12  11  6  11  0  10  15  6  6  
Somewhat acceptable 25  25  25  0  25  23  43  23  27  31  20  25  24  33  30  24  22  22  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 66  68  62  85  68  64  45  69  68  55  68  68  64  64  59  60  72  70  
No at all acceptable 66  68  62  85  68  64  45  69  68  55  68  68  64  64  59  60  72  70  
 
DK/NA 1  0  1  15  0  1  13  0  1  1  1  0  1  3  0  1  0  2  
DK/NA 1  0  1  15  0  1  13  0  1  1  1  0  1  3  0  1  0  2  
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TABLE 39:  Q13R.  I am going to read you a list of some specific public safety services provided by the City of San José.  It is likely that some of these services 

will need to be reduced next year given the City's projected budget shortfall.  Please tell me whether you would find each of the following public safety 
budget cuts to be completely acceptable, somewhat acceptable, or not at all acceptable as a way of helping to balance the City's budget:  Reducing a police 
unit dedicated to reducing urban crimes, such as drugs, vagrancy and prostitution 

  
 
  Q22 BUSINESS TAX   
 Q8B INITIAL BUSINESS TAX VOTE AFTER POSITIVES Q9 CARD ROOM PROPOSAL SAMPLE/PHONE TYPE 
 ----------------------------------------- ----------------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------------- 
  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  STR SMWT STR TOTAL TOTAL  VOTER RDD CELL RDD RDD  
 Total YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD SUPPT SUPPT OPPOS SUPPT OPPOS UNDCD LIST SAMP SAMP CELL LAND  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 436 98 96 84 127 195 212 30 204 219 13 168 88 112 256 150 31 224 185 27 48 164 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 33% 27% 35% 42% 33% 31% 37% 25% 34% 32% 50% 33% 34% 34% 33% 34% 32% 34% 34% 25% 35% 32% 
Completely acceptable 9  6  2  17  12  4  14  5  7  10  21  10  5  12  9  11  3  8  11  6  12  10  
Somewhat acceptable 25  21  33  25  22  27  23  19  27  22  29  23  28  22  25  23  28  27  23  19  24  22  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 66  72  65  56  66  69  62  75  66  67  47  66  66  66  66  65  65  65  66  75  65  68  
No at all acceptable 66  72  65  56  66  69  62  75  66  67  47  66  66  66  66  65  65  65  66  75  65  68  
 
DK/NA 1  0  0  2  1  0  1  0  0  1  3  1  0  0  0  1  3  1  0  0  0  1  
DK/NA 1  0  0  2  1  0  1  0  0  1  3  1  0  0  0  1  3  1  0  0  0  1  
 
  Q21 WASTE DISPSAL Q10 CITY BUDGET  
 Q8C INITIAL WASTE DISPOSAL TAX TX AFTR POS & NEG 12 MONTHS FROM PARTY (COMBINED) 
 ----------------------------------------- ----------------- ----------------------------- ----------------- 
  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  SMWT MUCH TOTAL TOTAL NO DF     
 Total YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD WORSE WORSE WORSE BETTR DK/NA DEM REP DTS/O  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 436 109 101 65 138 210 203 23 214 211 11 0 0 0 0 0 198 100 97 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 33% 28% 44% 30% 28% 36% 28% 55% 37% 31% 12% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 33% 35% 33% 
Completely acceptable 9  9  6  2  12  8  9  21  8  10  12  0  0  0  0  0  8  7  13  
Somewhat acceptable 25  20  38  27  16  28  19  35  29  21  0  0  0  0  0  0  26  27  19  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 66  71  56  70  71  64  71  42  63  67  85  0  0  0  0  0  66  65  65  
No at all acceptable 66  71  56  70  71  64  71  42  63  67  85  0  0  0  0  0  66  65  65  
 
DK/NA 1  0  0  0  1  0  1  2  0  1  3  0  0  0  0  0  1  0  2  
DK/NA 1  0  0  0  1  0  1  2  0  1  3  0  0  0  0  0  1  0  2  
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TABLE 39:  Q13R.  I am going to read you a list of some specific public safety services provided by the City of San José.  It is likely that some of these services 

will need to be reduced next year given the City's projected budget shortfall.  Please tell me whether you would find each of the following public safety 
budget cuts to be completely acceptable, somewhat acceptable, or not at all acceptable as a way of helping to balance the City's budget:  Reducing a police 
unit dedicated to reducing urban crimes, such as drugs, vagrancy and prostitution 

  
 
 Q11 FEELINGS ABOUT Q15 FIRST CHOICE Q16 RDC SRV  
 THE CITY BUDGET PRT/BDGT SHRTFLL /RAISG REV CITY COUNCIL DISTRICT 
 ----------------------------- ------------------ ----------- ----------------------------------------------------------- 
  SMWT VERY TOTAL TOTAL NTRL/ REDCE REDCE RAISE REDCE RAISE            
 Total NEG NEG NEG POS DK/NA COMP SRVCS RVNUE SRVCS RVNUE 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 436 113 91 204 107 125 187 89 105 212 157 31 46 29 33 20 50 27 46 56 50 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 33% 31% 30% 31% 40% 32% 37% 29% 32% 38% 31% 37% 31% 25% 29% 50% 31% 28% 23% 42% 38% 
Completely acceptable 9  8  9  9  9  9  14  5  6  11  8  4  6  4  4  29  9  7  4  9  7  
Somewhat acceptable 25  23  21  22  30  24  23  24  26  27  23  33  24  21  25  21  21  22  20  34  31  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 66  69  68  68  60  67  62  70  68  61  69  63  68  75  71  45  69  72  77  56  62  
No at all acceptable 66  69  68  68  60  67  62  70  68  61  69  63  68  75  71  45  69  72  77  56  62  
 
DK/NA 1  0  2  1  0  1  1  1  0  1  0  0  1  0  0  5  0  0  0  2  0  
DK/NA 1  0  2  1  0  1  1  1  0  1  0  0  1  0  0  5  0  0  0  2  0  
 
 VOTER SALES TAX TARGETS BUSINESS TAX TARGETS WASTE DISPOSAL TARGETS 
 ----------- ----------------------------------------- ----------------------------- ----------------------------- 
   NON- CONS CONS  POS NEG COST COMP CONS CONS  POS NEG CONS CONS  POS NEG  
 Total VOTER VOTER YES NO SWING MOVER MOVER P-MVR P-MVR YES NO SWING MOVER MOVER YES NO SWING MOVER MOVER  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 436 400 36 189 149 98 47 35 34 76 145 161 130 59 58 158 155 123 56 56 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 33% 34% 29% 33% 38% 27% 30% 26% 32% 22% 31% 35% 34% 39% 25% 38% 30% 32% 33% 36% 
Completely acceptable 9  9  8  8  13  5  5  7  7  6  5  13  9  12  3  8  10  9  8  9  
Somewhat acceptable 25  25  21  26  24  22  25  19  25  16  27  22  26  28  23  30  20  23  25  26  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 66  65  71  67  61  72  70  74  66  78  69  64  66  61  75  62  69  67  67  63  
No at all acceptable 66  65  71  67  61  72  70  74  66  78  69  64  66  61  75  62  69  67  67  63  
 
DK/NA 1  1  0  0  1  1  0  0  1  0  0  2  0  0  0  0  1  1  0  1  
DK/NA 1  1  0  0  1  1  0  0  1  0  0  2  0  0  0  0  1  1  0  1  
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TABLE 39:  Q13R.  I am going to read you a list of some specific public safety services provided by the City of San José.  It is likely that some of these services 

will need to be reduced next year given the City's projected budget shortfall.  Please tell me whether you would find each of the following public safety 
budget cuts to be completely acceptable, somewhat acceptable, or not at all acceptable as a way of helping to balance the City's budget:  Reducing a police 
unit dedicated to reducing urban crimes, such as drugs, vagrancy and prostitution 

  
 
  Q24 TYPE OF Q25 Q26 KIDS   
 Q23 YEARS IN SAN JOSE RESIDENCE RESIDENCE AT HOME Q27 EDUCATION Q28 ETHNICITY 
 ----------------------------- ----------- ----------- ----------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------- 
       DETCH MULTI     HS OR SOME COLL POST NON-   NON-    
 Total 0-10 11-20 21-30 31-40 41+ HOUSE UNIT OWN RENT YES NO LESS COLL GRAD GRAD COLL COLL+ WHITE WHITE LATNO ASIAN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 436 104 90 82 84 75 338 81 329 104 171 261 86 108 170 58 194 228 230 196 89 81 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 33% 30% 33% 46% 30% 29% 32% 42% 35% 31% 32% 34% 23% 25% 40% 50% 24% 42% 37% 30% 25% 36% 
Completely acceptable 9  5  15  7  10  8  10  7  9  10  9  9  11  6  8  14  8  9  6  12  11  13  
Somewhat acceptable 25  26  18  40  20  21  22  35  26  21  24  25  12  19  32  36  16  33  31  18  14  22  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 66  69  67  53  69  70  67  56  65  67  68  65  76  75  59  49  75  57  62  70  75  64  
No at all acceptable 66  69  67  53  69  70  67  56  65  67  68  65  76  75  59  49  75  57  62  70  75  64  
 
DK/NA 1  0  0  0  1  1  0  2  0  1  0  1  1  0  1  1  1  1  1  1  0  0  
DK/NA 1  0  0  0  1  1  0  2  0  1  0  1  1  0  1  1  1  1  1  1  0  0  
 
   Q31 REGSTRD Q33 VOTE  
 Q29 AGE Q30 INCOME TO VOTE PROPENSITY GENDER 
 ----------------------------------------------- ----------------------- ----------- ----------------- ----------- 
          $0- $30K- $60K- $100K    ALMST     
 Total 18-29 30-39 40-49 50-64 65-74 75+ 18-49 50+ $30K $60K $100K + YES NO ALWYS ALL MOST MEN WOMEN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 436 50 74 96 125 38 35 219 197 71 79 91 69 176 35 180 150 45 209 227 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 33% 39% 25% 39% 40% 27% 14% 34% 33% 30% 27% 34% 46% 33% 30% 33% 36% 36% 39% 28% 
Completely acceptable 9  6  11  7  11  14  4  8  10  11  6  9  9  11  8  6  12  8  12  6  
Somewhat acceptable 25  33  14  32  30  12  10  26  23  19  21  25  37  23  21  27  25  28  28  22  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 66  61  75  61  59  70  83  66  66  68  73  65  54  66  70  66  63  63  60  71  
No at all acceptable 66  61  75  61  59  70  83  66  66  68  73  65  54  66  70  66  63  63  60  71  
 
DK/NA 1  0  0  0  0  4  3  0  1  1  0  1  0  0  0  1  1  1  0  1  
DK/NA 1  0  0  0  0  4  3  0  1  1  0  1  0  0  0  1  1  1  0  1  
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TABLE 39:  Q13R.  I am going to read you a list of some specific public safety services provided by the City of San José.  It is likely that some of these services 

will need to be reduced next year given the City's projected budget shortfall.  Please tell me whether you would find each of the following public safety 
budget cuts to be completely acceptable, somewhat acceptable, or not at all acceptable as a way of helping to balance the City's budget:  Reducing a police 
unit dedicated to reducing urban crimes, such as drugs, vagrancy and prostitution 

  
 
 LIKELY    
 VOTER PARTY BY AGE ETHNICITY BY AGE ETHNICITY BY GENDER 
 ----------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------------------- 
    DEM DEM REP REP DTS/O DTS/O WHITE WHITE LATNO LATNO ASIAN ASIAN WHITE WHITE LATNO LATNO ASIAN ASIAN  
 Total YES NO 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 436 359 77 103 92 36 57 56 36 96 124 56 28 50 30 104 126 44 45 40 41 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 33% 34% 33% 36% 32% 39% 31% 29% 38% 41% 35% 24% 24% 37% 33% 46% 30% 29% 21% 39% 32% 
Completely acceptable 9  9  9  8  7  12  5  8  24  4  8  10  14  13  12  9  4  14  8  17  10  
Somewhat acceptable 25  25  24  28  25  27  26  21  15  38  27  13  9  24  21  37  27  16  13  23  22  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 66  66  66  64  67  61  69  71  56  59  64  76  76  63  67  54  69  71  79  61  68  
No at all acceptable 66  66  66  64  67  61  69  71  56  59  64  76  76  63  67  54  69  71  79  61  68  
 
DK/NA 1  1  1  0  1  0  0  0  5  0  1  0  0  0  0  0  1  0  0  0  0  
DK/NA 1  1  1  0  1  0  0  0  5  0  1  0  0  0  0  0  1  0  0  0  0  
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TABLE 40:  Q13S.  I am going to read you a list of some specific public safety services provided by the City of San José.  It is likely that some of these services 

will need to be reduced next year given the City's projected budget shortfall.  Please tell me whether you would find each of the following public safety 
budget cuts to be completely acceptable, somewhat acceptable, or not at all acceptable as a way of helping to balance the City's budget:  Lengthening 9-1-1 
emergency response times 

  
 
  Q5/Q6 COMB 1/4 Q7 SALES TAX SUPPORT GIVEN  
 Q5 INITIAL 1/2 CENT SALES TAX VOTE CENT SALES TX VTE EMPLOYEE COMPENSATION CUTS PARTY BY GENDER 
 ----------------------------------------- ----------------- ----------------------------- ----------------------------------- 
  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  M-MRE SW-MR TOTAL TOTAL NO DF DEM DEM REP REP DTS/O DTS/O  
 Total YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD LIKLY LIKLY M-LKY L-LKY DK/NA MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 436 117 107 64 128 224 191 21 251 174 11 151 89 239 88 109 87 110 52 48 49 47 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 14% 21% 10% 8% 16% 16% 13% 0% 14% 15% 0% 19% 7% 14% 16% 11% 20% 12% 9% 19% 17% 16% 
Completely acceptable 4  5  3  4  4  4  4  0  4  4  0  5  2  4  5  3  7  5  1  5  4  0  
Somewhat acceptable 10  15  7  5  11  12  9  0  10  10  0  14  5  10  11  8  13  6  8  14  13  16  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 85  78  89  90  84  83  86  100  85  85  100  80  92  84  84  89  79  87  91  80  83  84  
No at all acceptable 85  78  89  90  84  83  86  100  85  85  100  80  92  84  84  89  79  87  91  80  83  84  
 
DK/NA 1  2  0  1  0  1  0  0  1  0  0  1  1  1  0  0  1  1  0  1  0  0  
DK/NA 1  2  0  1  0  1  0  0  1  0  0  1  1  1  0  0  1  1  0  1  0  0  
 
 Q18 1/2 CNT SALES Q20 FINAL 1/2 CNT   
 TX VOTE AFTER POS SALES TAX VOTE Q8A INITIAL PARKING TAX VOTE GENDER BY AGE 
 ----------------- ----------------- ------------------------------------------ ----------------------- 
  TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  MEN MEN WOMEN WOMEN  
 Total YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 436 245 186 6 238 191 7 73 99 81 171 172 251 12 108 90 111 107 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 14% 13% 15% 0% 14% 14% 0% 15% 7% 17% 17% 10% 17% 0% 14% 15% 15% 11% 
Completely acceptable 4  4  3  0  4  4  0  4  3  3  5  4  4  0  5  4  6  2  
Somewhat acceptable 10  9  11  0  10  11  0  11  4  13  12  7  12  0  10  11  9  9  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 85  85  85  100  85  86  100  83  92  82  83  89  83  100  86  84  84  89  
No at all acceptable 85  85  85  100  85  86  100  83  92  82  83  89  83  100  86  84  84  89  
 
DK/NA 1  1  0  0  1  0  0  2  0  1  0  1  1  0  0  1  1  0  
DK/NA 1  1  0  0  1  0  0  2  0  1  0  1  1  0  0  1  1  0  
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TABLE 40:  Q13S.  I am going to read you a list of some specific public safety services provided by the City of San José.  It is likely that some of these services 

will need to be reduced next year given the City's projected budget shortfall.  Please tell me whether you would find each of the following public safety 
budget cuts to be completely acceptable, somewhat acceptable, or not at all acceptable as a way of helping to balance the City's budget:  Lengthening 9-1-1 
emergency response times 

  
 
  Q22 BUSINESS TAX   
 Q8B INITIAL BUSINESS TAX VOTE AFTER POSITIVES Q9 CARD ROOM PROPOSAL SAMPLE/PHONE TYPE 
 ----------------------------------------- ----------------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------------- 
  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  STR SMWT STR TOTAL TOTAL  VOTER RDD CELL RDD RDD  
 Total YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD SUPPT SUPPT OPPOS SUPPT OPPOS UNDCD LIST SAMP SAMP CELL LAND  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 436 98 96 84 127 195 212 30 204 219 13 168 88 112 256 150 31 224 185 27 48 164 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 14% 18% 21% 8% 11% 20% 10% 2% 15% 14% 0% 16% 6% 13% 13% 14% 26% 13% 14% 19% 15% 15% 
Completely acceptable 4  4  9  2  2  7  2  0  5  3  0  5  3  2  4  2  8  3  5  4  4  6  
Somewhat acceptable 10  14  12  6  9  13  8  2  10  11  0  10  3  11  8  11  18  10  9  15  11  9  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 85  81  78  90  89  80  89  96  84  86  100  83  93  87  86  86  73  87  84  81  85  84  
No at all acceptable 85  81  78  90  89  80  89  96  84  86  100  83  93  87  86  86  73  87  84  81  85  84  
 
DK/NA 1  1  1  2  0  1  1  2  1  0  0  1  1  0  1  0  1  0  2  0  0  2  
DK/NA 1  1  1  2  0  1  1  2  1  0  0  1  1  0  1  0  1  0  2  0  0  2  
 
  Q21 WASTE DISPSAL Q10 CITY BUDGET  
 Q8C INITIAL WASTE DISPOSAL TAX TX AFTR POS & NEG 12 MONTHS FROM PARTY (COMBINED) 
 ----------------------------------------- ----------------- ----------------------------- ----------------- 
  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  SMWT MUCH TOTAL TOTAL NO DF     
 Total YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD WORSE WORSE WORSE BETTR DK/NA DEM REP DTS/O  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 436 109 101 65 138 210 203 23 214 211 11 0 0 0 0 0 198 100 97 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 14% 21% 13% 6% 14% 17% 11% 5% 13% 14% 16% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 15% 14% 16% 
Completely acceptable 4  7  3  0  5  5  3  0  4  4  0  0  0  0  0  0  6  3  2  
Somewhat acceptable 10  14  11  6  9  12  8  5  10  10  16  0  0  0  0  0  9  11  14  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 85  78  85  94  86  82  89  93  85  86  84  0  0  0  0  0  84  86  84  
No at all acceptable 85  78  85  94  86  82  89  93  85  86  84  0  0  0  0  0  84  86  84  
 
DK/NA 1  1  1  0  0  1  0  2  1  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  1  0  0  
DK/NA 1  1  1  0  0  1  0  2  1  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  1  0  0  
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TABLE 40:  Q13S.  I am going to read you a list of some specific public safety services provided by the City of San José.  It is likely that some of these services 

will need to be reduced next year given the City's projected budget shortfall.  Please tell me whether you would find each of the following public safety 
budget cuts to be completely acceptable, somewhat acceptable, or not at all acceptable as a way of helping to balance the City's budget:  Lengthening 9-1-1 
emergency response times 

  
 
 Q11 FEELINGS ABOUT Q15 FIRST CHOICE Q16 RDC SRV  
 THE CITY BUDGET PRT/BDGT SHRTFLL /RAISG REV CITY COUNCIL DISTRICT 
 ----------------------------- ------------------ ----------- ----------------------------------------------------------- 
  SMWT VERY TOTAL TOTAL NTRL/ REDCE REDCE RAISE REDCE RAISE            
 Total NEG NEG NEG POS DK/NA COMP SRVCS RVNUE SRVCS RVNUE 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 436 113 91 204 107 125 187 89 105 212 157 31 46 29 33 20 50 27 46 56 50 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 14% 12% 16% 14% 15% 13% 12% 13% 17% 15% 17% 21% 12% 15% 6% 22% 17% 15% 11% 14% 17% 
Completely acceptable 4  4  5  4  5  2  3  0  6  3  7  1  2  11  0  12  4  11  1  0  7  
Somewhat acceptable 10  8  11  9  10  11  9  13  11  12  10  20  9  4  6  10  13  4  10  14  10  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 85  88  83  86  84  86  88  86  81  84  82  76  87  82  94  78  83  85  87  86  83  
No at all acceptable 85  88  83  86  84  86  88  86  81  84  82  76  87  82  94  78  83  85  87  86  83  
 
DK/NA 1  0  1  0  1  1  0  1  1  1  1  3  2  2  0  0  0  0  2  0  0  
DK/NA 1  0  1  0  1  1  0  1  1  1  1  3  2  2  0  0  0  0  2  0  0  
 
 VOTER SALES TAX TARGETS BUSINESS TAX TARGETS WASTE DISPOSAL TARGETS 
 ----------- ----------------------------------------- ----------------------------- ----------------------------- 
   NON- CONS CONS  POS NEG COST COMP CONS CONS  POS NEG CONS CONS  POS NEG  
 Total VOTER VOTER YES NO SWING MOVER MOVER P-MVR P-MVR YES NO SWING MOVER MOVER YES NO SWING MOVER MOVER  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 436 400 36 189 149 98 47 35 34 76 145 161 130 59 58 158 155 123 56 56 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 14% 15% 2% 15% 14% 11% 9% 14% 5% 13% 18% 11% 12% 6% 21% 17% 13% 11% 5% 17% 
Completely acceptable 4  4  0  4  4  5  6  2  5  5  7  3  2  0  3  5  4  2  0  5  
Somewhat acceptable 10  11  2  11  11  7  3  12  0  8  11  8  11  6  18  12  9  9  5  12  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 85  84  96  84  86  88  90  86  95  86  81  89  87  92  79  82  87  88  94  83  
No at all acceptable 85  84  96  84  86  88  90  86  95  86  81  89  87  92  79  82  87  88  94  83  
 
DK/NA 1  1  2  1  0  1  2  0  0  1  1  0  1  2  0  1  0  1  1  1  
DK/NA 1  1  2  1  0  1  2  0  0  1  1  0  1  2  0  1  0  1  1  1  
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TABLE 40:  Q13S.  I am going to read you a list of some specific public safety services provided by the City of San José.  It is likely that some of these services 

will need to be reduced next year given the City's projected budget shortfall.  Please tell me whether you would find each of the following public safety 
budget cuts to be completely acceptable, somewhat acceptable, or not at all acceptable as a way of helping to balance the City's budget:  Lengthening 9-1-1 
emergency response times 

  
 
  Q24 TYPE OF Q25 Q26 KIDS   
 Q23 YEARS IN SAN JOSE RESIDENCE RESIDENCE AT HOME Q27 EDUCATION Q28 ETHNICITY 
 ----------------------------- ----------- ----------- ----------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------- 
       DETCH MULTI     HS OR SOME COLL POST NON-   NON-    
 Total 0-10 11-20 21-30 31-40 41+ HOUSE UNIT OWN RENT YES NO LESS COLL GRAD GRAD COLL COLL+ WHITE WHITE LATNO ASIAN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 436 104 90 82 84 75 338 81 329 104 171 261 86 108 170 58 194 228 230 196 89 81 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 14% 15% 12% 13% 15% 16% 13% 18% 13% 17% 13% 15% 23% 7% 14% 14% 14% 14% 12% 15% 11% 17% 
Completely acceptable 4  4  3  3  6  4  4  5  4  5  5  3  8  3  3  4  5  3  2  7  3  10  
Somewhat acceptable 10  11  9  10  8  12  9  13  9  13  8  11  15  5  11  10  10  11  10  8  8  7  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 85  84  88  87  85  83  87  80  87  82  87  85  77  91  85  85  85  85  87  85  89  83  
No at all acceptable 85  84  88  87  85  83  87  80  87  82  87  85  77  91  85  85  85  85  87  85  89  83  
 
DK/NA 1  2  0  1  0  1  1  2  1  1  0  1  0  1  1  1  1  1  1  0  0  0  
DK/NA 1  2  0  1  0  1  1  2  1  1  0  1  0  1  1  1  1  1  1  0  0  0  
 
   Q31 REGSTRD Q33 VOTE  
 Q29 AGE Q30 INCOME TO VOTE PROPENSITY GENDER 
 ----------------------------------------------- ----------------------- ----------- ----------------- ----------- 
          $0- $30K- $60K- $100K    ALMST     
 Total 18-29 30-39 40-49 50-64 65-74 75+ 18-49 50+ $30K $60K $100K + YES NO ALWYS ALL MOST MEN WOMEN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 436 50 74 96 125 38 35 219 197 71 79 91 69 176 35 180 150 45 209 227 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 14% 11% 13% 18% 12% 15% 13% 15% 13% 12% 12% 13% 17% 17% 2% 15% 13% 15% 15% 13% 
Completely acceptable 4  5  3  7  2  6  2  5  3  3  6  2  4  6  0  4  5  3  4  4  
Somewhat acceptable 10  6  11  10  10  9  11  9  10  9  6  11  12  11  2  11  8  11  11  9  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 85  89  85  82  87  85  86  85  86  87  87  87  81  81  96  84  87  83  85  86  
No at all acceptable 85  89  85  82  87  85  86  85  86  87  87  87  81  81  96  84  87  83  85  86  
 
DK/NA 1  0  1  1  1  0  1  1  1  1  1  0  2  1  2  1  0  2  0  1  
DK/NA 1  0  1  1  1  0  1  1  1  1  1  0  2  1  2  1  0  2  0  1  
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TABLE 40:  Q13S.  I am going to read you a list of some specific public safety services provided by the City of San José.  It is likely that some of these services 

will need to be reduced next year given the City's projected budget shortfall.  Please tell me whether you would find each of the following public safety 
budget cuts to be completely acceptable, somewhat acceptable, or not at all acceptable as a way of helping to balance the City's budget:  Lengthening 9-1-1 
emergency response times 

  
 
 LIKELY    
 VOTER PARTY BY AGE ETHNICITY BY AGE ETHNICITY BY GENDER 
 ----------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------------------- 
    DEM DEM REP REP DTS/O DTS/O WHITE WHITE LATNO LATNO ASIAN ASIAN WHITE WHITE LATNO LATNO ASIAN ASIAN  
 Total YES NO 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 436 359 77 103 92 36 57 56 36 96 124 56 28 50 30 104 126 44 45 40 41 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 14% 14% 13% 15% 16% 20% 11% 17% 13% 12% 13% 12% 9% 15% 19% 14% 10% 8% 13% 19% 16% 
Completely acceptable 4  4  1  10  2  3  3  0  6  2  2  2  4  12  6  3  1  2  3  12  8  
Somewhat acceptable 10  10  11  4  14  17  8  17  7  10  11  10  5  3  13  12  9  6  11  6  8  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 85  85  85  85  83  80  89  83  87  87  86  88  91  85  81  85  89  92  87  81  84  
No at all acceptable 85  85  85  85  83  80  89  83  87  87  86  88  91  85  81  85  89  92  87  81  84  
 
DK/NA 1  0  2  1  1  0  0  0  0  1  1  0  0  0  0  1  1  0  0  0  0  
DK/NA 1  0  2  1  1  0  0  0  0  1  1  0  0  0  0  1  1  0  0  0  0  
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TABLE 41:  Q13T.  I am going to read you a list of some specific public safety services provided by the City of San José.  It is likely that some of these services 

will need to be reduced next year given the City's projected budget shortfall.  Please tell me whether you would find each of the following public safety 
budget cuts to be completely acceptable, somewhat acceptable, or not at all acceptable as a way of helping to balance the City's budget:  Reducing domestic 
violence and child abuse response services 

  
 
  Q5/Q6 COMB 1/4 Q7 SALES TAX SUPPORT GIVEN  
 Q5 INITIAL 1/2 CENT SALES TAX VOTE CENT SALES TX VTE EMPLOYEE COMPENSATION CUTS PARTY BY GENDER 
 ----------------------------------------- ----------------- ----------------------------- ----------------------------------- 
  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  M-MRE SW-MR TOTAL TOTAL NO DF DEM DEM REP REP DTS/O DTS/O  
 Total YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD LIKLY LIKLY M-LKY L-LKY DK/NA MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 436 117 107 64 128 224 191 21 251 174 11 151 89 239 88 109 87 110 52 48 49 47 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 21% 19% 17% 17% 25% 18% 22% 47% 19% 24% 14% 24% 12% 20% 27% 18% 26% 18% 29% 16% 30% 8% 
Completely acceptable 7  5  2  5  8  4  7  39  7  6  6  9  2  7  9  5  9  8  6  1  12  6  
Somewhat acceptable 14  14  14  12  17  14  15  7  12  18  8  15  11  13  18  13  18  10  23  15  18  2  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 78  79  83  83  74  81  77  53  80  74  86  75  88  80  72  79  74  82  69  84  67  89  
No at all acceptable 78  79  83  83  74  81  77  53  80  74  86  75  88  80  72  79  74  82  69  84  67  89  
 
DK/NA 1  3  0  0  2  1  1  0  1  1  0  1  0  1  1  3  0  0  2  0  3  2  
DK/NA 1  3  0  0  2  1  1  0  1  1  0  1  0  1  1  3  0  0  2  0  3  2  
 
 Q18 1/2 CNT SALES Q20 FINAL 1/2 CNT   
 TX VOTE AFTER POS SALES TAX VOTE Q8A INITIAL PARKING TAX VOTE GENDER BY AGE 
 ----------------- ----------------- ------------------------------------------ ----------------------- 
  TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  MEN MEN WOMEN WOMEN  
 Total YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 436 245 186 6 238 191 7 73 99 81 171 172 251 12 108 90 111 107 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 21% 19% 24% 14% 19% 24% 24% 20% 18% 16% 24% 18% 22% 38% 28% 33% 15% 13% 
Completely acceptable 7  7  7  0  7  7  0  4  1  6  11  2  9  11  6  11  8  3  
Somewhat acceptable 14  12  18  14  12  17  24  15  17  10  14  16  12  26  22  21  7  10  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 78  80  75  86  80  75  76  76  82  84  75  80  78  54  70  66  85  86  
No at all acceptable 78  80  75  86  80  75  76  76  82  84  75  80  78  54  70  66  85  86  
 
DK/NA 1  1  1  0  1  1  0  4  0  0  1  2  0  8  3  1  0  1  
DK/NA 1  1  1  0  1  1  0  4  0  0  1  2  0  8  3  1  0  1  
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TABLE 41:  Q13T.  I am going to read you a list of some specific public safety services provided by the City of San José.  It is likely that some of these services 

will need to be reduced next year given the City's projected budget shortfall.  Please tell me whether you would find each of the following public safety 
budget cuts to be completely acceptable, somewhat acceptable, or not at all acceptable as a way of helping to balance the City's budget:  Reducing domestic 
violence and child abuse response services 

  
 
  Q22 BUSINESS TAX   
 Q8B INITIAL BUSINESS TAX VOTE AFTER POSITIVES Q9 CARD ROOM PROPOSAL SAMPLE/PHONE TYPE 
 ----------------------------------------- ----------------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------------- 
  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  STR SMWT STR TOTAL TOTAL  VOTER RDD CELL RDD RDD  
 Total YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD SUPPT SUPPT OPPOS SUPPT OPPOS UNDCD LIST SAMP SAMP CELL LAND  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 436 98 96 84 127 195 212 30 204 219 13 168 88 112 256 150 31 224 185 27 48 164 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 21% 16% 20% 18% 25% 18% 22% 33% 16% 25% 39% 19% 23% 22% 20% 21% 25% 26% 17% 7% 7% 19% 
Completely acceptable 7  4  3  8  6  4  7  25  4  9  8  7  4  8  6  8  5  9  4  0  3  4  
Somewhat acceptable 14  11  17  10  19  14  15  8  12  15  31  12  19  14  14  14  20  16  13  7  4  14  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 78  83  80  82  72  81  76  67  83  74  61  79  77  76  79  77  75  74  81  93  93  79  
No at all acceptable 78  83  80  82  72  81  76  67  83  74  61  79  77  76  79  77  75  74  81  93  93  79  
 
DK/NA 1  1  0  0  3  1  2  0  2  1  0  2  0  2  1  1  0  1  2  0  0  2  
DK/NA 1  1  0  0  3  1  2  0  2  1  0  2  0  2  1  1  0  1  2  0  0  2  
 
  Q21 WASTE DISPSAL Q10 CITY BUDGET  
 Q8C INITIAL WASTE DISPOSAL TAX TX AFTR POS & NEG 12 MONTHS FROM PARTY (COMBINED) 
 ----------------------------------------- ----------------- ----------------------------- ----------------- 
  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  SMWT MUCH TOTAL TOTAL NO DF     
 Total YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD WORSE WORSE WORSE BETTR DK/NA DEM REP DTS/O  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 436 109 101 65 138 210 203 23 214 211 11 0 0 0 0 0 198 100 97 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 21% 25% 16% 14% 23% 21% 20% 31% 18% 24% 23% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 22% 23% 20% 
Completely acceptable 7  11  1  5  8  6  7  12  3  10  12  0  0  0  0  0  9  3  9  
Somewhat acceptable 14  14  14  9  16  14  14  19  15  14  11  0  0  0  0  0  13  20  10  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 78  72  84  86  75  78  79  69  81  75  65  0  0  0  0  0  78  76  78  
No at all acceptable 78  72  84  86  75  78  79  69  81  75  65  0  0  0  0  0  78  76  78  
 
DK/NA 1  3  0  0  2  1  1  0  1  1  12  0  0  0  0  0  0  1  2  
DK/NA 1  3  0  0  2  1  1  0  1  1  12  0  0  0  0  0  0  1  2  
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TABLE 41:  Q13T.  I am going to read you a list of some specific public safety services provided by the City of San José.  It is likely that some of these services 

will need to be reduced next year given the City's projected budget shortfall.  Please tell me whether you would find each of the following public safety 
budget cuts to be completely acceptable, somewhat acceptable, or not at all acceptable as a way of helping to balance the City's budget:  Reducing domestic 
violence and child abuse response services 

  
 
 Q11 FEELINGS ABOUT Q15 FIRST CHOICE Q16 RDC SRV  
 THE CITY BUDGET PRT/BDGT SHRTFLL /RAISG REV CITY COUNCIL DISTRICT 
 ----------------------------- ------------------ ----------- ----------------------------------------------------------- 
  SMWT VERY TOTAL TOTAL NTRL/ REDCE REDCE RAISE REDCE RAISE            
 Total NEG NEG NEG POS DK/NA COMP SRVCS RVNUE SRVCS RVNUE 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 436 113 91 204 107 125 187 89 105 212 157 31 46 29 33 20 50 27 46 56 50 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 21% 17% 20% 19% 23% 23% 18% 22% 25% 24% 18% 23% 17% 37% 27% 20% 30% 17% 20% 17% 20% 
Completely acceptable 7  4  8  6  6  9  5  4  11  8  7  5  11  26  6  3  11  3  5  1  5  
Somewhat acceptable 14  13  12  13  18  14  13  18  14  17  11  18  6  12  21  16  19  15  15  15  15  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 78  83  79  81  75  75  81  77  75  75  81  73  75  63  73  80  70  83  80  83  80  
No at all acceptable 78  83  79  81  75  75  81  77  75  75  81  73  75  63  73  80  70  83  80  83  80  
 
DK/NA 1  0  1  1  2  2  1  1  0  1  1  4  8  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  
DK/NA 1  0  1  1  2  2  1  1  0  1  1  4  8  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  
 
 VOTER SALES TAX TARGETS BUSINESS TAX TARGETS WASTE DISPOSAL TARGETS 
 ----------- ----------------------------------------- ----------------------------- ----------------------------- 
   NON- CONS CONS  POS NEG COST COMP CONS CONS  POS NEG CONS CONS  POS NEG  
 Total VOTER VOTER YES NO SWING MOVER MOVER P-MVR P-MVR YES NO SWING MOVER MOVER YES NO SWING MOVER MOVER  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 436 400 36 189 149 98 47 35 34 76 145 161 130 59 58 158 155 123 56 56 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 21% 21% 18% 16% 25% 24% 29% 19% 29% 19% 18% 24% 20% 10% 26% 18% 21% 24% 16% 32% 
Completely acceptable 7  7  0  3  7  12  21  5  27  13  4  7  9  3  16  2  7  12  4  20  
Somewhat acceptable 14  14  18  13  17  13  8  14  2  6  14  17  11  7  10  16  14  12  11  12  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 78  78  77  82  74  76  71  81  71  81  81  74  79  87  74  80  77  75  84  68  
No at all acceptable 78  78  77  82  74  76  71  81  71  81  81  74  79  87  74  80  77  75  84  68  
 
DK/NA 1  1  5  2  1  0  0  0  0  0  1  1  1  3  0  1  1  1  0  0  
DK/NA 1  1  5  2  1  0  0  0  0  0  1  1  1  3  0  1  1  1  0  0  
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TABLE 41:  Q13T.  I am going to read you a list of some specific public safety services provided by the City of San José.  It is likely that some of these services 

will need to be reduced next year given the City's projected budget shortfall.  Please tell me whether you would find each of the following public safety 
budget cuts to be completely acceptable, somewhat acceptable, or not at all acceptable as a way of helping to balance the City's budget:  Reducing domestic 
violence and child abuse response services 

  
 
  Q24 TYPE OF Q25 Q26 KIDS   
 Q23 YEARS IN SAN JOSE RESIDENCE RESIDENCE AT HOME Q27 EDUCATION Q28 ETHNICITY 
 ----------------------------- ----------- ----------- ----------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------- 
       DETCH MULTI     HS OR SOME COLL POST NON-   NON-    
 Total 0-10 11-20 21-30 31-40 41+ HOUSE UNIT OWN RENT YES NO LESS COLL GRAD GRAD COLL COLL+ WHITE WHITE LATNO ASIAN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 436 104 90 82 84 75 338 81 329 104 171 261 86 108 170 58 194 228 230 196 89 81 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 21% 27% 16% 19% 17% 25% 21% 23% 21% 22% 16% 24% 15% 15% 21% 28% 15% 23% 23% 18% 12% 19% 
Completely acceptable 7  10  4  9  3  7  7  4  8  3  6  7  3  5  4  10  4  6  8  5  3  8  
Somewhat acceptable 14  18  12  11  14  17  14  19  13  19  10  17  12  10  17  19  11  18  15  13  10  11  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 78  71  82  78  83  75  77  77  78  76  81  75  83  84  78  69  84  76  77  80  86  79  
No at all acceptable 78  71  82  78  83  75  77  77  78  76  81  75  83  84  78  69  84  76  77  80  86  79  
 
DK/NA 1  1  2  3  0  0  2  0  1  2  2  0  2  1  1  2  1  1  0  2  2  3  
DK/NA 1  1  2  3  0  0  2  0  1  2  2  0  2  1  1  2  1  1  0  2  2  3  
 
   Q31 REGSTRD Q33 VOTE  
 Q29 AGE Q30 INCOME TO VOTE PROPENSITY GENDER 
 ----------------------------------------------- ----------------------- ----------- ----------------- ----------- 
          $0- $30K- $60K- $100K    ALMST     
 Total 18-29 30-39 40-49 50-64 65-74 75+ 18-49 50+ $30K $60K $100K + YES NO ALWYS ALL MOST MEN WOMEN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 436 50 74 96 125 38 35 219 197 71 79 91 69 176 35 180 150 45 209 227 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 21% 32% 18% 19% 23% 21% 19% 21% 22% 17% 24% 20% 24% 16% 19% 27% 16% 19% 28% 14% 
Completely acceptable 7  18  5  3  7  10  5  7  7  6  12  5  9  5  0  9  6  3  8  5  
Somewhat acceptable 14  13  13  16  16  11  15  14  15  11  13  15  14  11  19  18  11  16  20  8  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 78  68  82  78  75  79  81  77  77  83  73  80  75  83  76  73  82  81  70  86  
No at all acceptable 78  68  82  78  75  79  81  77  77  83  73  80  75  83  76  73  82  81  70  86  
 
DK/NA 1  0  0  3  2  0  0  1  1  0  2  0  2  1  5  0  2  0  2  0  
DK/NA 1  0  0  3  2  0  0  1  1  0  2  0  2  1  5  0  2  0  2  0  
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TABLE 41:  Q13T.  I am going to read you a list of some specific public safety services provided by the City of San José.  It is likely that some of these services 

will need to be reduced next year given the City's projected budget shortfall.  Please tell me whether you would find each of the following public safety 
budget cuts to be completely acceptable, somewhat acceptable, or not at all acceptable as a way of helping to balance the City's budget:  Reducing domestic 
violence and child abuse response services 

  
 
 LIKELY    
 VOTER PARTY BY AGE ETHNICITY BY AGE ETHNICITY BY GENDER 
 ----------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------------------- 
    DEM DEM REP REP DTS/O DTS/O WHITE WHITE LATNO LATNO ASIAN ASIAN WHITE WHITE LATNO LATNO ASIAN ASIAN  
 Total YES NO 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 436 359 77 103 92 36 57 56 36 96 124 56 28 50 30 104 126 44 45 40 41 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 21% 21% 18% 21% 23% 24% 24% 19% 23% 25% 23% 14% 11% 21% 16% 30% 17% 19% 6% 31% 7% 
Completely acceptable 7  7  5  11  6  0  6  8  12  11  6  2  3  5  13  8  8  5  0  13  3  
Somewhat acceptable 14  14  13  10  17  24  18  11  11  15  16  11  7  16  3  22  10  14  6  18  4  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 78  78  78  79  77  73  76  81  70  75  77  83  89  79  77  70  83  77  94  66  91  
No at all acceptable 78  78  78  79  77  73  76  81  70  75  77  83  89  79  77  70  83  77  94  66  91  
 
DK/NA 1  1  4  0  0  3  0  0  6  0  0  3  0  0  8  0  0  4  0  3  2  
DK/NA 1  1  4  0  0  3  0  0  6  0  0  3  0  0  8  0  0  4  0  3  2  
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TABLE 42:  Q13U.  I am going to read you a list of some specific public safety services provided by the City of San José.  It is likely that some of these services 

will need to be reduced next year given the City's projected budget shortfall.  Please tell me whether you would find each of the following public safety 
budget cuts to be completely acceptable, somewhat acceptable, or not at all acceptable as a way of helping to balance the City's budget:  Reducing 
investigation of sexual assault crimes 

  
 
  Q5/Q6 COMB 1/4 Q7 SALES TAX SUPPORT GIVEN  
 Q5 INITIAL 1/2 CENT SALES TAX VOTE CENT SALES TX VTE EMPLOYEE COMPENSATION CUTS PARTY BY GENDER 
 ----------------------------------------- ----------------- ----------------------------- ----------------------------------- 
  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  M-MRE SW-MR TOTAL TOTAL NO DF DEM DEM REP REP DTS/O DTS/O  
 Total YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD LIKLY LIKLY M-LKY L-LKY DK/NA MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 436 117 107 64 128 224 191 21 251 174 11 151 89 239 88 109 87 110 52 48 49 47 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 14% 14% 13% 15% 17% 13% 16% 0% 14% 16% 0% 16% 13% 15% 14% 11% 19% 8% 22% 19% 16% 4% 
Completely acceptable 3  4  2  7  3  3  4  0  4  2  0  5  0  3  5  3  10  1  2  3  4  0  
Somewhat acceptable 11  10  11  8  14  10  12  0  9  13  0  12  13  12  9  8  9  7  20  16  12  4  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 85  84  86  85  82  85  83  95  85  83  100  82  87  84  85  86  79  90  77  81  84  96  
No at all acceptable 85  84  86  85  82  85  83  95  85  83  100  82  87  84  85  86  79  90  77  81  84  96  
 
DK/NA 1  2  2  0  1  2  0  5  2  1  0  1  0  1  1  3  2  2  1  0  0  0  
DK/NA 1  2  2  0  1  2  0  5  2  1  0  1  0  1  1  3  2  2  1  0  0  0  
 
 Q18 1/2 CNT SALES Q20 FINAL 1/2 CNT   
 TX VOTE AFTER POS SALES TAX VOTE Q8A INITIAL PARKING TAX VOTE GENDER BY AGE 
 ----------------- ----------------- ------------------------------------------ ----------------------- 
  TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  MEN MEN WOMEN WOMEN  
 Total YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 436 245 186 6 238 191 7 73 99 81 171 172 251 12 108 90 111 107 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 14% 12% 17% 0% 12% 17% 0% 11% 12% 14% 15% 11% 14% 42% 20% 18% 8% 10% 
Completely acceptable 3  4  3  0  3  4  0  6  0  2  4  3  4  11  6  7  1  1  
Somewhat acceptable 11  8  14  0  9  13  0  5  12  11  10  9  11  31  14  11  7  8  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 85  86  82  100  86  82  100  85  87  85  84  86  85  58  78  80  92  88  
No at all acceptable 85  86  82  100  86  82  100  85  87  85  84  86  85  58  78  80  92  88  
 
DK/NA 1  2  1  0  2  1  0  3  1  1  1  2  1  0  2  2  0  2  
DK/NA 1  2  1  0  2  1  0  3  1  1  1  2  1  0  2  2  0  2  
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TABLE 42:  Q13U.  I am going to read you a list of some specific public safety services provided by the City of San José.  It is likely that some of these services 

will need to be reduced next year given the City's projected budget shortfall.  Please tell me whether you would find each of the following public safety 
budget cuts to be completely acceptable, somewhat acceptable, or not at all acceptable as a way of helping to balance the City's budget:  Reducing 
investigation of sexual assault crimes 

  
 
  Q22 BUSINESS TAX   
 Q8B INITIAL BUSINESS TAX VOTE AFTER POSITIVES Q9 CARD ROOM PROPOSAL SAMPLE/PHONE TYPE 
 ----------------------------------------- ----------------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------------- 
  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  STR SMWT STR TOTAL TOTAL  VOTER RDD CELL RDD RDD  
 Total YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD SUPPT SUPPT OPPOS SUPPT OPPOS UNDCD LIST SAMP SAMP CELL LAND  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 436 98 96 84 127 195 212 30 204 219 13 168 88 112 256 150 31 224 185 27 48 164 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 14% 10% 17% 15% 16% 14% 15% 6% 15% 13% 15% 11% 20% 14% 14% 14% 14% 15% 13% 11% 9% 14% 
Completely acceptable 3  5  5  1  4  5  3  0  5  2  0  4  5  4  4  3  2  3  4  0  3  4  
Somewhat acceptable 11  5  13  14  12  9  13  6  9  12  15  7  15  10  10  11  11  12  9  11  6  10  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 85  89  82  83  83  85  83  94  84  85  85  86  80  86  84  85  86  84  85  89  91  84  
No at all acceptable 85  89  82  83  83  85  83  94  84  85  85  86  80  86  84  85  86  84  85  89  91  84  
 
DK/NA 1  1  1  3  2  1  2  0  2  1  0  3  0  1  2  0  0  1  2  0  0  2  
DK/NA 1  1  1  3  2  1  2  0  2  1  0  3  0  1  2  0  0  1  2  0  0  2  
 
  Q21 WASTE DISPSAL Q10 CITY BUDGET  
 Q8C INITIAL WASTE DISPOSAL TAX TX AFTR POS & NEG 12 MONTHS FROM PARTY (COMBINED) 
 ----------------------------------------- ----------------- ----------------------------- ----------------- 
  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  SMWT MUCH TOTAL TOTAL NO DF     
 Total YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD WORSE WORSE WORSE BETTR DK/NA DEM REP DTS/O  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 436 109 101 65 138 210 203 23 214 211 11 0 0 0 0 0 198 100 97 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 14% 12% 17% 8% 16% 14% 14% 14% 15% 13% 4% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 13% 21% 10% 
Completely acceptable 3  3  2  2  5  3  4  6  4  3  0  0  0  0  0  0  5  3  2  
Somewhat acceptable 11  9  14  6  12  11  10  9  11  10  4  0  0  0  0  0  8  18  8  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 85  86  82  91  82  84  85  86  83  86  96  0  0  0  0  0  85  79  90  
No at all acceptable 85  86  82  91  82  84  85  86  83  86  96  0  0  0  0  0  85  79  90  
 
DK/NA 1  2  1  1  1  2  1  0  2  1  0  0  0  0  0  0  2  1  0  
DK/NA 1  2  1  1  1  2  1  0  2  1  0  0  0  0  0  0  2  1  0  
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TABLE 42:  Q13U.  I am going to read you a list of some specific public safety services provided by the City of San José.  It is likely that some of these services 

will need to be reduced next year given the City's projected budget shortfall.  Please tell me whether you would find each of the following public safety 
budget cuts to be completely acceptable, somewhat acceptable, or not at all acceptable as a way of helping to balance the City's budget:  Reducing 
investigation of sexual assault crimes 

  
 
 Q11 FEELINGS ABOUT Q15 FIRST CHOICE Q16 RDC SRV  
 THE CITY BUDGET PRT/BDGT SHRTFLL /RAISG REV CITY COUNCIL DISTRICT 
 ----------------------------- ------------------ ----------- ----------------------------------------------------------- 
  SMWT VERY TOTAL TOTAL NTRL/ REDCE REDCE RAISE REDCE RAISE            
 Total NEG NEG NEG POS DK/NA COMP SRVCS RVNUE SRVCS RVNUE 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 436 113 91 204 107 125 187 89 105 212 157 31 46 29 33 20 50 27 46 56 50 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 14% 17% 14% 16% 14% 11% 12% 21% 12% 17% 10% 12% 6% 4% 26% 11% 20% 12% 21% 14% 21% 
Completely acceptable 3  5  5  5  4  1  4  0  6  3  4  5  5  0  3  9  3  9  3  1  3  
Somewhat acceptable 11  13  9  11  10  10  9  21  7  14  6  7  1  4  23  2  17  3  18  12  18  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 85  82  86  84  83  87  87  77  86  81  89  86  88  94  74  89  80  88  79  85  77  
No at all acceptable 85  82  86  84  83  87  87  77  86  81  89  86  88  94  74  89  80  88  79  85  77  
 
DK/NA 1  1  0  0  2  2  1  2  2  2  1  2  6  2  0  0  0  0  0  1  2  
DK/NA 1  1  0  0  2  2  1  2  2  2  1  2  6  2  0  0  0  0  0  1  2  
 
 VOTER SALES TAX TARGETS BUSINESS TAX TARGETS WASTE DISPOSAL TARGETS 
 ----------- ----------------------------------------- ----------------------------- ----------------------------- 
   NON- CONS CONS  POS NEG COST COMP CONS CONS  POS NEG CONS CONS  POS NEG  
 Total VOTER VOTER YES NO SWING MOVER MOVER P-MVR P-MVR YES NO SWING MOVER MOVER YES NO SWING MOVER MOVER  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 436 400 36 189 149 98 47 35 34 76 145 161 130 59 58 158 155 123 56 56 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 14% 14% 13% 12% 17% 13% 12% 16% 12% 14% 14% 15% 12% 15% 9% 16% 13% 13% 14% 14% 
Completely acceptable 3  4  2  3  3  5  7  4  12  3  6  2  4  5  3  3  3  4  4  4  
Somewhat acceptable 11  11  10  9  14  8  4  12  0  11  9  14  9  10  6  12  10  9  9  11  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 85  85  83  85  83  86  88  81  88  86  85  84  85  80  90  82  86  86  85  86  
No at all acceptable 85  85  83  85  83  86  88  81  88  86  85  84  85  80  90  82  86  86  85  86  
 
DK/NA 1  1  5  2  0  1  0  3  0  0  0  1  3  5  1  2  1  1  1  0  
DK/NA 1  1  5  2  0  1  0  3  0  0  0  1  3  5  1  2  1  1  1  0  
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TABLE 42:  Q13U.  I am going to read you a list of some specific public safety services provided by the City of San José.  It is likely that some of these services 

will need to be reduced next year given the City's projected budget shortfall.  Please tell me whether you would find each of the following public safety 
budget cuts to be completely acceptable, somewhat acceptable, or not at all acceptable as a way of helping to balance the City's budget:  Reducing 
investigation of sexual assault crimes 

  
 
  Q24 TYPE OF Q25 Q26 KIDS   
 Q23 YEARS IN SAN JOSE RESIDENCE RESIDENCE AT HOME Q27 EDUCATION Q28 ETHNICITY 
 ----------------------------- ----------- ----------- ----------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------- 
       DETCH MULTI     HS OR SOME COLL POST NON-   NON-    
 Total 0-10 11-20 21-30 31-40 41+ HOUSE UNIT OWN RENT YES NO LESS COLL GRAD GRAD COLL COLL+ WHITE WHITE LATNO ASIAN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 436 104 90 82 84 75 338 81 329 104 171 261 86 108 170 58 194 228 230 196 89 81 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 14% 18% 10% 14% 15% 12% 15% 13% 15% 12% 9% 17% 11% 7% 17% 23% 9% 19% 15% 12% 13% 12% 
Completely acceptable 3  4  1  5  1  7  3  5  3  6  2  5  4  3  2  7  3  4  3  4  4  4  
Somewhat acceptable 11  14  9  10  14  5  11  8  12  7  8  13  7  5  15  16  5  15  12  8  9  8  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 85  82  88  85  82  87  84  87  84  86  89  81  87  90  83  75  89  81  84  86  84  87  
No at all acceptable 85  82  88  85  82  87  84  87  84  86  89  81  87  90  83  75  89  81  84  86  84  87  
 
DK/NA 1  0  2  1  3  1  2  0  1  2  1  2  2  3  0  2  2  1  1  2  3  1  
DK/NA 1  0  2  1  3  1  2  0  1  2  1  2  2  3  0  2  2  1  1  2  3  1  
 
   Q31 REGSTRD Q33 VOTE  
 Q29 AGE Q30 INCOME TO VOTE PROPENSITY GENDER 
 ----------------------------------------------- ----------------------- ----------- ----------------- ----------- 
          $0- $30K- $60K- $100K    ALMST     
 Total 18-29 30-39 40-49 50-64 65-74 75+ 18-49 50+ $30K $60K $100K + YES NO ALWYS ALL MOST MEN WOMEN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 436 50 74 96 125 38 35 219 197 71 79 91 69 176 35 180 150 45 209 227 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 14% 11% 14% 16% 12% 20% 12% 14% 13% 11% 11% 18% 15% 13% 13% 17% 15% 5% 20% 9% 
Completely acceptable 3  3  3  4  2  12  2  4  4  4  3  4  6  4  2  3  4  2  6  1  
Somewhat acceptable 11  7  11  12  10  8  10  11  10  7  8  14  10  9  11  13  11  3  13  8  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 85  89  86  82  87  76  85  85  84  88  87  80  85  86  82  81  84  95  79  90  
No at all acceptable 85  89  86  82  87  76  85  85  84  88  87  80  85  86  82  81  84  95  79  90  
 
DK/NA 1  0  0  2  1  5  3  1  2  1  2  2  0  1  5  2  1  0  2  1  
DK/NA 1  0  0  2  1  5  3  1  2  1  2  2  0  1  5  2  1  0  2  1  
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TABLE 42:  Q13U.  I am going to read you a list of some specific public safety services provided by the City of San José.  It is likely that some of these services 

will need to be reduced next year given the City's projected budget shortfall.  Please tell me whether you would find each of the following public safety 
budget cuts to be completely acceptable, somewhat acceptable, or not at all acceptable as a way of helping to balance the City's budget:  Reducing 
investigation of sexual assault crimes 

  
 
 LIKELY    
 VOTER PARTY BY AGE ETHNICITY BY AGE ETHNICITY BY GENDER 
 ----------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------------------- 
    DEM DEM REP REP DTS/O DTS/O WHITE WHITE LATNO LATNO ASIAN ASIAN WHITE WHITE LATNO LATNO ASIAN ASIAN  
 Total YES NO 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 436 359 77 103 92 36 57 56 36 96 124 56 28 50 30 104 126 44 45 40 41 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 14% 15% 8% 11% 15% 21% 18% 13% 6% 16% 15% 13% 6% 14% 10% 22% 10% 13% 13% 23% 1% 
Completely acceptable 3  4  3  5  5  0  4  2  2  3  4  4  4  3  5  7  0  5  3  7  0  
Somewhat acceptable 11  12  5  6  11  21  13  10  4  14  11  9  2  10  5  15  10  8  10  16  1  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 85  84  90  89  81  79  81  87  94  84  83  84  90  86  88  77  89  83  85  75  99  
No at all acceptable 85  84  90  89  81  79  81  87  94  84  83  84  90  86  88  77  89  83  85  75  99  
 
DK/NA 1  1  2  0  4  0  1  0  0  0  2  3  4  0  3  1  1  4  2  2  0  
DK/NA 1  1  2  0  4  0  1  0  0  0  2  3  4  0  3  1  1  4  2  2  0  
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TABLE 43:  Q13V.  I am going to read you a list of some specific public safety services provided by the City of San José.  It is likely that some of these services 

will need to be reduced next year given the City's projected budget shortfall.  Please tell me whether you would find each of the following public safety 
budget cuts to be completely acceptable, somewhat acceptable, or not at all acceptable as a way of helping to balance the City's budget:  Reducing 
investigation of homicides and murders 

  
 
  Q5/Q6 COMB 1/4 Q7 SALES TAX SUPPORT GIVEN  
 Q5 INITIAL 1/2 CENT SALES TAX VOTE CENT SALES TX VTE EMPLOYEE COMPENSATION CUTS PARTY BY GENDER 
 ----------------------------------------- ----------------- ----------------------------- ----------------------------------- 
  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  M-MRE SW-MR TOTAL TOTAL NO DF DEM DEM REP REP DTS/O DTS/O  
 Total YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD LIKLY LIKLY M-LKY L-LKY DK/NA MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 436 117 107 64 128 224 191 21 251 174 11 151 89 239 88 109 87 110 52 48 49 47 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 15% 19% 12% 12% 16% 16% 15% 3% 15% 15% 5% 17% 10% 14% 17% 14% 20% 9% 21% 13% 20% 7% 
Completely acceptable 3  2  1  1  7  2  5  0  2  5  0  4  0  3  4  3  4  2  5  6  6  0  
Somewhat acceptable 12  17  10  11  10  14  10  3  13  10  5  13  10  12  13  10  16  7  16  6  14  7  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 84  79  88  88  81  84  84  97  84  84  95  82  90  85  81  85  80  90  78  86  77  91  
No at all acceptable 84  79  88  88  81  84  84  97  84  84  95  82  90  85  81  85  80  90  78  86  77  91  
 
DK/NA 1  2  0  0  2  1  1  0  1  2  0  1  0  1  2  2  0  1  1  1  4  2  
DK/NA 1  2  0  0  2  1  1  0  1  2  0  1  0  1  2  2  0  1  1  1  4  2  
 
 Q18 1/2 CNT SALES Q20 FINAL 1/2 CNT   
 TX VOTE AFTER POS SALES TAX VOTE Q8A INITIAL PARKING TAX VOTE GENDER BY AGE 
 ----------------- ----------------- ------------------------------------------ ----------------------- 
  TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  MEN MEN WOMEN WOMEN  
 Total YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 436 245 186 6 238 191 7 73 99 81 171 172 251 12 108 90 111 107 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 15% 14% 16% 0% 14% 16% 0% 22% 9% 14% 15% 15% 15% 15% 21% 22% 11% 8% 
Completely acceptable 3  2  5  0  1  5  0  4  0  2  5  2  4  0  0  9  3  1  
Somewhat acceptable 12  12  11  0  13  10  0  18  9  11  10  13  10  15  20  12  7  7  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 84  85  82  100  85  83  100  76  90  86  84  84  85  76  79  76  89  90  
No at all acceptable 84  85  82  100  85  83  100  76  90  86  84  84  85  76  79  76  89  90  
 
DK/NA 1  1  1  0  1  2  0  2  1  0  1  1  1  8  0  2  0  2  
DK/NA 1  1  1  0  1  2  0  2  1  0  1  1  1  8  0  2  0  2  
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TABLE 43:  Q13V.  I am going to read you a list of some specific public safety services provided by the City of San José.  It is likely that some of these services 

will need to be reduced next year given the City's projected budget shortfall.  Please tell me whether you would find each of the following public safety 
budget cuts to be completely acceptable, somewhat acceptable, or not at all acceptable as a way of helping to balance the City's budget:  Reducing 
investigation of homicides and murders 

  
 
  Q22 BUSINESS TAX   
 Q8B INITIAL BUSINESS TAX VOTE AFTER POSITIVES Q9 CARD ROOM PROPOSAL SAMPLE/PHONE TYPE 
 ----------------------------------------- ----------------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------------- 
  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  STR SMWT STR TOTAL TOTAL  VOTER RDD CELL RDD RDD  
 Total YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD SUPPT SUPPT OPPOS SUPPT OPPOS UNDCD LIST SAMP SAMP CELL LAND  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 436 98 96 84 127 195 212 30 204 219 13 168 88 112 256 150 31 224 185 27 48 164 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 15% 21% 15% 9% 16% 18% 13% 3% 14% 16% 5% 12% 17% 17% 13% 16% 18% 15% 15% 9% 10% 16% 
Completely acceptable 3  3  1  6  4  2  5  0  1  5  0  3  1  5  3  4  3  2  4  4  4  4  
Somewhat acceptable 12  18  15  3  12  16  9  3  13  11  5  8  16  11  11  12  15  12  12  5  6  12  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 84  78  84  91  82  81  85  97  85  83  95  88  83  80  86  81  82  84  83  91  89  83  
No at all acceptable 84  78  84  91  82  81  85  97  85  83  95  88  83  80  86  81  82  84  83  91  89  83  
 
DK/NA 1  1  1  1  2  1  1  0  1  2  0  1  0  3  1  2  0  1  1  0  1  1  
DK/NA 1  1  1  1  2  1  1  0  1  2  0  1  0  3  1  2  0  1  1  0  1  1  
 
  Q21 WASTE DISPSAL Q10 CITY BUDGET  
 Q8C INITIAL WASTE DISPOSAL TAX TX AFTR POS & NEG 12 MONTHS FROM PARTY (COMBINED) 
 ----------------------------------------- ----------------- ----------------------------- ----------------- 
  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  SMWT MUCH TOTAL TOTAL NO DF     
 Total YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD WORSE WORSE WORSE BETTR DK/NA DEM REP DTS/O  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 436 109 101 65 138 210 203 23 214 211 11 0 0 0 0 0 198 100 97 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 15% 19% 10% 7% 17% 15% 14% 24% 14% 16% 5% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 14% 17% 14% 
Completely acceptable 3  2  1  2  7  1  5  0  1  5  0  0  0  0  0  0  3  5  3  
Somewhat acceptable 12  17  9  5  10  13  9  24  13  10  5  0  0  0  0  0  11  12  11  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 84  80  90  92  81  85  85  76  86  83  84  0  0  0  0  0  86  82  83  
No at all acceptable 84  80  90  92  81  85  85  76  86  83  84  0  0  0  0  0  86  82  83  
 
DK/NA 1  1  0  2  2  1  2  0  0  2  12  0  0  0  0  0  0  1  3  
DK/NA 1  1  0  2  2  1  2  0  0  2  12  0  0  0  0  0  0  1  3  
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TABLE 43:  Q13V.  I am going to read you a list of some specific public safety services provided by the City of San José.  It is likely that some of these services 

will need to be reduced next year given the City's projected budget shortfall.  Please tell me whether you would find each of the following public safety 
budget cuts to be completely acceptable, somewhat acceptable, or not at all acceptable as a way of helping to balance the City's budget:  Reducing 
investigation of homicides and murders 

  
 
 Q11 FEELINGS ABOUT Q15 FIRST CHOICE Q16 RDC SRV  
 THE CITY BUDGET PRT/BDGT SHRTFLL /RAISG REV CITY COUNCIL DISTRICT 
 ----------------------------- ------------------ ----------- ----------------------------------------------------------- 
  SMWT VERY TOTAL TOTAL NTRL/ REDCE REDCE RAISE REDCE RAISE            
 Total NEG NEG NEG POS DK/NA COMP SRVCS RVNUE SRVCS RVNUE 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 436 113 91 204 107 125 187 89 105 212 157 31 46 29 33 20 50 27 46 56 50 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 15% 11% 14% 12% 17% 17% 12% 16% 14% 17% 13% 14% 12% 11% 14% 12% 18% 11% 19% 17% 13% 
Completely acceptable 3  1  7  4  3  2  4  3  2  4  2  2  4  0  0  0  12  3  0  3  1  
Somewhat acceptable 12  10  7  8  14  15  9  13  12  12  10  12  8  11  14  12  6  8  19  14  12  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 84  89  84  86  83  81  87  83  85  83  86  82  86  89  86  88  80  89  81  81  87  
No at all acceptable 84  89  84  86  83  81  87  83  85  83  86  82  86  89  86  88  80  89  81  81  87  
 
DK/NA 1  0  3  1  0  2  1  1  1  1  1  4  2  0  0  0  1  0  0  2  0  
DK/NA 1  0  3  1  0  2  1  1  1  1  1  4  2  0  0  0  1  0  0  2  0  
 
 VOTER SALES TAX TARGETS BUSINESS TAX TARGETS WASTE DISPOSAL TARGETS 
 ----------- ----------------------------------------- ----------------------------- ----------------------------- 
   NON- CONS CONS  POS NEG COST COMP CONS CONS  POS NEG CONS CONS  POS NEG  
 Total VOTER VOTER YES NO SWING MOVER MOVER P-MVR P-MVR YES NO SWING MOVER MOVER YES NO SWING MOVER MOVER  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 436 400 36 189 149 98 47 35 34 76 145 161 130 59 58 158 155 123 56 56 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 15% 15% 15% 14% 15% 15% 12% 18% 13% 11% 17% 15% 12% 7% 19% 15% 15% 13% 11% 17% 
Completely acceptable 3  3  0  2  6  1  0  2  2  5  1  6  2  1  3  1  6  2  1  3  
Somewhat acceptable 12  11  15  12  9  15  12  16  11  6  16  9  10  6  16  15  9  11  10  14  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 84  84  85  85  83  84  88  81  87  89  82  84  88  93  80  85  83  86  89  83  
No at all acceptable 84  84  85  85  83  84  88  81  87  89  82  84  88  93  80  85  83  86  89  83  
 
DK/NA 1  1  0  1  2  1  0  2  0  0  1  2  0  0  1  0  2  1  0  0  
DK/NA 1  1  0  1  2  1  0  2  0  0  1  2  0  0  1  0  2  1  0  0  
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TABLE 43:  Q13V.  I am going to read you a list of some specific public safety services provided by the City of San José.  It is likely that some of these services 

will need to be reduced next year given the City's projected budget shortfall.  Please tell me whether you would find each of the following public safety 
budget cuts to be completely acceptable, somewhat acceptable, or not at all acceptable as a way of helping to balance the City's budget:  Reducing 
investigation of homicides and murders 

  
 
  Q24 TYPE OF Q25 Q26 KIDS   
 Q23 YEARS IN SAN JOSE RESIDENCE RESIDENCE AT HOME Q27 EDUCATION Q28 ETHNICITY 
 ----------------------------- ----------- ----------- ----------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------- 
       DETCH MULTI     HS OR SOME COLL POST NON-   NON-    
 Total 0-10 11-20 21-30 31-40 41+ HOUSE UNIT OWN RENT YES NO LESS COLL GRAD GRAD COLL COLL+ WHITE WHITE LATNO ASIAN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 436 104 90 82 84 75 338 81 329 104 171 261 86 108 170 58 194 228 230 196 89 81 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 15% 17% 10% 17% 14% 16% 15% 13% 15% 14% 12% 17% 12% 12% 18% 17% 12% 17% 14% 15% 18% 14% 
Completely acceptable 3  3  0  5  4  4  3  5  3  2  0  5  1  4  3  3  3  3  3  3  4  3  
Somewhat acceptable 12  15  10  12  9  12  12  8  12  11  11  12  11  8  14  14  10  14  11  11  14  12  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 84  81  90  82  85  83  84  87  83  86  88  82  87  88  81  80  87  81  85  84  82  83  
No at all acceptable 84  81  90  82  85  83  84  87  83  86  88  82  87  88  81  80  87  81  85  84  82  83  
 
DK/NA 1  2  0  1  2  1  1  0  1  0  1  1  1  0  1  3  0  2  1  1  0  3  
DK/NA 1  2  0  1  2  1  1  0  1  0  1  1  1  0  1  3  0  2  1  1  0  3  
 
   Q31 REGSTRD Q33 VOTE  
 Q29 AGE Q30 INCOME TO VOTE PROPENSITY GENDER 
 ----------------------------------------------- ----------------------- ----------- ----------------- ----------- 
          $0- $30K- $60K- $100K    ALMST     
 Total 18-29 30-39 40-49 50-64 65-74 75+ 18-49 50+ $30K $60K $100K + YES NO ALWYS ALL MOST MEN WOMEN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 436 50 74 96 125 38 35 219 197 71 79 91 69 176 35 180 150 45 209 227 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 15% 9% 22% 14% 15% 14% 10% 16% 14% 11% 10% 16% 17% 15% 16% 18% 10% 13% 21% 9% 
Completely acceptable 3  1  5  0  5  7  2  2  5  5  0  5  3  5  0  5  2  2  4  2  
Somewhat acceptable 12  8  17  14  11  7  8  14  9  6  10  11  14  10  16  13  9  11  17  7  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 84  91  78  86  83  83  88  84  84  88  90  84  81  84  84  81  88  87  78  90  
No at all acceptable 84  91  78  86  83  83  88  84  84  88  90  84  81  84  84  81  88  87  78  90  
 
DK/NA 1  0  0  0  2  3  2  0  2  1  0  0  2  1  0  1  2  0  1  1  
DK/NA 1  0  0  0  2  3  2  0  2  1  0  0  2  1  0  1  2  0  1  1  
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TABLE 43:  Q13V.  I am going to read you a list of some specific public safety services provided by the City of San José.  It is likely that some of these services 

will need to be reduced next year given the City's projected budget shortfall.  Please tell me whether you would find each of the following public safety 
budget cuts to be completely acceptable, somewhat acceptable, or not at all acceptable as a way of helping to balance the City's budget:  Reducing 
investigation of homicides and murders 

  
 
 LIKELY    
 VOTER PARTY BY AGE ETHNICITY BY AGE ETHNICITY BY GENDER 
 ----------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------------------- 
    DEM DEM REP REP DTS/O DTS/O WHITE WHITE LATNO LATNO ASIAN ASIAN WHITE WHITE LATNO LATNO ASIAN ASIAN  
 Total YES NO 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 436 359 77 103 92 36 57 56 36 96 124 56 28 50 30 104 126 44 45 40 41 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 15% 14% 16% 10% 16% 21% 17% 17% 10% 13% 16% 21% 8% 16% 12% 20% 10% 22% 14% 26% 4% 
Completely acceptable 3  3  2  1  5  8  4  0  8  0  5  5  3  1  6  5  1  2  7  6  0  
Somewhat acceptable 12  11  14  9  12  12  12  17  2  13  11  16  5  15  6  15  9  20  7  20  4  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 84  85  83  90  83  79  82  83  82  87  82  79  92  84  80  80  89  78  86  71  94  
No at all acceptable 84  85  83  90  83  79  82  83  82  87  82  79  92  84  80  80  89  78  86  71  94  
 
DK/NA 1  1  1  0  1  0  1  0  8  0  2  0  0  0  8  1  1  0  0  3  2  
DK/NA 1  1  1  0  1  0  1  0  8  0  2  0  0  0  8  1  1  0  0  3  2  
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TABLE 44:  Q13W.  I am going to read you a list of some specific public safety services provided by the City of San José.  It is likely that some of these services 

will need to be reduced next year given the City's projected budget shortfall.  Please tell me whether you would find each of the following public safety 
budget cuts to be completely acceptable, somewhat acceptable, or not at all acceptable as a way of helping to balance the City's budget:  Rotating closures 
of the City's fire stations 

  
 
  Q5/Q6 COMB 1/4 Q7 SALES TAX SUPPORT GIVEN  
 Q5 INITIAL 1/2 CENT SALES TAX VOTE CENT SALES TX VTE EMPLOYEE COMPENSATION CUTS PARTY BY GENDER 
 ----------------------------------------- ----------------- ----------------------------- ----------------------------------- 
  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  M-MRE SW-MR TOTAL TOTAL NO DF DEM DEM REP REP DTS/O DTS/O  
 Total YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD LIKLY LIKLY M-LKY L-LKY DK/NA MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 436 117 107 64 128 224 191 21 251 174 11 151 89 239 88 109 87 110 52 48 49 47 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 39% 40% 37% 42% 42% 39% 42% 17% 38% 41% 26% 39% 49% 43% 38% 32% 42% 30% 39% 32% 60% 47% 
Completely acceptable 10  9  2  13  16  6  15  7  8  13  6  11  4  8  14  10  17  5  3  4  18  15  
Somewhat acceptable 29  31  35  29  26  33  27  11  31  27  20  28  44  34  24  23  24  24  35  28  42  32  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 58  60  59  53  56  59  55  77  59  56  66  59  48  55  59  65  56  66  61  67  35  48  
No at all acceptable 58  60  59  53  56  59  55  77  59  56  66  59  48  55  59  65  56  66  61  67  35  48  
 
DK/NA 3  0  4  5  2  2  3  6  2  3  8  2  3  3  3  3  3  4  0  1  5  5  
DK/NA 3  0  4  5  2  2  3  6  2  3  8  2  3  3  3  3  3  4  0  1  5  5  
 
 Q18 1/2 CNT SALES Q20 FINAL 1/2 CNT   
 TX VOTE AFTER POS SALES TAX VOTE Q8A INITIAL PARKING TAX VOTE GENDER BY AGE 
 ----------------- ----------------- ------------------------------------------ ----------------------- 
  TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  MEN MEN WOMEN WOMEN  
 Total YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 436 245 186 6 238 191 7 73 99 81 171 172 251 12 108 90 111 107 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 39% 37% 42% 31% 39% 39% 30% 47% 44% 40% 33% 46% 35% 20% 49% 41% 33% 35% 
Completely acceptable 10  8  13  0  8  13  0  16  8  10  9  11  9  0  12  17  7  6  
Somewhat acceptable 29  29  29  31  32  26  30  31  36  30  24  34  26  20  38  24  26  28  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 58  60  56  46  59  58  51  53  54  58  64  54  62  45  49  55  65  61  
No at all acceptable 58  60  56  46  59  58  51  53  54  58  64  54  62  45  49  55  65  61  
 
DK/NA 3  2  2  23  2  3  19  0  1  2  2  1  2  35  1  4  3  4  
DK/NA 3  2  2  23  2  3  19  0  1  2  2  1  2  35  1  4  3  4  
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TABLE 44:  Q13W.  I am going to read you a list of some specific public safety services provided by the City of San José.  It is likely that some of these services 

will need to be reduced next year given the City's projected budget shortfall.  Please tell me whether you would find each of the following public safety 
budget cuts to be completely acceptable, somewhat acceptable, or not at all acceptable as a way of helping to balance the City's budget:  Rotating closures 
of the City's fire stations 

  
 
  Q22 BUSINESS TAX   
 Q8B INITIAL BUSINESS TAX VOTE AFTER POSITIVES Q9 CARD ROOM PROPOSAL SAMPLE/PHONE TYPE 
 ----------------------------------------- ----------------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------------- 
  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  STR SMWT STR TOTAL TOTAL  VOTER RDD CELL RDD RDD  
 Total YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD SUPPT SUPPT OPPOS SUPPT OPPOS UNDCD LIST SAMP SAMP CELL LAND  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 436 98 96 84 127 195 212 30 204 219 13 168 88 112 256 150 31 224 185 27 48 164 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 39% 47% 39% 43% 34% 43% 38% 23% 44% 36% 22% 33% 50% 34% 39% 37% 53% 37% 43% 25% 26% 45% 
Completely acceptable 10  12  4  11  13  8  12  3  10  10  5  10  4  14  8  12  13  10  10  4  5  11  
Somewhat acceptable 29  34  35  32  21  35  25  20  34  26  17  23  46  21  31  24  40  27  33  20  21  34  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 58  53  57  52  63  55  59  74  55  61  64  65  45  64  58  61  43  60  55  68  71  53  
No at all acceptable 58  53  57  52  63  55  59  74  55  61  64  65  45  64  58  61  43  60  55  68  71  53  
 
DK/NA 3  0  4  5  3  2  3  3  1  3  14  2  5  1  3  2  4  3  2  7  4  2  
DK/NA 3  0  4  5  3  2  3  3  1  3  14  2  5  1  3  2  4  3  2  7  4  2  
 
  Q21 WASTE DISPSAL Q10 CITY BUDGET  
 Q8C INITIAL WASTE DISPOSAL TAX TX AFTR POS & NEG 12 MONTHS FROM PARTY (COMBINED) 
 ----------------------------------------- ----------------- ----------------------------- ----------------- 
  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  SMWT MUCH TOTAL TOTAL NO DF     
 Total YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD WORSE WORSE WORSE BETTR DK/NA DEM REP DTS/O  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 436 109 101 65 138 210 203 23 214 211 11 0 0 0 0 0 198 100 97 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 39% 42% 51% 36% 33% 46% 34% 17% 44% 35% 21% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 35% 36% 54% 
Completely acceptable 10  12  8  9  11  10  11  0  9  11  12  0  0  0  0  0  11  4  17  
Somewhat acceptable 29  30  43  27  22  36  23  17  35  24  9  0  0  0  0  0  24  32  37  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 58  56  49  63  64  53  64  58  54  62  60  0  0  0  0  0  62  64  42  
No at all acceptable 58  56  49  63  64  53  64  58  54  62  60  0  0  0  0  0  62  64  42  
 
DK/NA 3  1  0  1  3  1  2  25  2  3  19  0  0  0  0  0  3  1  5  
DK/NA 3  1  0  1  3  1  2  25  2  3  19  0  0  0  0  0  3  1  5  
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TABLE 44:  Q13W.  I am going to read you a list of some specific public safety services provided by the City of San José.  It is likely that some of these services 

will need to be reduced next year given the City's projected budget shortfall.  Please tell me whether you would find each of the following public safety 
budget cuts to be completely acceptable, somewhat acceptable, or not at all acceptable as a way of helping to balance the City's budget:  Rotating closures 
of the City's fire stations 

  
 
 Q11 FEELINGS ABOUT Q15 FIRST CHOICE Q16 RDC SRV  
 THE CITY BUDGET PRT/BDGT SHRTFLL /RAISG REV CITY COUNCIL DISTRICT 
 ----------------------------- ------------------ ----------- ----------------------------------------------------------- 
  SMWT VERY TOTAL TOTAL NTRL/ REDCE REDCE RAISE REDCE RAISE            
 Total NEG NEG NEG POS DK/NA COMP SRVCS RVNUE SRVCS RVNUE 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 436 113 91 204 107 125 187 89 105 212 157 31 46 29 33 20 50 27 46 56 50 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 39% 43% 29% 37% 42% 40% 43% 37% 40% 41% 38% 47% 38% 18% 39% 50% 37% 26% 50% 39% 44% 
Completely acceptable 10  7  8  8  10  13  13  5  8  12  8  15  13  7  5  29  15  3  9  7  10  
Somewhat acceptable 29  36  20  29  32  27  29  32  32  29  30  32  25  11  34  21  22  24  40  32  34  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 58  56  67  61  58  55  54  61  60  57  61  53  60  82  57  45  59  74  46  54  56  
No at all acceptable 58  56  67  61  58  55  54  61  60  57  61  53  60  82  57  45  59  74  46  54  56  
 
DK/NA 3  1  4  2  0  5  3  2  0  2  1  0  2  0  4  6  4  0  4  7  0  
DK/NA 3  1  4  2  0  5  3  2  0  2  1  0  2  0  4  6  4  0  4  7  0  
 
 VOTER SALES TAX TARGETS BUSINESS TAX TARGETS WASTE DISPOSAL TARGETS 
 ----------- ----------------------------------------- ----------------------------- ----------------------------- 
   NON- CONS CONS  POS NEG COST COMP CONS CONS  POS NEG CONS CONS  POS NEG  
 Total VOTER VOTER YES NO SWING MOVER MOVER P-MVR P-MVR YES NO SWING MOVER MOVER YES NO SWING MOVER MOVER  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 436 400 36 189 149 98 47 35 34 76 145 161 130 59 58 158 155 123 56 56 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 39% 40% 30% 40% 43% 31% 28% 26% 35% 46% 44% 35% 38% 44% 36% 51% 36% 28% 24% 34% 
Completely acceptable 10  10  6  6  15  9  15  4  16  12  10  12  7  11  4  10  13  6  4  6  
Somewhat acceptable 29  30  23  34  28  22  14  22  19  34  34  23  31  33  32  40  23  23  20  28  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 58  57  70  58  54  65  68  70  62  51  54  60  60  56  64  49  62  66  71  62  
No at all acceptable 58  57  70  58  54  65  68  70  62  51  54  60  60  56  64  49  62  66  71  62  
 
DK/NA 3  3  0  2  3  4  3  3  4  3  2  5  1  0  0  1  2  6  5  4  
DK/NA 3  3  0  2  3  4  3  3  4  3  2  5  1  0  0  1  2  6  5  4  
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TABLE 44:  Q13W.  I am going to read you a list of some specific public safety services provided by the City of San José.  It is likely that some of these services 

will need to be reduced next year given the City's projected budget shortfall.  Please tell me whether you would find each of the following public safety 
budget cuts to be completely acceptable, somewhat acceptable, or not at all acceptable as a way of helping to balance the City's budget:  Rotating closures 
of the City's fire stations 

  
 
  Q24 TYPE OF Q25 Q26 KIDS   
 Q23 YEARS IN SAN JOSE RESIDENCE RESIDENCE AT HOME Q27 EDUCATION Q28 ETHNICITY 
 ----------------------------- ----------- ----------- ----------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------- 
       DETCH MULTI     HS OR SOME COLL POST NON-   NON-    
 Total 0-10 11-20 21-30 31-40 41+ HOUSE UNIT OWN RENT YES NO LESS COLL GRAD GRAD COLL COLL+ WHITE WHITE LATNO ASIAN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 436 104 90 82 84 75 338 81 329 104 171 261 86 108 170 58 194 228 230 196 89 81 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 39% 43% 49% 30% 39% 33% 40% 31% 39% 37% 35% 41% 32% 40% 44% 42% 36% 43% 40% 39% 30% 48% 
Completely acceptable 10  6  13  10  10  12  11  8  10  11  10  10  7  9  10  17  8  12  8  11  9  16  
Somewhat acceptable 29  37  36  21  28  21  30  23  30  26  26  31  26  30  34  25  28  32  32  27  21  32  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 58  55  50  67  57  64  57  68  57  62  62  56  68  60  50  56  64  52  58  58  67  48  
No at all acceptable 58  55  50  67  57  64  57  68  57  62  62  56  68  60  50  56  64  52  58  58  67  48  
 
DK/NA 3  3  1  3  5  3  3  1  3  2  2  3  0  0  6  1  0  5  2  3  4  4  
DK/NA 3  3  1  3  5  3  3  1  3  2  2  3  0  0  6  1  0  5  2  3  4  4  
 
   Q31 REGSTRD Q33 VOTE  
 Q29 AGE Q30 INCOME TO VOTE PROPENSITY GENDER 
 ----------------------------------------------- ----------------------- ----------- ----------------- ----------- 
          $0- $30K- $60K- $100K    ALMST     
 Total 18-29 30-39 40-49 50-64 65-74 75+ 18-49 50+ $30K $60K $100K + YES NO ALWYS ALL MOST MEN WOMEN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 436 50 74 96 125 38 35 219 197 71 79 91 69 176 35 180 150 45 209 227 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 39% 36% 40% 44% 43% 26% 31% 41% 38% 32% 43% 34% 52% 43% 31% 38% 40% 52% 45% 34% 
Completely acceptable 10  7  12  8  12  13  8  9  11  13  6  5  23  10  7  10  11  11  13  7  
Somewhat acceptable 29  28  28  36  31  14  23  32  27  19  37  29  29  33  24  28  30  42  31  27  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 58  62  59  54  52  71  67  57  58  66  57  61  48  54  69  59  56  47  53  63  
No at all acceptable 58  62  59  54  52  71  67  57  58  66  57  61  48  54  69  59  56  47  53  63  
 
DK/NA 3  3  2  2  4  3  2  2  4  2  0  6  0  3  0  3  3  1  2  3  
DK/NA 3  3  2  2  4  3  2  2  4  2  0  6  0  3  0  3  3  1  2  3  
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TABLE 44:  Q13W.  I am going to read you a list of some specific public safety services provided by the City of San José.  It is likely that some of these services 

will need to be reduced next year given the City's projected budget shortfall.  Please tell me whether you would find each of the following public safety 
budget cuts to be completely acceptable, somewhat acceptable, or not at all acceptable as a way of helping to balance the City's budget:  Rotating closures 
of the City's fire stations 

  
 
 LIKELY    
 VOTER PARTY BY AGE ETHNICITY BY AGE ETHNICITY BY GENDER 
 ----------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------------------- 
    DEM DEM REP REP DTS/O DTS/O WHITE WHITE LATNO LATNO ASIAN ASIAN WHITE WHITE LATNO LATNO ASIAN ASIAN  
 Total YES NO 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 436 359 77 103 92 36 57 56 36 96 124 56 28 50 30 104 126 44 45 40 41 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 39% 39% 38% 32% 37% 38% 37% 65% 39% 44% 37% 30% 27% 45% 52% 47% 34% 30% 29% 60% 37% 
Completely acceptable 10  10  7  10  11  2  5  15  21  6  10  8  11  15  17  12  5  10  8  22  10  
Somewhat acceptable 29  29  30  22  26  37  31  49  18  38  26  22  17  31  35  35  29  20  22  38  27  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 58  58  60  64  60  62  62  35  48  54  61  67  66  53  40  52  63  63  71  40  55  
No at all acceptable 58  58  60  64  60  62  62  35  48  54  61  67  66  53  40  52  63  63  71  40  55  
 
DK/NA 3  3  2  4  2  0  1  0  13  2  3  2  7  2  8  1  3  7  0  0  8  
DK/NA 3  3  2  4  2  0  1  0  13  2  3  2  7  2  8  1  3  7  0  0  8  
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TABLE 45:  Q13X.  I am going to read you a list of some specific public safety services provided by the City of San José.  It is likely that some of these services 

will need to be reduced next year given the City's projected budget shortfall.  Please tell me whether you would find each of the following public safety 
budget cuts to be completely acceptable, somewhat acceptable, or not at all acceptable as a way of helping to balance the City's budget:  Reducing the number 
of firefighters and fire-fighting equipment assigned to certain stations 

  
 
  Q5/Q6 COMB 1/4 Q7 SALES TAX SUPPORT GIVEN  
 Q5 INITIAL 1/2 CENT SALES TAX VOTE CENT SALES TX VTE EMPLOYEE COMPENSATION CUTS PARTY BY GENDER 
 ----------------------------------------- ----------------- ----------------------------- ----------------------------------- 
  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  M-MRE SW-MR TOTAL TOTAL NO DF DEM DEM REP REP DTS/O DTS/O  
 Total YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD LIKLY LIKLY M-LKY L-LKY DK/NA MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 436 117 107 64 128 224 191 21 251 174 11 151 89 239 88 109 87 110 52 48 49 47 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 35% 29% 32% 40% 45% 30% 43% 9% 31% 43% 0% 34% 44% 38% 35% 28% 36% 33% 34% 33% 54% 35% 
Completely acceptable 8  6  5  7  16  5  13  0  6  12  0  9  5  8  10  9  18  5  8  11  9  5  
Somewhat acceptable 26  23  27  33  29  25  30  9  25  31  0  25  39  30  24  20  19  28  26  22  45  30  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 63  69  68  55  53  69  54  88  68  53  94  65  54  61  64  66  64  66  62  64  45  63  
No at all acceptable 63  69  68  55  53  69  54  88  68  53  94  65  54  61  64  66  64  66  62  64  45  63  
 
DK/NA 2  2  0  5  2  1  3  3  1  3  6  0  2  1  2  5  0  1  4  4  1  3  
DK/NA 2  2  0  5  2  1  3  3  1  3  6  0  2  1  2  5  0  1  4  4  1  3  
 
 Q18 1/2 CNT SALES Q20 FINAL 1/2 CNT   
 TX VOTE AFTER POS SALES TAX VOTE Q8A INITIAL PARKING TAX VOTE GENDER BY AGE 
 ----------------- ----------------- ------------------------------------------ ----------------------- 
  TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  MEN MEN WOMEN WOMEN  
 Total YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 436 245 186 6 238 191 7 73 99 81 171 172 251 12 108 90 111 107 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 35% 32% 38% 46% 33% 37% 39% 39% 33% 40% 32% 35% 35% 37% 38% 42% 31% 32% 
Completely acceptable 8  5  13  0  5  13  0  7  5  9  11  6  10  11  10  13  4  7  
Somewhat acceptable 26  27  25  46  29  23  39  31  28  31  21  29  24  26  28  29  27  24  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 63  67  59  54  66  60  61  57  67  60  66  63  64  48  59  56  68  66  
No at all acceptable 63  67  59  54  66  60  61  57  67  60  66  63  64  48  59  56  68  66  
 
DK/NA 2  1  4  0  1  3  0  4  0  0  2  2  2  15  3  2  1  2  
DK/NA 2  1  4  0  1  3  0  4  0  0  2  2  2  15  3  2  1  2  
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TABLE 45:  Q13X.  I am going to read you a list of some specific public safety services provided by the City of San José.  It is likely that some of these services 

will need to be reduced next year given the City's projected budget shortfall.  Please tell me whether you would find each of the following public safety 
budget cuts to be completely acceptable, somewhat acceptable, or not at all acceptable as a way of helping to balance the City's budget:  Reducing the 
number of firefighters and fire-fighting equipment assigned to certain stations 

  
 
  Q22 BUSINESS TAX   
 Q8B INITIAL BUSINESS TAX VOTE AFTER POSITIVES Q9 CARD ROOM PROPOSAL SAMPLE/PHONE TYPE 
 ----------------------------------------- ----------------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------------- 
  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  STR SMWT STR TOTAL TOTAL  VOTER RDD CELL RDD RDD  
 Total YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD SUPPT SUPPT OPPOS SUPPT OPPOS UNDCD LIST SAMP SAMP CELL LAND  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 436 98 96 84 127 195 212 30 204 219 13 168 88 112 256 150 31 224 185 27 48 164 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 35% 36% 40% 40% 32% 38% 36% 10% 36% 35% 19% 31% 44% 31% 35% 31% 49% 36% 35% 29% 24% 37% 
Completely acceptable 8  10  4  12  10  7  11  0  7  10  8  8  8  8  8  8  12  9  8  9  6  8  
Somewhat acceptable 26  26  36  29  22  31  25  10  30  24  11  23  35  23  27  23  37  27  27  20  18  29  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 63  62  59  57  65  61  62  88  63  63  73  67  54  68  63  67  47  62  63  71  76  61  
No at all acceptable 63  62  59  57  65  61  62  88  63  63  73  67  54  68  63  67  47  62  63  71  76  61  
 
DK/NA 2  2  1  3  3  1  3  2  1  3  8  2  2  2  2  2  3  3  2  0  0  2  
DK/NA 2  2  1  3  3  1  3  2  1  3  8  2  2  2  2  2  3  3  2  0  0  2  
 
  Q21 WASTE DISPSAL Q10 CITY BUDGET  
 Q8C INITIAL WASTE DISPOSAL TAX TX AFTR POS & NEG 12 MONTHS FROM PARTY (COMBINED) 
 ----------------------------------------- ----------------- ----------------------------- ----------------- 
  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  SMWT MUCH TOTAL TOTAL NO DF     
 Total YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD WORSE WORSE WORSE BETTR DK/NA DEM REP DTS/O  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 436 109 101 65 138 210 203 23 214 211 11 0 0 0 0 0 198 100 97 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 35% 38% 40% 32% 32% 39% 32% 28% 37% 34% 8% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 34% 33% 44% 
Completely acceptable 8  9  5  8  11  7  10  11  7  11  0  0  0  0  0  0  10  9  7  
Somewhat acceptable 26  28  35  24  21  32  22  17  30  24  8  0  0  0  0  0  24  24  37  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 63  60  59  67  67  59  67  64  61  64  81  0  0  0  0  0  65  63  53  
No at all acceptable 63  60  59  67  67  59  67  64  61  64  81  0  0  0  0  0  65  63  53  
 
DK/NA 2  3  1  1  2  2  1  8  2  2  12  0  0  0  0  0  1  4  2  
DK/NA 2  3  1  1  2  2  1  8  2  2  12  0  0  0  0  0  1  4  2  
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TABLE 45:  Q13X.  I am going to read you a list of some specific public safety services provided by the City of San José.  It is likely that some of these services 

will need to be reduced next year given the City's projected budget shortfall.  Please tell me whether you would find each of the following public safety 
budget cuts to be completely acceptable, somewhat acceptable, or not at all acceptable as a way of helping to balance the City's budget:  Reducing the 
number of firefighters and fire-fighting equipment assigned to certain stations 

  
 
 Q11 FEELINGS ABOUT Q15 FIRST CHOICE Q16 RDC SRV  
 THE CITY BUDGET PRT/BDGT SHRTFLL /RAISG REV CITY COUNCIL DISTRICT 
 ----------------------------- ------------------ ----------- ----------------------------------------------------------- 
  SMWT VERY TOTAL TOTAL NTRL/ REDCE REDCE RAISE REDCE RAISE            
 Total NEG NEG NEG POS DK/NA COMP SRVCS RVNUE SRVCS RVNUE 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 436 113 91 204 107 125 187 89 105 212 157 31 46 29 33 20 50 27 46 56 50 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 35% 38% 28% 34% 39% 34% 35% 42% 31% 40% 30% 38% 37% 17% 48% 40% 38% 6% 39% 33% 40% 
Completely acceptable 8  10  10  10  6  9  11  6  5  11  7  3  13  3  9  20  18  3  5  3  12  
Somewhat acceptable 26  28  19  24  33  25  25  37  25  29  23  35  24  14  40  20  20  4  33  30  29  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 63  62  68  65  59  64  62  57  69  57  70  62  55  83  46  60  60  94  60  64  60  
No at all acceptable 63  62  68  65  59  64  62  57  69  57  70  62  55  83  46  60  60  94  60  64  60  
 
DK/NA 2  0  3  2  2  3  3  1  0  3  0  0  8  0  6  0  2  0  1  3  0  
DK/NA 2  0  3  2  2  3  3  1  0  3  0  0  8  0  6  0  2  0  1  3  0  
 
 VOTER SALES TAX TARGETS BUSINESS TAX TARGETS WASTE DISPOSAL TARGETS 
 ----------- ----------------------------------------- ----------------------------- ----------------------------- 
   NON- CONS CONS  POS NEG COST COMP CONS CONS  POS NEG CONS CONS  POS NEG  
 Total VOTER VOTER YES NO SWING MOVER MOVER P-MVR P-MVR YES NO SWING MOVER MOVER YES NO SWING MOVER MOVER  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 436 400 36 189 149 98 47 35 34 76 145 161 130 59 58 158 155 123 56 56 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 35% 36% 20% 32% 42% 31% 37% 20% 31% 47% 39% 36% 30% 31% 31% 41% 33% 30% 28% 38% 
Completely acceptable 8  9  0  5  14  7  6  9  9  12  9  13  2  1  3  8  12  5  3  8  
Somewhat acceptable 26  27  20  27  27  24  32  11  22  35  30  23  27  30  28  32  21  25  24  30  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 63  62  75  67  54  69  63  78  69  51  61  62  66  66  65  57  65  67  72  59  
No at all acceptable 63  62  75  67  54  69  63  78  69  51  61  62  66  66  65  57  65  67  72  59  
 
DK/NA 2  2  5  1  4  1  0  2  0  2  0  3  4  3  4  2  2  2  0  3  
DK/NA 2  2  5  1  4  1  0  2  0  2  0  3  4  3  4  2  2  2  0  3  
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TABLE 45:  Q13X.  I am going to read you a list of some specific public safety services provided by the City of San José.  It is likely that some of these services 

will need to be reduced next year given the City's projected budget shortfall.  Please tell me whether you would find each of the following public safety 
budget cuts to be completely acceptable, somewhat acceptable, or not at all acceptable as a way of helping to balance the City's budget:  Reducing the 
number of firefighters and fire-fighting equipment assigned to certain stations 

  
 
  Q24 TYPE OF Q25 Q26 KIDS   
 Q23 YEARS IN SAN JOSE RESIDENCE RESIDENCE AT HOME Q27 EDUCATION Q28 ETHNICITY 
 ----------------------------- ----------- ----------- ----------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------- 
       DETCH MULTI     HS OR SOME COLL POST NON-   NON-    
 Total 0-10 11-20 21-30 31-40 41+ HOUSE UNIT OWN RENT YES NO LESS COLL GRAD GRAD COLL COLL+ WHITE WHITE LATNO ASIAN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 436 104 90 82 84 75 338 81 329 104 171 261 86 108 170 58 194 228 230 196 89 81 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 35% 33% 41% 40% 36% 25% 36% 29% 37% 27% 32% 37% 24% 33% 42% 40% 29% 42% 38% 32% 30% 35% 
Completely acceptable 8  5  10  10  14  4  9  7  9  6  4  11  12  4  9  10  7  10  7  9  14  7  
Somewhat acceptable 26  28  31  30  21  21  27  22  28  21  28  26  12  30  33  29  22  32  31  23  17  28  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 63  66  57  57  61  75  61  69  60  71  66  61  73  66  55  60  69  57  60  66  68  63  
No at all acceptable 63  66  57  57  61  75  61  69  60  71  66  61  73  66  55  60  69  57  60  66  68  63  
 
DK/NA 2  1  3  4  3  0  2  1  2  2  2  2  3  1  2  1  2  2  2  2  2  2  
DK/NA 2  1  3  4  3  0  2  1  2  2  2  2  3  1  2  1  2  2  2  2  2  2  
 
   Q31 REGSTRD Q33 VOTE  
 Q29 AGE Q30 INCOME TO VOTE PROPENSITY GENDER 
 ----------------------------------------------- ----------------------- ----------- ----------------- ----------- 
          $0- $30K- $60K- $100K    ALMST     
 Total 18-29 30-39 40-49 50-64 65-74 75+ 18-49 50+ $30K $60K $100K + YES NO ALWYS ALL MOST MEN WOMEN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 436 50 74 96 125 38 35 219 197 71 79 91 69 176 35 180 150 45 209 227 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 35% 33% 37% 33% 43% 28% 23% 34% 37% 28% 26% 40% 51% 37% 21% 34% 44% 31% 39% 31% 
Completely acceptable 8  9  12  2  13  9  2  7  10  12  5  9  13  9  0  12  6  12  11  6  
Somewhat acceptable 26  24  25  30  30  19  21  27  26  16  21  31  37  27  21  22  37  19  28  25  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 63  67  61  64  55  70  77  64  62  71  70  59  49  62  74  66  52  69  58  67  
No at all acceptable 63  67  61  64  55  70  77  64  62  71  70  59  49  62  74  66  52  69  58  67  
 
DK/NA 2  0  2  3  3  2  0  2  2  1  4  1  0  1  5  0  5  0  2  2  
DK/NA 2  0  2  3  3  2  0  2  2  1  4  1  0  1  5  0  5  0  2  2  
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TABLE 45:  Q13X.  I am going to read you a list of some specific public safety services provided by the City of San José.  It is likely that some of these services 

will need to be reduced next year given the City's projected budget shortfall.  Please tell me whether you would find each of the following public safety 
budget cuts to be completely acceptable, somewhat acceptable, or not at all acceptable as a way of helping to balance the City's budget:  Reducing the 
number of firefighters and fire-fighting equipment assigned to certain stations 

  
 
 LIKELY    
 VOTER PARTY BY AGE ETHNICITY BY AGE ETHNICITY BY GENDER 
 ----------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------------------- 
    DEM DEM REP REP DTS/O DTS/O WHITE WHITE LATNO LATNO ASIAN ASIAN WHITE WHITE LATNO LATNO ASIAN ASIAN  
 Total YES NO 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 436 359 77 103 92 36 57 56 36 96 124 56 28 50 30 104 126 44 45 40 41 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 35% 38% 23% 35% 32% 29% 40% 44% 47% 35% 41% 32% 26% 38% 28% 45% 32% 31% 30% 39% 31% 
Completely acceptable 8  9  4  11  10  8  11  4  11  4  9  16  11  4  11  11  4  16  11  12  2  
Somewhat acceptable 26  28  18  25  22  21  29  40  35  31  32  16  16  35  17  34  28  15  18  27  28  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 63  60  75  64  68  68  56  56  48  64  57  65  74  62  68  53  66  65  70  61  66  
No at all acceptable 63  60  75  64  68  68  56  56  48  64  57  65  74  62  68  53  66  65  70  61  66  
 
DK/NA 2  2  2  1  0  3  3  0  6  1  2  3  0  0  4  2  2  4  0  0  4  
DK/NA 2  2  2  1  0  3  3  0  6  1  2  3  0  0  4  2  2  4  0  0  4  
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TABLE 46:  Q14A.  I am going to read you a list of specific neighborhood services provided by the City of San José.  It is also likely that some of these services will 

need to be reduced next year given the City's projected budget shortfall.  Please tell me whether you would find each of the following neighborhood service 
budget cuts to be completely acceptable, somewhat acceptable, or not at all acceptable as a way of helping to balance the City's budget:  Reducing 
maintenance and upkeep of parks 

  
 
  Q5/Q6 COMB 1/4 Q7 SALES TAX SUPPORT GIVEN  
 Q5 INITIAL 1/2 CENT SALES TAX VOTE CENT SALES TX VTE EMPLOYEE COMPENSATION CUTS PARTY BY GENDER 
 ----------------------------------------- ----------------- ----------------------------- ----------------------------------- 
  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  M-MRE SW-MR TOTAL TOTAL NO DF DEM DEM REP REP DTS/O DTS/O  
 Total YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD LIKLY LIKLY M-LKY L-LKY DK/NA MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 466 124 110 65 146 234 211 21 256 196 14 133 80 213 103 150 85 134 49 46 69 35 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 53% 44% 54% 62% 60% 48% 61% 34% 47% 63% 35% 47% 62% 53% 59% 50% 51% 43% 72% 62% 67% 55% 
Completely acceptable 11  15  5  10  15  10  13  0  10  13  0  13  12  13  10  10  13  12  16  5  11  9  
Somewhat acceptable 42  29  49  51  46  38  47  34  37  49  35  34  50  40  50  40  38  31  56  57  55  46  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 46  56  45  37  39  51  38  59  52  36  65  53  36  46  40  49  49  57  28  33  33  45  
No at all acceptable 46  56  45  37  39  51  38  59  52  36  65  53  36  46  40  49  49  57  28  33  33  45  
 
DK/NA 1  0  1  1  1  0  1  7  1  1  0  0  3  1  1  1  0  1  0  4  0  0  
DK/NA 1  0  1  1  1  0  1  7  1  1  0  0  3  1  1  1  0  1  0  4  0  0  
 
 Q18 1/2 CNT SALES Q20 FINAL 1/2 CNT   
 TX VOTE AFTER POS SALES TAX VOTE Q8A INITIAL PARKING TAX VOTE GENDER BY AGE 
 ----------------- ----------------- ------------------------------------------ ----------------------- 
  TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  MEN MEN WOMEN WOMEN  
 Total YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 466 252 198 15 233 218 15 80 84 100 180 164 280 22 122 96 114 113 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 53% 48% 63% 13% 46% 62% 34% 44% 54% 60% 56% 49% 57% 36% 60% 61% 42% 52% 
Completely acceptable 11  8  16  0  9  15  0  17  6  15  10  11  12  0  9  18  9  10  
Somewhat acceptable 42  40  47  13  38  47  34  27  48  45  45  38  45  36  51  43  32  42  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 46  52  36  78  54  37  56  55  45  38  44  50  42  64  40  39  57  44  
No at all acceptable 46  52  36  78  54  37  56  55  45  38  44  50  42  64  40  39  57  44  
 
DK/NA 1  0  1  9  0  1  9  2  2  2  0  2  1  0  0  0  1  3  
DK/NA 1  0  1  9  0  1  9  2  2  2  0  2  1  0  0  0  1  3  
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TABLE 46:  Q14A.  I am going to read you a list of specific neighborhood services provided by the City of San José.  It is also likely that some of these services 

will need to be reduced next year given the City's projected budget shortfall.  Please tell me whether you would find each of the following neighborhood 
service budget cuts to be completely acceptable, somewhat acceptable, or not at all acceptable as a way of helping to balance the City's budget:  Reducing 
maintenance and upkeep of parks 

  
 
  Q22 BUSINESS TAX   
 Q8B INITIAL BUSINESS TAX VOTE AFTER POSITIVES Q9 CARD ROOM PROPOSAL SAMPLE/PHONE TYPE 
 ----------------------------------------- ----------------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------------- 
  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  STR SMWT STR TOTAL TOTAL  VOTER RDD CELL RDD RDD  
 Total YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD SUPPT SUPPT OPPOS SUPPT OPPOS UNDCD LIST SAMP SAMP CELL LAND  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 466 105 101 72 140 206 212 48 227 215 24 181 99 118 280 157 29 228 208 30 53 185 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 53% 42% 59% 60% 58% 50% 59% 41% 47% 61% 46% 51% 60% 55% 54% 53% 50% 57% 50% 50% 48% 50% 
Completely acceptable 11  10  9  16  13  10  14  6  8  15  0  11  10  12  11  12  11  14  7  15  17  6  
Somewhat acceptable 42  31  50  44  46  41  45  35  39  45  46  40  49  43  44  40  39  43  43  35  31  45  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 46  58  38  39  42  48  41  57  52  39  50  48  39  45  45  47  50  42  49  50  51  49  
No at all acceptable 46  58  38  39  42  48  41  57  52  39  50  48  39  45  45  47  50  42  49  50  51  49  
 
DK/NA 1  0  3  1  0  1  0  2  1  0  4  1  1  0  1  1  0  1  1  0  2  1  
DK/NA 1  0  3  1  0  1  0  2  1  0  4  1  1  0  1  1  0  1  1  0  2  1  
 
  Q21 WASTE DISPSAL Q10 CITY BUDGET  
 Q8C INITIAL WASTE DISPOSAL TAX TX AFTR POS & NEG 12 MONTHS FROM PARTY (COMBINED) 
 ----------------------------------------- ----------------- ----------------------------- ----------------- 
  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  SMWT MUCH TOTAL TOTAL NO DF     
 Total YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD WORSE WORSE WORSE BETTR DK/NA DEM REP DTS/O  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 466 96 103 83 153 199 236 31 215 239 12 131 83 214 196 56 220 95 104 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 53% 38% 54% 56% 64% 46% 61% 38% 45% 62% 31% 57% 54% 55% 51% 52% 46% 67% 63% 
Completely acceptable 11  6  10  9  18  8  15  3  10  13  5  14  11  13  11  7  12  11  11  
Somewhat acceptable 42  32  43  48  46  38  47  35  36  49  26  43  43  43  41  45  34  56  52  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 46  62  43  42  36  52  38  62  53  38  69  40  45  42  49  48  54  31  37  
No at all acceptable 46  62  43  42  36  52  38  62  53  38  69  40  45  42  49  48  54  31  37  
 
DK/NA 1  0  3  2  0  2  1  0  2  0  0  3  1  2  0  0  1  2  0  
DK/NA 1  0  3  2  0  2  1  0  2  0  0  3  1  2  0  0  1  2  0  
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TABLE 46:  Q14A.  I am going to read you a list of specific neighborhood services provided by the City of San José.  It is also likely that some of these services 

will need to be reduced next year given the City's projected budget shortfall.  Please tell me whether you would find each of the following neighborhood 
service budget cuts to be completely acceptable, somewhat acceptable, or not at all acceptable as a way of helping to balance the City's budget:  Reducing 
maintenance and upkeep of parks 

  
 
 Q11 FEELINGS ABOUT Q15 FIRST CHOICE Q16 RDC SRV  
 THE CITY BUDGET PRT/BDGT SHRTFLL /RAISG REV CITY COUNCIL DISTRICT 
 ----------------------------- ------------------ ----------- ----------------------------------------------------------- 
  SMWT VERY TOTAL TOTAL NTRL/ REDCE REDCE RAISE REDCE RAISE            
 Total NEG NEG NEG POS DK/NA COMP SRVCS RVNUE SRVCS RVNUE 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 466 0 0 0 0 0 181 97 124 195 187 32 53 31 37 21 45 33 49 50 50 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 53% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 57% 59% 41% 59% 55% 52% 60% 62% 61% 64% 47% 37% 52% 51% 59% 
Completely acceptable 11  0  0  0  0  0  14  19  3  11  15  10  7  16  7  34  7  5  21  16  3  
Somewhat acceptable 42  0  0  0  0  0  43  40  38  48  40  43  53  46  54  30  40  32  31  35  56  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 46  0  0  0  0  0  41  40  59  40  45  48  40  38  35  36  52  63  48  49  39  
No at all acceptable 46  0  0  0  0  0  41  40  59  40  45  48  40  38  35  36  52  63  48  49  39  
 
DK/NA 1  0  0  0  0  0  2  1  0  2  0  0  0  0  4  0  1  0  0  0  3  
DK/NA 1  0  0  0  0  0  2  1  0  2  0  0  0  0  4  0  1  0  0  0  3  
 
 VOTER SALES TAX TARGETS BUSINESS TAX TARGETS WASTE DISPOSAL TARGETS 
 ----------- ----------------------------------------- ----------------------------- ----------------------------- 
   NON- CONS CONS  POS NEG COST COMP CONS CONS  POS NEG CONS CONS  POS NEG  
 Total VOTER VOTER YES NO SWING MOVER MOVER P-MVR P-MVR YES NO SWING MOVER MOVER YES NO SWING MOVER MOVER  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 466 433 33 189 171 106 41 40 27 60 163 161 142 64 54 153 181 132 62 58 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 53% 55% 32% 47% 65% 46% 44% 53% 34% 60% 49% 63% 47% 42% 53% 43% 64% 51% 51% 55% 
Completely acceptable 11  12  6  9  15  8  4  16  6  12  9  15  10  8  17  8  14  10  13  8  
Somewhat acceptable 42  43  26  38  50  37  40  37  28  48  40  48  37  34  37  35  49  41  38  47  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 46  44  65  53  34  52  56  45  60  37  49  36  52  58  47  55  36  48  48  44  
No at all acceptable 46  44  65  53  34  52  56  45  60  37  49  36  52  58  47  55  36  48  48  44  
 
DK/NA 1  1  3  0  1  2  0  2  5  3  2  1  1  0  0  2  0  1  2  1  
DK/NA 1  1  3  0  1  2  0  2  5  3  2  1  1  0  0  2  0  1  2  1  
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TABLE 46:  Q14A.  I am going to read you a list of specific neighborhood services provided by the City of San José.  It is also likely that some of these services 

will need to be reduced next year given the City's projected budget shortfall.  Please tell me whether you would find each of the following neighborhood 
service budget cuts to be completely acceptable, somewhat acceptable, or not at all acceptable as a way of helping to balance the City's budget:  Reducing 
maintenance and upkeep of parks 

  
 
  Q24 TYPE OF Q25 Q26 KIDS   
 Q23 YEARS IN SAN JOSE RESIDENCE RESIDENCE AT HOME Q27 EDUCATION Q28 ETHNICITY 
 ----------------------------- ----------- ----------- ----------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------- 
       DETCH MULTI     HS OR SOME COLL POST NON-   NON-    
 Total 0-10 11-20 21-30 31-40 41+ HOUSE UNIT OWN RENT YES NO LESS COLL GRAD GRAD COLL COLL+ WHITE WHITE LATNO ASIAN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 466 81 120 109 77 77 365 83 344 115 191 272 98 112 181 69 210 250 231 222 98 92 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 53% 48% 45% 61% 57% 58% 53% 57% 55% 50% 48% 57% 49% 51% 57% 55% 50% 57% 59% 49% 43% 57% 
Completely acceptable 11  9  9  14  10  14  11  12  11  11  9  13  12  8  13  10  10  12  10  13  8  15  
Somewhat acceptable 42  39  36  47  47  44  42  45  44  39  39  45  37  43  44  46  40  45  49  36  36  42  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 46  51  55  39  39  41  46  42  44  49  51  42  50  49  43  41  49  42  40  51  57  42  
No at all acceptable 46  51  55  39  39  41  46  42  44  49  51  42  50  49  43  41  49  42  40  51  57  42  
 
DK/NA 1  1  0  0  4  1  1  1  1  1  1  1  2  0  0  4  1  1  1  0  0  1  
DK/NA 1  1  0  0  4  1  1  1  1  1  1  1  2  0  0  4  1  1  1  0  0  1  
 
   Q31 REGSTRD Q33 VOTE  
 Q29 AGE Q30 INCOME TO VOTE PROPENSITY GENDER 
 ----------------------------------------------- ----------------------- ----------- ----------------- ----------- 
          $0- $30K- $60K- $100K    ALMST     
 Total 18-29 30-39 40-49 50-64 65-74 75+ 18-49 50+ $30K $60K $100K + YES NO ALWYS ALL MOST MEN WOMEN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 466 54 80 103 132 50 27 236 209 89 82 105 78 205 30 211 127 64 224 242 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 53% 42% 57% 51% 56% 55% 62% 51% 56% 57% 46% 61% 47% 52% 34% 55% 57% 55% 60% 47% 
Completely acceptable 11  6  13  8  15  10  14  9  13  14  14  8  4  8  7  13  11  10  12  10  
Somewhat acceptable 42  37  45  42  41  44  48  42  43  43  31  54  43  44  27  43  46  45  48  37  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 46  58  41  49  43  41  37  49  42  41  54  37  50  47  63  44  42  45  40  51  
No at all acceptable 46  58  41  49  43  41  37  49  42  41  54  37  50  47  63  44  42  45  40  51  
 
DK/NA 1  0  1  0  1  4  1  0  2  1  0  1  3  1  3  1  2  0  0  2  
DK/NA 1  0  1  0  1  4  1  0  2  1  0  1  3  1  3  1  2  0  0  2  
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TABLE 46:  Q14A.  I am going to read you a list of specific neighborhood services provided by the City of San José.  It is also likely that some of these services 

will need to be reduced next year given the City's projected budget shortfall.  Please tell me whether you would find each of the following neighborhood 
service budget cuts to be completely acceptable, somewhat acceptable, or not at all acceptable as a way of helping to balance the City's budget:  Reducing 
maintenance and upkeep of parks 

  
 
 LIKELY    
 VOTER PARTY BY AGE ETHNICITY BY AGE ETHNICITY BY GENDER 
 ----------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------------------- 
    DEM DEM REP REP DTS/O DTS/O WHITE WHITE LATNO LATNO ASIAN ASIAN WHITE WHITE LATNO LATNO ASIAN ASIAN  
 Total YES NO 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 466 362 104 108 105 34 58 65 34 93 130 59 35 58 29 109 122 46 52 48 44 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 53% 55% 46% 47% 45% 66% 72% 61% 63% 58% 61% 41% 46% 52% 66% 66% 52% 50% 37% 63% 51% 
Completely acceptable 11  12  8  11  14  12  11  9  15  11  9  3  17  5  35  13  7  10  6  14  15  
Somewhat acceptable 42  43  38  36  31  54  60  52  48  47  52  38  29  48  31  54  45  41  31  49  35  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 46  44  53  53  54  34  25  39  37  42  36  59  54  46  34  34  45  50  63  37  47  
No at all acceptable 46  44  53  53  54  34  25  39  37  42  36  59  54  46  34  34  45  50  63  37  47  
 
DK/NA 1  1  1  0  1  0  3  0  0  0  3  0  0  2  0  0  3  0  0  0  2  
DK/NA 1  1  1  0  1  0  3  0  0  0  3  0  0  2  0  0  3  0  0  0  2  
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TABLE 47:  Q14B.  I am going to read you a list of specific neighborhood services provided by the City of San José.  It is also likely that some of these services will 

need to be reduced next year given the City's projected budget shortfall.  Please tell me whether you would find each of the following neighborhood service 
budget cuts to be completely acceptable, somewhat acceptable, or not at all acceptable as a way of helping to balance the City's budget:  Reducing sports and 
recreation programs 

  
 
  Q5/Q6 COMB 1/4 Q7 SALES TAX SUPPORT GIVEN  
 Q5 INITIAL 1/2 CENT SALES TAX VOTE CENT SALES TX VTE EMPLOYEE COMPENSATION CUTS PARTY BY GENDER 
 ----------------------------------------- ----------------- ----------------------------- ----------------------------------- 
  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  M-MRE SW-MR TOTAL TOTAL NO DF DEM DEM REP REP DTS/O DTS/O  
 Total YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD LIKLY LIKLY M-LKY L-LKY DK/NA MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 466 124 110 65 146 234 211 21 256 196 14 133 80 213 103 150 85 134 49 46 69 35 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 47% 35% 48% 58% 53% 41% 54% 45% 40% 56% 53% 45% 57% 50% 44% 46% 39% 38% 61% 66% 63% 54% 
Completely acceptable 15  13  7  15  22  10  20  8  9  21  16  13  15  14  18  13  11  11  19  26  19  14  
Somewhat acceptable 33  22  40  44  30  31  35  37  30  35  37  32  42  36  25  33  28  26  42  40  44  39  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 51  65  51  38  44  59  42  55  59  41  47  55  43  50  52  51  58  61  38  34  34  46  
No at all acceptable 51  65  51  38  44  59  42  55  59  41  47  55  43  50  52  51  58  61  38  34  34  46  
 
DK/NA 2  0  1  4  3  1  3  0  1  3  0  0  0  0  4  3  3  1  1  0  3  0  
DK/NA 2  0  1  4  3  1  3  0  1  3  0  0  0  0  4  3  3  1  1  0  3  0  
 
 Q18 1/2 CNT SALES Q20 FINAL 1/2 CNT   
 TX VOTE AFTER POS SALES TAX VOTE Q8A INITIAL PARKING TAX VOTE GENDER BY AGE 
 ----------------- ----------------- ------------------------------------------ ----------------------- 
  TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  MEN MEN WOMEN WOMEN  
 Total YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 466 252 198 15 233 218 15 80 84 100 180 164 280 22 122 96 114 113 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 47% 41% 56% 38% 40% 54% 48% 39% 54% 44% 50% 47% 48% 39% 46% 56% 39% 49% 
Completely acceptable 15  10  21  0  10  20  10  18  5  13  19  12  17  3  16  15  13  14  
Somewhat acceptable 33  30  35  38  31  34  39  20  49  31  31  35  31  36  30  41  25  35  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 51  58  41  56  58  43  52  61  45  53  47  53  49  61  54  39  60  50  
No at all acceptable 51  58  41  56  58  43  52  61  45  53  47  53  49  61  54  39  60  50  
 
DK/NA 2  1  3  7  1  2  0  0  1  3  3  0  3  0  0  5  2  1  
DK/NA 2  1  3  7  1  2  0  0  1  3  3  0  3  0  0  5  2  1  
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TABLE 47:  Q14B.  I am going to read you a list of specific neighborhood services provided by the City of San José.  It is also likely that some of these services 

will need to be reduced next year given the City's projected budget shortfall.  Please tell me whether you would find each of the following neighborhood 
service budget cuts to be completely acceptable, somewhat acceptable, or not at all acceptable as a way of helping to balance the City's budget:  Reducing 
sports and recreation programs 

  
 
  Q22 BUSINESS TAX   
 Q8B INITIAL BUSINESS TAX VOTE AFTER POSITIVES Q9 CARD ROOM PROPOSAL SAMPLE/PHONE TYPE 
 ----------------------------------------- ----------------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------------- 
  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  STR SMWT STR TOTAL TOTAL  VOTER RDD CELL RDD RDD  
 Total YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD SUPPT SUPPT OPPOS SUPPT OPPOS UNDCD LIST SAMP SAMP CELL LAND  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 466 105 101 72 140 206 212 48 227 215 24 181 99 118 280 157 29 228 208 30 53 185 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 47% 38% 53% 54% 53% 45% 53% 28% 44% 52% 42% 41% 59% 45% 47% 47% 46% 54% 41% 36% 38% 41% 
Completely acceptable 15  9  13  14  21  11  19  12  11  18  15  10  14  21  11  20  17  19  11  5  11  9  
Somewhat acceptable 33  29  40  40  32  35  34  16  33  33  27  31  45  24  36  27  29  35  31  31  27  32  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 51  62  46  46  44  54  45  67  55  46  58  58  39  53  51  51  48  44  57  64  59  57  
No at all acceptable 51  62  46  46  44  54  45  67  55  46  58  58  39  53  51  51  48  44  57  64  59  57  
 
DK/NA 2  0  1  0  3  1  2  5  2  2  0  1  2  2  1  2  6  2  2  0  4  1  
DK/NA 2  0  1  0  3  1  2  5  2  2  0  1  2  2  1  2  6  2  2  0  4  1  
 
  Q21 WASTE DISPSAL Q10 CITY BUDGET  
 Q8C INITIAL WASTE DISPOSAL TAX TX AFTR POS & NEG 12 MONTHS FROM PARTY (COMBINED) 
 ----------------------------------------- ----------------- ----------------------------- ----------------- 
  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  SMWT MUCH TOTAL TOTAL NO DF     
 Total YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD WORSE WORSE WORSE BETTR DK/NA DEM REP DTS/O  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 466 96 103 83 153 199 236 31 215 239 12 131 83 214 196 56 220 95 104 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 47% 34% 56% 44% 53% 46% 50% 37% 45% 50% 42% 53% 50% 52% 46% 35% 38% 63% 60% 
Completely acceptable 15  10  8  12  24  9  20  12  10  18  18  15  24  19  10  14  11  22  17  
Somewhat acceptable 33  25  48  32  29  37  30  25  35  31  24  38  26  33  35  21  27  41  43  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 51  65  43  54  44  54  47  63  54  48  58  46  46  46  54  57  60  36  38  
No at all acceptable 51  65  43  54  44  54  47  63  54  48  58  46  46  46  54  57  60  36  38  
 
DK/NA 2  1  1  2  3  1  3  0  2  2  0  1  4  2  0  8  2  1  2  
DK/NA 2  1  1  2  3  1  3  0  2  2  0  1  4  2  0  8  2  1  2  
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TABLE 47:  Q14B.  I am going to read you a list of specific neighborhood services provided by the City of San José.  It is also likely that some of these services 

will need to be reduced next year given the City's projected budget shortfall.  Please tell me whether you would find each of the following neighborhood 
service budget cuts to be completely acceptable, somewhat acceptable, or not at all acceptable as a way of helping to balance the City's budget:  Reducing 
sports and recreation programs 

  
 
 Q11 FEELINGS ABOUT Q15 FIRST CHOICE Q16 RDC SRV  
 THE CITY BUDGET PRT/BDGT SHRTFLL /RAISG REV CITY COUNCIL DISTRICT 
 ----------------------------- ------------------ ----------- ----------------------------------------------------------- 
  SMWT VERY TOTAL TOTAL NTRL/ REDCE REDCE RAISE REDCE RAISE            
 Total NEG NEG NEG POS DK/NA COMP SRVCS RVNUE SRVCS RVNUE 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 466 0 0 0 0 0 181 97 124 195 187 32 53 31 37 21 45 33 49 50 50 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 47% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 55% 51% 40% 55% 43% 47% 48% 32% 57% 48% 52% 30% 44% 63% 50% 
Completely acceptable 15  0  0  0  0  0  21  20  6  20  11  4  14  4  11  9  7  3  29  36  19  
Somewhat acceptable 33  0  0  0  0  0  35  31  34  35  32  43  34  28  47  39  45  27  15  26  31  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 51  0  0  0  0  0  43  48  59  43  56  53  50  68  43  52  43  70  56  36  45  
No at all acceptable 51  0  0  0  0  0  43  48  59  43  56  53  50  68  43  52  43  70  56  36  45  
 
DK/NA 2  0  0  0  0  0  1  1  1  1  1  0  1  0  0  0  5  0  0  1  5  
DK/NA 2  0  0  0  0  0  1  1  1  1  1  0  1  0  0  0  5  0  0  1  5  
 
 VOTER SALES TAX TARGETS BUSINESS TAX TARGETS WASTE DISPOSAL TARGETS 
 ----------- ----------------------------------------- ----------------------------- ----------------------------- 
   NON- CONS CONS  POS NEG COST COMP CONS CONS  POS NEG CONS CONS  POS NEG  
 Total VOTER VOTER YES NO SWING MOVER MOVER P-MVR P-MVR YES NO SWING MOVER MOVER YES NO SWING MOVER MOVER  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 466 433 33 189 171 106 41 40 27 60 163 161 142 64 54 153 181 132 62 58 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 47% 49% 24% 42% 60% 34% 34% 34% 33% 60% 42% 54% 45% 47% 45% 46% 51% 43% 41% 46% 
Completely acceptable 15  15  10  11  24  5  7  6  0  17  9  20  15  17  14  9  21  12  12  11  
Somewhat acceptable 33  34  14  31  37  29  27  29  33  44  34  34  30  30  31  37  30  31  29  35  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 51  49  73  57  37  64  63  66  60  40  57  44  52  48  54  53  47  54  55  53  
No at all acceptable 51  49  73  57  37  64  63  66  60  40  57  44  52  48  54  53  47  54  55  53  
 
DK/NA 2  2  3  1  3  2  2  0  7  0  1  2  3  5  1  1  2  3  4  1  
DK/NA 2  2  3  1  3  2  2  0  7  0  1  2  3  5  1  1  2  3  4  1  
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TABLE 47:  Q14B.  I am going to read you a list of specific neighborhood services provided by the City of San José.  It is also likely that some of these services 

will need to be reduced next year given the City's projected budget shortfall.  Please tell me whether you would find each of the following neighborhood 
service budget cuts to be completely acceptable, somewhat acceptable, or not at all acceptable as a way of helping to balance the City's budget:  Reducing 
sports and recreation programs 

  
 
  Q24 TYPE OF Q25 Q26 KIDS   
 Q23 YEARS IN SAN JOSE RESIDENCE RESIDENCE AT HOME Q27 EDUCATION Q28 ETHNICITY 
 ----------------------------- ----------- ----------- ----------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------- 
       DETCH MULTI     HS OR SOME COLL POST NON-   NON-    
 Total 0-10 11-20 21-30 31-40 41+ HOUSE UNIT OWN RENT YES NO LESS COLL GRAD GRAD COLL COLL+ WHITE WHITE LATNO ASIAN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 466 81 120 109 77 77 365 83 344 115 191 272 98 112 181 69 210 250 231 222 98 92 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 47% 52% 41% 48% 56% 41% 48% 49% 50% 42% 35% 56% 34% 36% 53% 69% 35% 58% 54% 40% 25% 60% 
Completely acceptable 15  16  11  16  15  16  14  18  15  15  12  17  10  5  22  19  7  21  16  14  6  21  
Somewhat acceptable 33  36  30  32  41  24  33  31  35  27  23  39  25  30  31  50  28  37  38  27  19  39  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 51  45  58  52  43  55  50  51  48  56  64  42  64  63  45  29  64  40  43  58  75  37  
No at all acceptable 51  45  58  52  43  55  50  51  48  56  64  42  64  63  45  29  64  40  43  58  75  37  
 
DK/NA 2  3  1  1  1  5  2  0  2  1  1  2  2  1  2  3  1  2  2  1  0  3  
DK/NA 2  3  1  1  1  5  2  0  2  1  1  2  2  1  2  3  1  2  2  1  0  3  
 
   Q31 REGSTRD Q33 VOTE  
 Q29 AGE Q30 INCOME TO VOTE PROPENSITY GENDER 
 ----------------------------------------------- ----------------------- ----------- ----------------- ----------- 
          $0- $30K- $60K- $100K    ALMST     
 Total 18-29 30-39 40-49 50-64 65-74 75+ 18-49 50+ $30K $60K $100K + YES NO ALWYS ALL MOST MEN WOMEN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 466 54 80 103 132 50 27 236 209 89 82 105 78 205 30 211 127 64 224 242 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 47% 34% 55% 37% 56% 35% 62% 42% 52% 52% 39% 45% 45% 43% 26% 54% 46% 45% 50% 45% 
Completely acceptable 15  7  19  15  15  8  24  15  14  19  9  12  11  10  11  19  12  9  15  14  
Somewhat acceptable 33  27  36  22  41  27  39  28  38  32  31  33  34  33  15  35  34  36  35  31  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 51  66  43  63  42  59  35  57  45  46  56  55  54  55  70  44  54  55  48  54  
No at all acceptable 51  66  43  63  42  59  35  57  45  46  56  55  54  55  70  44  54  55  48  54  
 
DK/NA 2  0  2  0  2  6  2  1  3  2  4  1  1  2  3  2  0  0  2  1  
DK/NA 2  0  2  0  2  6  2  1  3  2  4  1  1  2  3  2  0  0  2  1  
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TABLE 47:  Q14B.  I am going to read you a list of specific neighborhood services provided by the City of San José.  It is also likely that some of these services 

will need to be reduced next year given the City's projected budget shortfall.  Please tell me whether you would find each of the following neighborhood 
service budget cuts to be completely acceptable, somewhat acceptable, or not at all acceptable as a way of helping to balance the City's budget:  Reducing 
sports and recreation programs 

  
 
 LIKELY    
 VOTER PARTY BY AGE ETHNICITY BY AGE ETHNICITY BY GENDER 
 ----------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------------------- 
    DEM DEM REP REP DTS/O DTS/O WHITE WHITE LATNO LATNO ASIAN ASIAN WHITE WHITE LATNO LATNO ASIAN ASIAN  
 Total YES NO 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 466 362 104 108 105 34 58 65 34 93 130 59 35 58 29 109 122 46 52 48 44 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 47% 50% 36% 33% 42% 60% 65% 57% 63% 53% 54% 21% 35% 57% 63% 54% 55% 22% 27% 69% 50% 
Completely acceptable 15  16  8  11  11  28  18  17  19  19  13  5  8  19  25  12  19  5  7  26  15  
Somewhat acceptable 33  34  28  22  31  32  46  41  44  34  41  16  27  37  38  41  36  17  20  42  35  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 51  48  61  67  55  40  34  43  32  46  42  79  65  42  31  43  44  78  73  29  46  
No at all acceptable 51  48  61  67  55  40  34  43  32  46  42  79  65  42  31  43  44  78  73  29  46  
 
DK/NA 2  2  3  1  3  0  1  0  5  1  4  0  0  2  6  4  1  0  0  2  4  
DK/NA 2  2  3  1  3  0  1  0  5  1  4  0  0  2  6  4  1  0  0  2  4  
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TABLE 48:  Q14C.  I am going to read you a list of specific neighborhood services provided by the City of San José.  It is also likely that some of these services will 

need to be reduced next year given the City's projected budget shortfall.  Please tell me whether you would find each of the following neighborhood service 
budget cuts to be completely acceptable, somewhat acceptable, or not at all acceptable as a way of helping to balance the City's budget:  Closing restrooms 
in parks 

  
 
  Q5/Q6 COMB 1/4 Q7 SALES TAX SUPPORT GIVEN  
 Q5 INITIAL 1/2 CENT SALES TAX VOTE CENT SALES TX VTE EMPLOYEE COMPENSATION CUTS PARTY BY GENDER 
 ----------------------------------------- ----------------- ----------------------------- ----------------------------------- 
  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  M-MRE SW-MR TOTAL TOTAL NO DF DEM DEM REP REP DTS/O DTS/O  
 Total YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD LIKLY LIKLY M-LKY L-LKY DK/NA MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 466 124 110 65 146 234 211 21 256 196 14 133 80 213 103 150 85 134 49 46 69 35 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 34% 28% 29% 42% 37% 28% 38% 54% 31% 38% 39% 32% 38% 34% 38% 31% 28% 28% 52% 49% 30% 32% 
Completely acceptable 9  8  5  6  15  7  13  0  7  12  5  9  5  8  14  7  5  9  20  12  10  1  
Somewhat acceptable 25  19  24  36  22  21  26  54  24  26  33  23  33  27  23  24  23  19  32  37  20  31  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 65  71  71  58  63  71  61  41  68  62  54  68  61  65  62  67  71  71  47  51  70  68  
No at all acceptable 65  71  71  58  63  71  61  41  68  62  54  68  61  65  62  67  71  71  47  51  70  68  
 
DK/NA 1  1  1  0  0  1  0  5  1  0  7  0  1  0  0  2  1  1  1  0  0  0  
DK/NA 1  1  1  0  0  1  0  5  1  0  7  0  1  0  0  2  1  1  1  0  0  0  
 
 Q18 1/2 CNT SALES Q20 FINAL 1/2 CNT   
 TX VOTE AFTER POS SALES TAX VOTE Q8A INITIAL PARKING TAX VOTE GENDER BY AGE 
 ----------------- ----------------- ------------------------------------------ ----------------------- 
  TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  MEN MEN WOMEN WOMEN  
 Total YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 466 252 198 15 233 218 15 80 84 100 180 164 280 22 122 96 114 113 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 34% 31% 39% 28% 30% 38% 38% 33% 30% 41% 33% 32% 36% 29% 37% 33% 35% 31% 
Completely acceptable 9  6  14  0  5  14  0  8  2  12  12  5  12  3  10  12  7  10  
Somewhat acceptable 25  25  25  28  25  24  38  25  28  29  21  26  24  26  27  21  28  22  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 65  69  61  66  69  62  56  67  70  58  67  68  64  64  63  66  64  68  
No at all acceptable 65  69  61  66  69  62  56  67  70  58  67  68  64  64  63  66  64  68  
 
DK/NA 1  1  0  7  1  0  7  0  1  1  0  0  1  7  0  1  1  1  
DK/NA 1  1  0  7  1  0  7  0  1  1  0  0  1  7  0  1  1  1  
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TABLE 48:  Q14C.  I am going to read you a list of specific neighborhood services provided by the City of San José.  It is also likely that some of these services 

will need to be reduced next year given the City's projected budget shortfall.  Please tell me whether you would find each of the following neighborhood 
service budget cuts to be completely acceptable, somewhat acceptable, or not at all acceptable as a way of helping to balance the City's budget:  Closing 
restrooms in parks 

  
 
  Q22 BUSINESS TAX   
 Q8B INITIAL BUSINESS TAX VOTE AFTER POSITIVES Q9 CARD ROOM PROPOSAL SAMPLE/PHONE TYPE 
 ----------------------------------------- ----------------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------------- 
  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  STR SMWT STR TOTAL TOTAL  VOTER RDD CELL RDD RDD  
 Total YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD SUPPT SUPPT OPPOS SUPPT OPPOS UNDCD LIST SAMP SAMP CELL LAND  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 466 105 101 72 140 206 212 48 227 215 24 181 99 118 280 157 29 228 208 30 53 185 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 34% 29% 35% 38% 37% 32% 37% 29% 31% 36% 42% 36% 38% 32% 37% 30% 27% 38% 31% 26% 28% 31% 
Completely acceptable 9  11  7  9  12  9  11  0  7  11  8  9  7  12  9  11  5  11  7  3  9  6  
Somewhat acceptable 25  19  28  28  25  23  26  29  24  25  34  27  31  19  28  19  22  26  24  23  19  25  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 65  71  64  60  63  68  62  69  69  63  51  64  61  67  63  69  69  61  68  74  70  69  
No at all acceptable 65  71  64  60  63  68  62  69  69  63  51  64  61  67  63  69  69  61  68  74  70  69  
 
DK/NA 1  0  1  2  0  0  1  2  0  1  6  0  1  1  0  1  3  1  1  0  2  0  
DK/NA 1  0  1  2  0  0  1  2  0  1  6  0  1  1  0  1  3  1  1  0  2  0  
 
  Q21 WASTE DISPSAL Q10 CITY BUDGET  
 Q8C INITIAL WASTE DISPOSAL TAX TX AFTR POS & NEG 12 MONTHS FROM PARTY (COMBINED) 
 ----------------------------------------- ----------------- ----------------------------- ----------------- 
  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  SMWT MUCH TOTAL TOTAL NO DF     
 Total YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD WORSE WORSE WORSE BETTR DK/NA DEM REP DTS/O  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 466 96 103 83 153 199 236 31 215 239 12 131 83 214 196 56 220 95 104 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 34% 30% 33% 27% 42% 32% 37% 27% 34% 34% 32% 40% 34% 38% 36% 15% 28% 51% 31% 
Completely acceptable 9  5  6  8  16  5  13  1  7  10  25  7  17  11  9  3  7  16  7  
Somewhat acceptable 25  25  27  18  27  26  24  26  27  24  7  33  17  27  27  12  21  35  24  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 65  69  67  72  57  68  62  68  66  65  68  59  65  62  63  85  71  49  69  
No at all acceptable 65  69  67  72  57  68  62  68  66  65  68  59  65  62  63  85  71  49  69  
 
DK/NA 1  1  0  1  0  0  1  5  0  1  0  1  1  1  1  0  1  1  0  
DK/NA 1  1  0  1  0  0  1  5  0  1  0  1  1  1  1  0  1  1  0  
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TABLE 48:  Q14C.  I am going to read you a list of specific neighborhood services provided by the City of San José.  It is also likely that some of these services 

will need to be reduced next year given the City's projected budget shortfall.  Please tell me whether you would find each of the following neighborhood 
service budget cuts to be completely acceptable, somewhat acceptable, or not at all acceptable as a way of helping to balance the City's budget:  Closing 
restrooms in parks 

  
 
 Q11 FEELINGS ABOUT Q15 FIRST CHOICE Q16 RDC SRV  
 THE CITY BUDGET PRT/BDGT SHRTFLL /RAISG REV CITY COUNCIL DISTRICT 
 ----------------------------- ------------------ ----------- ----------------------------------------------------------- 
  SMWT VERY TOTAL TOTAL NTRL/ REDCE REDCE RAISE REDCE RAISE            
 Total NEG NEG NEG POS DK/NA COMP SRVCS RVNUE SRVCS RVNUE 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 466 0 0 0 0 0 181 97 124 195 187 32 53 31 37 21 45 33 49 50 50 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 34% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 31% 43% 37% 37% 35% 26% 33% 25% 23% 50% 42% 44% 39% 34% 32% 
Completely acceptable 9  0  0  0  0  0  10  10  10  11  10  10  3  10  6  23  10  8  21  13  2  
Somewhat acceptable 25  0  0  0  0  0  21  33  27  26  26  16  30  15  17  27  33  36  18  21  30  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 65  0  0  0  0  0  68  56  63  63  63  74  67  70  77  50  56  56  61  66  68  
No at all acceptable 65  0  0  0  0  0  68  56  63  63  63  74  67  70  77  50  56  56  61  66  68  
 
DK/NA 1  0  0  0  0  0  1  1  0  0  2  0  0  5  0  0  1  0  0  0  0  
DK/NA 1  0  0  0  0  0  1  1  0  0  2  0  0  5  0  0  1  0  0  0  0  
 
 VOTER SALES TAX TARGETS BUSINESS TAX TARGETS WASTE DISPOSAL TARGETS 
 ----------- ----------------------------------------- ----------------------------- ----------------------------- 
   NON- CONS CONS  POS NEG COST COMP CONS CONS  POS NEG CONS CONS  POS NEG  
 Total VOTER VOTER YES NO SWING MOVER MOVER P-MVR P-MVR YES NO SWING MOVER MOVER YES NO SWING MOVER MOVER  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 466 433 33 189 171 106 41 40 27 60 163 161 142 64 54 153 181 132 62 58 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 34% 34% 32% 28% 40% 33% 38% 33% 54% 44% 29% 36% 37% 36% 35% 32% 37% 32% 38% 26% 
Completely acceptable 9  9  11  6  15  5  2  11  6  8  6  10  11  9  15  6  13  7  8  2  
Somewhat acceptable 25  25  21  22  25  29  36  23  47  36  23  26  26  27  20  26  24  25  30  24  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 65  65  65  70  59  66  62  67  46  56  70  63  61  64  63  67  63  66  62  71  
No at all acceptable 65  65  65  70  59  66  62  67  46  56  70  63  61  64  63  67  63  66  62  71  
 
DK/NA 1  1  3  1  0  1  0  0  0  0  0  0  2  0  2  0  1  1  0  3  
DK/NA 1  1  3  1  0  1  0  0  0  0  0  0  2  0  2  0  1  1  0  3  
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TABLE 48:  Q14C.  I am going to read you a list of specific neighborhood services provided by the City of San José.  It is also likely that some of these services 

will need to be reduced next year given the City's projected budget shortfall.  Please tell me whether you would find each of the following neighborhood 
service budget cuts to be completely acceptable, somewhat acceptable, or not at all acceptable as a way of helping to balance the City's budget:  Closing 
restrooms in parks 

  
 
  Q24 TYPE OF Q25 Q26 KIDS   
 Q23 YEARS IN SAN JOSE RESIDENCE RESIDENCE AT HOME Q27 EDUCATION Q28 ETHNICITY 
 ----------------------------- ----------- ----------- ----------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------- 
       DETCH MULTI     HS OR SOME COLL POST NON-   NON-    
 Total 0-10 11-20 21-30 31-40 41+ HOUSE UNIT OWN RENT YES NO LESS COLL GRAD GRAD COLL COLL+ WHITE WHITE LATNO ASIAN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 466 81 120 109 77 77 365 83 344 115 191 272 98 112 181 69 210 250 231 222 98 92 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 34% 32% 32% 34% 40% 33% 35% 29% 36% 29% 27% 39% 21% 28% 43% 41% 25% 42% 37% 30% 25% 36% 
Completely acceptable 9  8  6  13  9  11  9  9  11  5  7  10  6  7  12  10  6  12  9  9  9  7  
Somewhat acceptable 25  24  26  22  30  22  26  20  25  24  20  28  15  22  31  31  18  31  28  21  16  29  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 65  65  68  65  60  67  64  68  63  70  73  60  78  71  57  57  74  57  62  69  75  62  
No at all acceptable 65  65  68  65  60  67  64  68  63  70  73  60  78  71  57  57  74  57  62  69  75  62  
 
DK/NA 1  3  0  1  0  1  0  3  1  1  0  1  1  1  0  2  1  1  1  0  0  1  
DK/NA 1  3  0  1  0  1  0  3  1  1  0  1  1  1  0  2  1  1  1  0  0  1  
 
   Q31 REGSTRD Q33 VOTE  
 Q29 AGE Q30 INCOME TO VOTE PROPENSITY GENDER 
 ----------------------------------------------- ----------------------- ----------- ----------------- ----------- 
          $0- $30K- $60K- $100K    ALMST     
 Total 18-29 30-39 40-49 50-64 65-74 75+ 18-49 50+ $30K $60K $100K + YES NO ALWYS ALL MOST MEN WOMEN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 466 54 80 103 132 50 27 236 209 89 82 105 78 205 30 211 127 64 224 242 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 34% 40% 38% 32% 31% 35% 32% 36% 32% 31% 26% 36% 37% 30% 33% 37% 36% 33% 35% 33% 
Completely acceptable 9  8  11  6  8  11  21  9  11  9  5  5  9  6  12  9  11  6  10  8  
Somewhat acceptable 25  31  27  26  22  25  11  27  21  22  21  31  28  24  21  27  25  27  25  25  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 65  60  62  66  68  63  68  63  67  69  74  64  61  70  63  63  62  67  64  66  
No at all acceptable 65  60  62  66  68  63  68  63  67  69  74  64  61  70  63  63  62  67  64  66  
 
DK/NA 1  0  0  2  1  2  0  1  1  0  1  0  2  0  3  0  2  0  0  1  
DK/NA 1  0  0  2  1  2  0  1  1  0  1  0  2  0  3  0  2  0  0  1  
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TABLE 48:  Q14C.  I am going to read you a list of specific neighborhood services provided by the City of San José.  It is also likely that some of these services 

will need to be reduced next year given the City's projected budget shortfall.  Please tell me whether you would find each of the following neighborhood 
service budget cuts to be completely acceptable, somewhat acceptable, or not at all acceptable as a way of helping to balance the City's budget:  Closing 
restrooms in parks 

  
 
 LIKELY    
 VOTER PARTY BY AGE ETHNICITY BY AGE ETHNICITY BY GENDER 
 ----------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------------------- 
    DEM DEM REP REP DTS/O DTS/O WHITE WHITE LATNO LATNO ASIAN ASIAN WHITE WHITE LATNO LATNO ASIAN ASIAN  
 Total YES NO 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 466 362 104 108 105 34 58 65 34 93 130 59 35 58 29 109 122 46 52 48 44 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 34% 36% 26% 32% 25% 56% 47% 34% 22% 39% 35% 27% 24% 40% 31% 39% 35% 14% 34% 44% 28% 
Completely acceptable 9  10  6  6  9  17  16  8  5  9  10  12  4  4  15  12  7  7  10  9  6  
Somewhat acceptable 25  26  20  25  17  38  31  26  18  30  25  15  21  36  16  27  28  8  23  35  22  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 65  63  73  67  74  44  52  66  78  60  64  73  76  60  66  60  64  86  66  56  70  
No at all acceptable 65  63  73  67  74  44  52  66  78  60  64  73  76  60  66  60  64  86  66  56  70  
 
DK/NA 1  1  1  1  1  0  1  0  0  2  1  0  0  0  3  1  1  0  0  0  2  
DK/NA 1  1  1  1  1  0  1  0  0  2  1  0  0  0  3  1  1  0  0  0  2  
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TABLE 49:  Q14D.  I am going to read you a list of specific neighborhood services provided by the City of San José.  It is also likely that some of these services will 

need to be reduced next year given the City's projected budget shortfall.  Please tell me whether you would find each of the following neighborhood service 
budget cuts to be completely acceptable, somewhat acceptable, or not at all acceptable as a way of helping to balance the City's budget:  Reducing the number 
of days that libraries are open 

  
 
  Q5/Q6 COMB 1/4 Q7 SALES TAX SUPPORT GIVEN  
 Q5 INITIAL 1/2 CENT SALES TAX VOTE CENT SALES TX VTE EMPLOYEE COMPENSATION CUTS PARTY BY GENDER 
 ----------------------------------------- ----------------- ----------------------------- ----------------------------------- 
  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  M-MRE SW-MR TOTAL TOTAL NO DF DEM DEM REP REP DTS/O DTS/O  
 Total YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD LIKLY LIKLY M-LKY L-LKY DK/NA MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 466 124 110 65 146 234 211 21 256 196 14 133 80 213 103 150 85 134 49 46 69 35 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 50% 43% 45% 67% 54% 44% 58% 46% 44% 59% 47% 47% 51% 48% 51% 54% 42% 45% 54% 67% 51% 71% 
Completely acceptable 14  14  12  10  20  13  17  4  12  18  7  15  11  13  15  16  11  14  25  20  11  16  
Somewhat acceptable 36  29  32  57  34  31  41  41  32  41  40  32  39  35  36  38  31  31  29  47  40  55  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 49  56  54  32  45  55  41  54  54  41  53  53  49  52  48  45  57  54  46  33  48  29  
No at all acceptable 49  56  54  32  45  55  41  54  54  41  53  53  49  52  48  45  57  54  46  33  48  29  
 
DK/NA 1  1  1  2  1  1  1  0  1  1  0  0  0  0  2  2  1  1  0  0  2  0  
DK/NA 1  1  1  2  1  1  1  0  1  1  0  0  0  0  2  2  1  1  0  0  2  0  
 
 Q18 1/2 CNT SALES Q20 FINAL 1/2 CNT   
 TX VOTE AFTER POS SALES TAX VOTE Q8A INITIAL PARKING TAX VOTE GENDER BY AGE 
 ----------------- ----------------- ------------------------------------------ ----------------------- 
  TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  MEN MEN WOMEN WOMEN  
 Total YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 466 252 198 15 233 218 15 80 84 100 180 164 280 22 122 96 114 113 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 50% 47% 55% 44% 47% 53% 70% 53% 42% 52% 54% 47% 53% 42% 47% 53% 46% 57% 
Completely acceptable 14  11  18  13  11  17  23  14  10  14  17  12  16  14  10  18  10  20  
Somewhat acceptable 36  36  37  31  36  36  47  39  32  38  36  35  37  28  37  34  37  37  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 49  52  44  50  52  46  30  46  58  46  46  52  46  56  53  45  53  42  
No at all acceptable 49  52  44  50  52  46  30  46  58  46  46  52  46  56  53  45  53  42  
 
DK/NA 1  1  1  7  1  1  0  1  1  2  0  1  1  2  0  2  1  1  
DK/NA 1  1  1  7  1  1  0  1  1  2  0  1  1  2  0  2  1  1  
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TABLE 49:  Q14D.  I am going to read you a list of specific neighborhood services provided by the City of San José.  It is also likely that some of these services 

will need to be reduced next year given the City's projected budget shortfall.  Please tell me whether you would find each of the following neighborhood 
service budget cuts to be completely acceptable, somewhat acceptable, or not at all acceptable as a way of helping to balance the City's budget:  Reducing 
the number of days that libraries are open 

  
 
  Q22 BUSINESS TAX   
 Q8B INITIAL BUSINESS TAX VOTE AFTER POSITIVES Q9 CARD ROOM PROPOSAL SAMPLE/PHONE TYPE 
 ----------------------------------------- ----------------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------------- 
  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  STR SMWT STR TOTAL TOTAL  VOTER RDD CELL RDD RDD  
 Total YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD SUPPT SUPPT OPPOS SUPPT OPPOS UNDCD LIST SAMP SAMP CELL LAND  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 466 105 101 72 140 206 212 48 227 215 24 181 99 118 280 157 29 228 208 30 53 185 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 50% 45% 55% 44% 59% 50% 54% 39% 50% 51% 52% 50% 57% 50% 53% 48% 46% 54% 48% 44% 48% 47% 
Completely acceptable 14  14  11  9  20  13  17  13  13  16  22  14  15  19  14  16  11  15  14  12  14  14  
Somewhat acceptable 36  30  44  35  38  37  37  26  38  35  30  36  43  31  38  32  35  39  34  32  33  34  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 49  55  44  56  40  50  46  57  49  49  44  49  42  49  47  51  52  46  51  56  49  52  
No at all acceptable 49  55  44  56  40  50  46  57  49  49  44  49  42  49  47  51  52  46  51  56  49  52  
 
DK/NA 1  0  1  0  1  1  1  4  1  1  4  1  1  1  1  1  2  1  1  0  4  1  
DK/NA 1  0  1  0  1  1  1  4  1  1  4  1  1  1  1  1  2  1  1  0  4  1  
 
  Q21 WASTE DISPSAL Q10 CITY BUDGET  
 Q8C INITIAL WASTE DISPOSAL TAX TX AFTR POS & NEG 12 MONTHS FROM PARTY (COMBINED) 
 ----------------------------------------- ----------------- ----------------------------- ----------------- 
  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  SMWT MUCH TOTAL TOTAL NO DF     
 Total YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD WORSE WORSE WORSE BETTR DK/NA DEM REP DTS/O  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 466 96 103 83 153 199 236 31 215 239 12 131 83 214 196 56 220 95 104 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 50% 39% 51% 57% 55% 45% 55% 48% 53% 49% 44% 51% 53% 52% 52% 41% 44% 60% 58% 
Completely acceptable 14  13  10  10  20  12  16  19  14  14  23  16  19  18  12  13  13  23  13  
Somewhat acceptable 36  26  40  47  35  33  39  30  39  34  21  34  34  34  40  29  31  37  45  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 49  61  49  41  44  55  43  52  46  51  56  48  45  47  48  59  55  40  41  
No at all acceptable 49  61  49  41  44  55  43  52  46  51  56  48  45  47  48  59  55  40  41  
 
DK/NA 1  1  0  2  1  0  2  0  1  1  0  1  2  2  1  0  1  0  1  
DK/NA 1  1  0  2  1  0  2  0  1  1  0  1  2  2  1  0  1  0  1  
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TABLE 49:  Q14D.  I am going to read you a list of specific neighborhood services provided by the City of San José.  It is also likely that some of these services 

will need to be reduced next year given the City's projected budget shortfall.  Please tell me whether you would find each of the following neighborhood 
service budget cuts to be completely acceptable, somewhat acceptable, or not at all acceptable as a way of helping to balance the City's budget:  Reducing 
the number of days that libraries are open 

  
 
 Q11 FEELINGS ABOUT Q15 FIRST CHOICE Q16 RDC SRV  
 THE CITY BUDGET PRT/BDGT SHRTFLL /RAISG REV CITY COUNCIL DISTRICT 
 ----------------------------- ------------------ ----------- ----------------------------------------------------------- 
  SMWT VERY TOTAL TOTAL NTRL/ REDCE REDCE RAISE REDCE RAISE            
 Total NEG NEG NEG POS DK/NA COMP SRVCS RVNUE SRVCS RVNUE 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 466 0 0 0 0 0 181 97 124 195 187 32 53 31 37 21 45 33 49 50 50 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 50% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 53% 61% 49% 56% 52% 43% 59% 47% 67% 33% 51% 43% 59% 41% 50% 
Completely acceptable 14  0  0  0  0  0  19  18  10  18  13  4  20  12  23  5  18  8  18  16  10  
Somewhat acceptable 36  0  0  0  0  0  34  42  39  38  39  39  39  35  43  28  33  34  41  25  40  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 49  0  0  0  0  0  46  38  51  43  47  57  41  53  32  67  47  57  41  59  50  
No at all acceptable 49  0  0  0  0  0  46  38  51  43  47  57  41  53  32  67  47  57  41  59  50  
 
DK/NA 1  0  0  0  0  0  1  1  1  0  1  0  0  0  1  0  2  0  0  0  0  
DK/NA 1  0  0  0  0  0  1  1  1  0  1  0  0  0  1  0  2  0  0  0  0  
 
 VOTER SALES TAX TARGETS BUSINESS TAX TARGETS WASTE DISPOSAL TARGETS 
 ----------- ----------------------------------------- ----------------------------- ----------------------------- 
   NON- CONS CONS  POS NEG COST COMP CONS CONS  POS NEG CONS CONS  POS NEG  
 Total VOTER VOTER YES NO SWING MOVER MOVER P-MVR P-MVR YES NO SWING MOVER MOVER YES NO SWING MOVER MOVER  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 466 433 33 189 171 106 41 40 27 60 163 161 142 64 54 153 181 132 62 58 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 50% 51% 42% 45% 60% 45% 56% 33% 53% 50% 48% 54% 50% 56% 41% 45% 50% 57% 72% 44% 
Completely acceptable 14  15  6  13  20  8  4  9  5  11  12  17  14  14  11  9  13  22  25  18  
Somewhat acceptable 36  36  36  32  40  37  53  24  48  39  36  36  36  42  31  36  37  35  47  26  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 49  48  55  54  40  53  44  65  43  50  51  46  49  42  59  54  49  41  25  56  
No at all acceptable 49  48  55  54  40  53  44  65  43  50  51  46  49  42  59  54  49  41  25  56  
 
DK/NA 1  1  3  1  1  2  0  2  4  0  1  1  1  2  0  1  1  2  3  0  
DK/NA 1  1  3  1  1  2  0  2  4  0  1  1  1  2  0  1  1  2  3  0  
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TABLE 49:  Q14D.  I am going to read you a list of specific neighborhood services provided by the City of San José.  It is also likely that some of these services 

will need to be reduced next year given the City's projected budget shortfall.  Please tell me whether you would find each of the following neighborhood 
service budget cuts to be completely acceptable, somewhat acceptable, or not at all acceptable as a way of helping to balance the City's budget:  Reducing 
the number of days that libraries are open 

  
 
  Q24 TYPE OF Q25 Q26 KIDS   
 Q23 YEARS IN SAN JOSE RESIDENCE RESIDENCE AT HOME Q27 EDUCATION Q28 ETHNICITY 
 ----------------------------- ----------- ----------- ----------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------- 
       DETCH MULTI     HS OR SOME COLL POST NON-   NON-    
 Total 0-10 11-20 21-30 31-40 41+ HOUSE UNIT OWN RENT YES NO LESS COLL GRAD GRAD COLL COLL+ WHITE WHITE LATNO ASIAN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 466 81 120 109 77 77 365 83 344 115 191 272 98 112 181 69 210 250 231 222 98 92 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 50% 50% 47% 48% 52% 58% 52% 45% 53% 45% 47% 53% 48% 48% 51% 56% 48% 53% 54% 48% 40% 62% 
Completely acceptable 14  11  9  16  17  22  15  11  15  14  13  16  22  7  16  11  14  15  17  12  11  13  
Somewhat acceptable 36  39  38  32  34  37  36  35  38  31  34  37  27  41  35  45  34  38  37  36  29  48  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 49  49  52  52  46  41  47  54  46  54  52  46  50  51  47  44  51  46  46  50  60  35  
No at all acceptable 49  49  52  52  46  41  47  54  46  54  52  46  50  51  47  44  51  46  46  50  60  35  
 
DK/NA 1  1  1  0  3  1  1  1  1  1  1  1  1  0  1  0  1  1  0  2  0  4  
DK/NA 1  1  1  0  3  1  1  1  1  1  1  1  1  0  1  0  1  1  0  2  0  4  
 
   Q31 REGSTRD Q33 VOTE  
 Q29 AGE Q30 INCOME TO VOTE PROPENSITY GENDER 
 ----------------------------------------------- ----------------------- ----------- ----------------- ----------- 
          $0- $30K- $60K- $100K    ALMST     
 Total 18-29 30-39 40-49 50-64 65-74 75+ 18-49 50+ $30K $60K $100K + YES NO ALWYS ALL MOST MEN WOMEN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 466 54 80 103 132 50 27 236 209 89 82 105 78 205 30 211 127 64 224 242 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 50% 45% 51% 45% 58% 52% 45% 47% 55% 48% 44% 51% 59% 48% 46% 58% 46% 40% 50% 51% 
Completely acceptable 14  13  12  7  20  24  8  10  19  15  13  16  9  15  6  18  11  12  14  15  
Somewhat acceptable 36  32  39  38  38  28  36  37  35  33  31  34  51  33  40  40  35  28  36  36  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 49  55  48  55  40  46  55  53  44  51  54  49  40  51  51  42  53  58  49  48  
No at all acceptable 49  55  48  55  40  46  55  53  44  51  54  49  40  51  51  42  53  58  49  48  
 
DK/NA 1  0  1  0  2  2  0  0  2  1  3  0  1  1  3  1  0  2  1  1  
DK/NA 1  0  1  0  2  2  0  0  2  1  3  0  1  1  3  1  0  2  1  1  
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TABLE 49:  Q14D.  I am going to read you a list of specific neighborhood services provided by the City of San José.  It is also likely that some of these services 

will need to be reduced next year given the City's projected budget shortfall.  Please tell me whether you would find each of the following neighborhood 
service budget cuts to be completely acceptable, somewhat acceptable, or not at all acceptable as a way of helping to balance the City's budget:  Reducing 
the number of days that libraries are open 

  
 
 LIKELY    
 VOTER PARTY BY AGE ETHNICITY BY AGE ETHNICITY BY GENDER 
 ----------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------------------- 
    DEM DEM REP REP DTS/O DTS/O WHITE WHITE LATNO LATNO ASIAN ASIAN WHITE WHITE LATNO LATNO ASIAN ASIAN  
 Total YES NO 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 466 362 104 108 105 34 58 65 34 93 130 59 35 58 29 109 122 46 52 48 44 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 50% 53% 43% 42% 46% 46% 69% 56% 60% 48% 57% 35% 48% 63% 61% 55% 52% 38% 41% 59% 64% 
Completely acceptable 14  15  11  11  14  18  27  9  20  13  19  3  25  10  20  18  16  5  16  14  12  
Somewhat acceptable 36  37  32  32  31  28  42  47  41  35  38  32  23  53  41  37  36  34  24  46  51  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 49  47  54  58  52  54  31  44  37  52  42  65  52  36  30  45  47  62  59  37  32  
No at all acceptable 49  47  54  58  52  54  31  44  37  52  42  65  52  36  30  45  47  62  59  37  32  
 
DK/NA 1  0  3  0  2  0  0  0  3  0  1  0  0  2  9  1  0  0  0  3  4  
DK/NA 1  0  3  0  2  0  0  0  3  0  1  0  0  2  9  1  0  0  0  3  4  
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TABLE 50:  Q14E.  I am going to read you a list of specific neighborhood services provided by the City of San José.  It is also likely that some of these services will 

need to be reduced next year given the City's projected budget shortfall.  Please tell me whether you would find each of the following neighborhood service 
budget cuts to be completely acceptable, somewhat acceptable, or not at all acceptable as a way of helping to balance the City's budget:  Reducing graffiti 
removal services 

  
 
  Q5/Q6 COMB 1/4 Q7 SALES TAX SUPPORT GIVEN  
 Q5 INITIAL 1/2 CENT SALES TAX VOTE CENT SALES TX VTE EMPLOYEE COMPENSATION CUTS PARTY BY GENDER 
 ----------------------------------------- ----------------- ----------------------------- ----------------------------------- 
  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  M-MRE SW-MR TOTAL TOTAL NO DF DEM DEM REP REP DTS/O DTS/O  
 Total YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD LIKLY LIKLY M-LKY L-LKY DK/NA MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 466 124 110 65 146 234 211 21 256 196 14 133 80 213 103 150 85 134 49 46 69 35 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 54% 46% 53% 55% 63% 50% 61% 44% 51% 61% 23% 57% 53% 56% 66% 45% 56% 44% 55% 64% 73% 57% 
Completely acceptable 17  13  12  12  26  13  22  10  13  22  7  16  9  13  24  17  20  15  20  19  18  17  
Somewhat acceptable 38  33  41  43  37  37  39  35  38  39  17  42  44  43  42  28  37  29  35  45  55  39  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 45  53  45  44  36  49  38  56  48  38  77  42  47  44  33  54  42  55  43  36  27  42  
No at all acceptable 45  53  45  44  36  49  38  56  48  38  77  42  47  44  33  54  42  55  43  36  27  42  
 
DK/NA 1  1  2  1  1  1  1  0  1  1  0  1  0  1  1  2  1  1  2  0  0  2  
DK/NA 1  1  2  1  1  1  1  0  1  1  0  1  0  1  1  2  1  1  2  0  0  2  
 
 Q18 1/2 CNT SALES Q20 FINAL 1/2 CNT   
 TX VOTE AFTER POS SALES TAX VOTE Q8A INITIAL PARKING TAX VOTE GENDER BY AGE 
 ----------------- ----------------- ------------------------------------------ ----------------------- 
  TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  MEN MEN WOMEN WOMEN  
 Total YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 466 252 198 15 233 218 15 80 84 100 180 164 280 22 122 96 114 113 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 54% 51% 61% 29% 49% 62% 38% 49% 58% 51% 59% 54% 56% 37% 55% 67% 39% 59% 
Completely acceptable 17  11  24  13  12  22  14  13  11  16  23  12  21  0  16  21  12  19  
Somewhat acceptable 38  40  37  16  37  39  25  36  47  35  36  42  35  37  38  46  27  41  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 45  48  38  71  50  38  62  51  40  48  39  45  43  63  45  31  59  40  
No at all acceptable 45  48  38  71  50  38  62  51  40  48  39  45  43  63  45  31  59  40  
 
DK/NA 1  1  1  0  1  1  0  0  2  0  1  1  1  0  0  2  2  0  
DK/NA 1  1  1  0  1  1  0  0  2  0  1  1  1  0  0  2  2  0  
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TABLE 50:  Q14E.  I am going to read you a list of specific neighborhood services provided by the City of San José.  It is also likely that some of these services 

will need to be reduced next year given the City's projected budget shortfall.  Please tell me whether you would find each of the following neighborhood 
service budget cuts to be completely acceptable, somewhat acceptable, or not at all acceptable as a way of helping to balance the City's budget:  Reducing 
graffiti removal services 

  
 
  Q22 BUSINESS TAX   
 Q8B INITIAL BUSINESS TAX VOTE AFTER POSITIVES Q9 CARD ROOM PROPOSAL SAMPLE/PHONE TYPE 
 ----------------------------------------- ----------------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------------- 
  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  STR SMWT STR TOTAL TOTAL  VOTER RDD CELL RDD RDD  
 Total YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD SUPPT SUPPT OPPOS SUPPT OPPOS UNDCD LIST SAMP SAMP CELL LAND  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 466 105 101 72 140 206 212 48 227 215 24 181 99 118 280 157 29 228 208 30 53 185 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 54% 46% 52% 63% 61% 49% 62% 47% 48% 61% 50% 52% 53% 62% 52% 59% 52% 58% 51% 49% 52% 50% 
Completely acceptable 17  13  17  13  24  15  20  7  13  20  17  18  14  18  17  17  16  21  12  20  21  10  
Somewhat acceptable 38  32  34  50  37  33  41  40  35  41  33  34  39  44  35  42  36  37  39  29  30  40  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 45  54  45  37  38  50  38  52  50  38  50  47  47  38  47  40  44  40  48  51  48  48  
No at all acceptable 45  54  45  37  38  50  38  52  50  38  50  47  47  38  47  40  44  40  48  51  48  48  
 
DK/NA 1  0  4  0  0  2  0  1  1  1  0  1  1  0  1  1  4  1  1  0  0  1  
DK/NA 1  0  4  0  0  2  0  1  1  1  0  1  1  0  1  1  4  1  1  0  0  1  
 
  Q21 WASTE DISPSAL Q10 CITY BUDGET  
 Q8C INITIAL WASTE DISPOSAL TAX TX AFTR POS & NEG 12 MONTHS FROM PARTY (COMBINED) 
 ----------------------------------------- ----------------- ----------------------------- ----------------- 
  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  SMWT MUCH TOTAL TOTAL NO DF     
 Total YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD WORSE WORSE WORSE BETTR DK/NA DEM REP DTS/O  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 466 96 103 83 153 199 236 31 215 239 12 131 83 214 196 56 220 95 104 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 54% 51% 52% 43% 66% 52% 58% 48% 48% 60% 55% 59% 61% 60% 52% 45% 49% 59% 68% 
Completely acceptable 17  12  16  8  27  14  20  9  13  20  33  17  25  20  12  19  17  20  18  
Somewhat acceptable 38  39  37  35  39  38  38  39  35  41  23  42  36  40  39  25  32  40  50  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 45  48  45  57  34  46  42  50  51  39  45  41  37  39  48  53  50  40  32  
No at all acceptable 45  48  45  57  34  46  42  50  51  39  45  41  37  39  48  53  50  40  32  
 
DK/NA 1  1  3  0  0  2  0  2  1  1  0  0  2  1  1  3  1  1  1  
DK/NA 1  1  3  0  0  2  0  2  1  1  0  0  2  1  1  3  1  1  1  
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TABLE 50:  Q14E.  I am going to read you a list of specific neighborhood services provided by the City of San José.  It is also likely that some of these services 

will need to be reduced next year given the City's projected budget shortfall.  Please tell me whether you would find each of the following neighborhood 
service budget cuts to be completely acceptable, somewhat acceptable, or not at all acceptable as a way of helping to balance the City's budget:  Reducing 
graffiti removal services 

  
 
 Q11 FEELINGS ABOUT Q15 FIRST CHOICE Q16 RDC SRV  
 THE CITY BUDGET PRT/BDGT SHRTFLL /RAISG REV CITY COUNCIL DISTRICT 
 ----------------------------- ------------------ ----------- ----------------------------------------------------------- 
  SMWT VERY TOTAL TOTAL NTRL/ REDCE REDCE RAISE REDCE RAISE            
 Total NEG NEG NEG POS DK/NA COMP SRVCS RVNUE SRVCS RVNUE 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 466 0 0 0 0 0 181 97 124 195 187 32 53 31 37 21 45 33 49 50 50 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 54% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 59% 57% 46% 59% 51% 49% 66% 54% 60% 59% 48% 26% 66% 53% 65% 
Completely acceptable 17  0  0  0  0  0  17  23  11  19  15  15  17  22  26  39  11  0  19  22  13  
Somewhat acceptable 38  0  0  0  0  0  42  34  35  40  36  34  49  32  34  20  37  26  46  31  52  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 45  0  0  0  0  0  40  43  53  40  49  51  33  46  40  41  48  74  34  44  35  
No at all acceptable 45  0  0  0  0  0  40  43  53  40  49  51  33  46  40  41  48  74  34  44  35  
 
DK/NA 1  0  0  0  0  0  1  0  1  1  0  0  1  0  0  0  3  0  0  3  0  
DK/NA 1  0  0  0  0  0  1  0  1  1  0  0  1  0  0  0  3  0  0  3  0  
 
 VOTER SALES TAX TARGETS BUSINESS TAX TARGETS WASTE DISPOSAL TARGETS 
 ----------- ----------------------------------------- ----------------------------- ----------------------------- 
   NON- CONS CONS  POS NEG COST COMP CONS CONS  POS NEG CONS CONS  POS NEG  
 Total VOTER VOTER YES NO SWING MOVER MOVER P-MVR P-MVR YES NO SWING MOVER MOVER YES NO SWING MOVER MOVER  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 466 433 33 189 171 106 41 40 27 60 163 161 142 64 54 153 181 132 62 58 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 54% 55% 44% 51% 65% 44% 44% 47% 55% 59% 46% 65% 52% 54% 51% 48% 61% 53% 48% 59% 
Completely acceptable 17  18  5  13  26  8  1  9  15  14  14  22  13  12  14  13  21  16  13  15  
Somewhat acceptable 38  38  39  37  39  37  43  38  40  45  32  42  38  42  36  36  39  38  34  44  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 45  44  56  48  34  56  56  53  45  41  52  35  47  46  46  50  39  45  52  37  
No at all acceptable 45  44  56  48  34  56  56  53  45  41  52  35  47  46  46  50  39  45  52  37  
 
DK/NA 1  1  0  2  1  0  0  0  0  0  1  0  1  1  3  1  0  2  0  4  
DK/NA 1  1  0  2  1  0  0  0  0  0  1  0  1  1  3  1  0  2  0  4  



FAIRBANK, MASLIN, MAULLIN, METZ & ASSOCIATES 
2010 CITY OF SAN JOSÉ COMMUNITY BUDGET SURVEY - 320-422 - (JANUARY 13-21, 2010) 

245 

 
TABLE 50:  Q14E.  I am going to read you a list of specific neighborhood services provided by the City of San José.  It is also likely that some of these services 

will need to be reduced next year given the City's projected budget shortfall.  Please tell me whether you would find each of the following neighborhood 
service budget cuts to be completely acceptable, somewhat acceptable, or not at all acceptable as a way of helping to balance the City's budget:  Reducing 
graffiti removal services 

  
 
  Q24 TYPE OF Q25 Q26 KIDS   
 Q23 YEARS IN SAN JOSE RESIDENCE RESIDENCE AT HOME Q27 EDUCATION Q28 ETHNICITY 
 ----------------------------- ----------- ----------- ----------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------- 
       DETCH MULTI     HS OR SOME COLL POST NON-   NON-    
 Total 0-10 11-20 21-30 31-40 41+ HOUSE UNIT OWN RENT YES NO LESS COLL GRAD GRAD COLL COLL+ WHITE WHITE LATNO ASIAN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 466 81 120 109 77 77 365 83 344 115 191 272 98 112 181 69 210 250 231 222 98 92 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 54% 55% 47% 58% 51% 65% 54% 55% 56% 50% 48% 59% 49% 44% 62% 59% 46% 61% 64% 45% 37% 56% 
Completely acceptable 17  13  15  18  15  24  16  15  17  14  14  19  17  16  19  11  16  17  19  14  12  15  
Somewhat acceptable 38  42  33  40  35  41  38  39  39  36  35  40  32  28  43  48  30  44  44  31  26  40  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 45  42  51  42  49  34  45  44  43  49  50  40  50  56  37  39  53  37  35  54  61  44  
No at all acceptable 45  42  51  42  49  34  45  44  43  49  50  40  50  56  37  39  53  37  35  54  61  44  
 
DK/NA 1  2  1  0  1  1  1  1  1  2  1  1  1  0  1  2  1  1  1  1  2  0  
DK/NA 1  2  1  0  1  1  1  1  1  2  1  1  1  0  1  2  1  1  1  1  2  0  
 
   Q31 REGSTRD Q33 VOTE  
 Q29 AGE Q30 INCOME TO VOTE PROPENSITY GENDER 
 ----------------------------------------------- ----------------------- ----------- ----------------- ----------- 
          $0- $30K- $60K- $100K    ALMST     
 Total 18-29 30-39 40-49 50-64 65-74 75+ 18-49 50+ $30K $60K $100K + YES NO ALWYS ALL MOST MEN WOMEN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 466 54 80 103 132 50 27 236 209 89 82 105 78 205 30 211 127 64 224 242 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 54% 45% 49% 47% 65% 56% 67% 47% 63% 55% 55% 52% 54% 52% 48% 63% 50% 43% 60% 49% 
Completely acceptable 17  16  13  15  21  20  15  14  20  17  18  12  12  14  5  24  13  9  18  15  
Somewhat acceptable 38  29  36  32  44  36  52  33  43  38  37  40  42  38  43  40  36  33  42  34  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 45  55  48  53  34  43  33  52  36  45  43  46  45  47  52  36  49  55  39  49  
No at all acceptable 45  55  48  53  34  43  33  52  36  45  43  46  45  47  52  36  49  55  39  49  
 
DK/NA 1  0  3  0  1  1  0  1  1  0  2  2  1  1  0  1  1  2  1  1  
DK/NA 1  0  3  0  1  1  0  1  1  0  2  2  1  1  0  1  1  2  1  1  
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TABLE 50:  Q14E.  I am going to read you a list of specific neighborhood services provided by the City of San José.  It is also likely that some of these services 

will need to be reduced next year given the City's projected budget shortfall.  Please tell me whether you would find each of the following neighborhood 
service budget cuts to be completely acceptable, somewhat acceptable, or not at all acceptable as a way of helping to balance the City's budget:  Reducing 
graffiti removal services 

  
 
 LIKELY    
 VOTER PARTY BY AGE ETHNICITY BY AGE ETHNICITY BY GENDER 
 ----------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------------------- 
    DEM DEM REP REP DTS/O DTS/O WHITE WHITE LATNO LATNO ASIAN ASIAN WHITE WHITE LATNO LATNO ASIAN ASIAN  
 Total YES NO 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 466 362 104 108 105 34 58 65 34 93 130 59 35 58 29 109 122 46 52 48 44 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 54% 57% 44% 40% 58% 41% 71% 65% 70% 63% 65% 27% 57% 48% 66% 66% 61% 47% 29% 60% 51% 
Completely acceptable 17  19  8  14  20  16  22  20  16  19  20  10  17  7  34  21  18  11  13  19  12  
Somewhat acceptable 38  38  36  26  37  26  49  45  54  44  45  18  40  41  32  45  43  36  16  41  39  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 45  42  54  60  41  59  29  35  29  36  34  71  42  52  34  32  38  53  68  40  49  
No at all acceptable 45  42  54  60  41  59  29  35  29  36  34  71  42  52  34  32  38  53  68  40  49  
 
DK/NA 1  1  1  1  1  0  1  0  2  1  1  2  2  0  0  2  1  0  3  0  0  
DK/NA 1  1  1  1  1  0  1  0  2  1  1  2  2  0  0  2  1  0  3  0  0  
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TABLE 51:  Q14F.  I am going to read you a list of specific neighborhood services provided by the City of San José.  It is also likely that some of these services will 

need to be reduced next year given the City's projected budget shortfall.  Please tell me whether you would find each of the following neighborhood service 
budget cuts to be completely acceptable, somewhat acceptable, or not at all acceptable as a way of helping to balance the City's budget:  Closing some 
community centers 

  
 
  Q5/Q6 COMB 1/4 Q7 SALES TAX SUPPORT GIVEN  
 Q5 INITIAL 1/2 CENT SALES TAX VOTE CENT SALES TX VTE EMPLOYEE COMPENSATION CUTS PARTY BY GENDER 
 ----------------------------------------- ----------------- ----------------------------- ----------------------------------- 
  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  M-MRE SW-MR TOTAL TOTAL NO DF DEM DEM REP REP DTS/O DTS/O  
 Total YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD LIKLY LIKLY M-LKY L-LKY DK/NA MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 466 124 110 65 146 234 211 21 256 196 14 133 80 213 103 150 85 134 49 46 69 35 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 46% 38% 41% 58% 53% 39% 55% 38% 40% 55% 44% 44% 47% 45% 48% 46% 42% 34% 68% 63% 56% 47% 
Completely acceptable 11  7  4  20  17  5  18  5  7  17  13  9  11  10  12  12  4  8  31  18  12  8  
Somewhat acceptable 35  31  37  38  36  34  37  33  33  38  31  35  36  35  36  34  37  26  37  45  45  39  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 53  61  56  42  47  59  45  54  59  45  44  55  52  54  52  51  56  66  32  35  41  50  
No at all acceptable 53  61  56  42  47  59  45  54  59  45  44  55  52  54  52  51  56  66  32  35  41  50  
 
DK/NA 1  1  3  0  0  2  0  8  2  0  12  1  1  1  0  3  2  1  0  2  3  3  
DK/NA 1  1  3  0  0  2  0  8  2  0  12  1  1  1  0  3  2  1  0  2  3  3  
 
 Q18 1/2 CNT SALES Q20 FINAL 1/2 CNT   
 TX VOTE AFTER POS SALES TAX VOTE Q8A INITIAL PARKING TAX VOTE GENDER BY AGE 
 ----------------- ----------------- ------------------------------------------ ----------------------- 
  TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  MEN MEN WOMEN WOMEN  
 Total YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 466 252 198 15 233 218 15 80 84 100 180 164 280 22 122 96 114 113 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 46% 37% 59% 27% 39% 55% 23% 44% 36% 47% 53% 40% 51% 33% 49% 55% 33% 50% 
Completely acceptable 11  5  19  0  5  18  10  11  4  10  16  7  14  3  13  12  8  10  
Somewhat acceptable 35  32  40  27  34  37  13  33  32  37  37  32  37  29  35  43  25  40  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 53  60  41  67  59  45  71  56  63  52  46  60  48  59  51  42  67  49  
No at all acceptable 53  60  41  67  59  45  71  56  63  52  46  60  48  59  51  42  67  49  
 
DK/NA 1  2  0  6  2  0  6  0  1  2  1  0  1  9  1  3  0  2  
DK/NA 1  2  0  6  2  0  6  0  1  2  1  0  1  9  1  3  0  2  
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TABLE 51:  Q14F.  I am going to read you a list of specific neighborhood services provided by the City of San José.  It is also likely that some of these services 

will need to be reduced next year given the City's projected budget shortfall.  Please tell me whether you would find each of the following neighborhood 
service budget cuts to be completely acceptable, somewhat acceptable, or not at all acceptable as a way of helping to balance the City's budget:  Closing 
some community centers 

  
 
  Q22 BUSINESS TAX   
 Q8B INITIAL BUSINESS TAX VOTE AFTER POSITIVES Q9 CARD ROOM PROPOSAL SAMPLE/PHONE TYPE 
 ----------------------------------------- ----------------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------------- 
  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  STR SMWT STR TOTAL TOTAL  VOTER RDD CELL RDD RDD  
 Total YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD SUPPT SUPPT OPPOS SUPPT OPPOS UNDCD LIST SAMP SAMP CELL LAND  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 466 105 101 72 140 206 212 48 227 215 24 181 99 118 280 157 29 228 208 30 53 185 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 46% 33% 41% 49% 63% 37% 58% 30% 37% 56% 39% 43% 46% 52% 44% 50% 41% 52% 41% 32% 38% 40% 
Completely acceptable 11  11  6  11  17  9  15  4  6  15  20  9  13  15  10  13  9  13  10  3  6  10  
Somewhat acceptable 35  22  35  38  46  28  44  25  31  41  20  34  33  38  34  38  32  39  32  29  33  31  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 53  67  58  48  37  62  41  63  62  43  50  57  53  47  55  47  53  45  58  68  62  59  
No at all acceptable 53  67  58  48  37  62  41  63  62  43  50  57  53  47  55  47  53  45  58  68  62  59  
 
DK/NA 1  0  1  3  0  1  1  7  1  1  11  0  1  1  0  2  6  2  1  0  0  1  
DK/NA 1  0  1  3  0  1  1  7  1  1  11  0  1  1  0  2  6  2  1  0  0  1  
 
  Q21 WASTE DISPSAL Q10 CITY BUDGET  
 Q8C INITIAL WASTE DISPOSAL TAX TX AFTR POS & NEG 12 MONTHS FROM PARTY (COMBINED) 
 ----------------------------------------- ----------------- ----------------------------- ----------------- 
  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  SMWT MUCH TOTAL TOTAL NO DF     
 Total YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD WORSE WORSE WORSE BETTR DK/NA DEM REP DTS/O  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 466 96 103 83 153 199 236 31 215 239 12 131 83 214 196 56 220 95 104 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 46% 34% 41% 41% 61% 37% 54% 44% 39% 53% 38% 48% 56% 51% 46% 28% 37% 66% 53% 
Completely acceptable 11  10  6  10  17  7  15  6  7  14  27  13  16  14  6  16  7  25  11  
Somewhat acceptable 35  24  35  31  44  30  39  38  32  39  11  35  40  37  40  11  30  41  43  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 53  66  57  56  38  62  44  56  60  46  55  51  42  47  53  71  62  34  44  
No at all acceptable 53  66  57  56  38  62  44  56  60  46  55  51  42  47  53  71  62  34  44  
 
DK/NA 1  0  2  4  1  1  2  0  1  1  8  2  3  2  0  2  1  1  3  
DK/NA 1  0  2  4  1  1  2  0  1  1  8  2  3  2  0  2  1  1  3  
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TABLE 51:  Q14F.  I am going to read you a list of specific neighborhood services provided by the City of San José.  It is also likely that some of these services 

will need to be reduced next year given the City's projected budget shortfall.  Please tell me whether you would find each of the following neighborhood 
service budget cuts to be completely acceptable, somewhat acceptable, or not at all acceptable as a way of helping to balance the City's budget:  Closing 
some community centers 

  
 
 Q11 FEELINGS ABOUT Q15 FIRST CHOICE Q16 RDC SRV  
 THE CITY BUDGET PRT/BDGT SHRTFLL /RAISG REV CITY COUNCIL DISTRICT 
 ----------------------------- ------------------ ----------- ----------------------------------------------------------- 
  SMWT VERY TOTAL TOTAL NTRL/ REDCE REDCE RAISE REDCE RAISE            
 Total NEG NEG NEG POS DK/NA COMP SRVCS RVNUE SRVCS RVNUE 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 466 0 0 0 0 0 181 97 124 195 187 32 53 31 37 21 45 33 49 50 50 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 46% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 57% 57% 33% 57% 42% 34% 53% 33% 38% 41% 46% 33% 63% 56% 49% 
Completely acceptable 11  0  0  0  0  0  14  21  4  17  8  16  14  7  6  17  11  8  16  16  9  
Somewhat acceptable 35  0  0  0  0  0  43  36  29  40  34  18  39  27  32  24  36  25  47  40  40  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 53  0  0  0  0  0  42  43  66  43  58  66  45  67  62  59  50  67  37  42  45  
No at all acceptable 53  0  0  0  0  0  42  43  66  43  58  66  45  67  62  59  50  67  37  42  45  
 
DK/NA 1  0  0  0  0  0  1  0  1  0  0  0  2  0  0  0  3  0  0  2  6  
DK/NA 1  0  0  0  0  0  1  0  1  0  0  0  2  0  0  0  3  0  0  2  6  
 
 VOTER SALES TAX TARGETS BUSINESS TAX TARGETS WASTE DISPOSAL TARGETS 
 ----------- ----------------------------------------- ----------------------------- ----------------------------- 
   NON- CONS CONS  POS NEG COST COMP CONS CONS  POS NEG CONS CONS  POS NEG  
 Total VOTER VOTER YES NO SWING MOVER MOVER P-MVR P-MVR YES NO SWING MOVER MOVER YES NO SWING MOVER MOVER  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 466 433 33 189 171 106 41 40 27 60 163 161 142 64 54 153 181 132 62 58 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 46% 48% 28% 41% 62% 30% 26% 36% 38% 53% 32% 59% 48% 51% 48% 35% 55% 47% 48% 48% 
Completely acceptable 11  12  2  5  21  4  3  5  15  22  6  16  12  6  14  5  14  14  11  15  
Somewhat acceptable 35  36  26  36  40  26  23  31  23  31  26  43  36  44  34  30  41  33  37  33  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 53  51  72  57  38  67  73  62  62  46  68  41  48  47  50  65  45  48  47  48  
No at all acceptable 53  51  72  57  38  67  73  62  62  46  68  41  48  47  50  65  45  48  47  48  
 
DK/NA 1  1  0  2  0  2  2  2  0  1  0  1  4  2  2  0  0  5  5  4  
DK/NA 1  1  0  2  0  2  2  2  0  1  0  1  4  2  2  0  0  5  5  4  
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TABLE 51:  Q14F.  I am going to read you a list of specific neighborhood services provided by the City of San José.  It is also likely that some of these services 

will need to be reduced next year given the City's projected budget shortfall.  Please tell me whether you would find each of the following neighborhood 
service budget cuts to be completely acceptable, somewhat acceptable, or not at all acceptable as a way of helping to balance the City's budget:  Closing 
some community centers 

  
 
  Q24 TYPE OF Q25 Q26 KIDS   
 Q23 YEARS IN SAN JOSE RESIDENCE RESIDENCE AT HOME Q27 EDUCATION Q28 ETHNICITY 
 ----------------------------- ----------- ----------- ----------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------- 
       DETCH MULTI     HS OR SOME COLL POST NON-   NON-    
 Total 0-10 11-20 21-30 31-40 41+ HOUSE UNIT OWN RENT YES NO LESS COLL GRAD GRAD COLL COLL+ WHITE WHITE LATNO ASIAN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 466 81 120 109 77 77 365 83 344 115 191 272 98 112 181 69 210 250 231 222 98 92 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 46% 54% 35% 46% 54% 47% 46% 46% 50% 35% 42% 49% 37% 46% 49% 54% 42% 50% 54% 37% 27% 44% 
Completely acceptable 11  10  7  8  19  16  11  8  12  8  12  10  5  11  14  10  9  13  13  8  7  8  
Somewhat acceptable 35  44  28  38  36  31  35  38  38  27  30  39  32  35  34  43  34  37  41  29  20  36  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 53  44  65  52  43  52  52  52  49  63  57  49  59  54  51  45  56  49  45  62  71  56  
No at all acceptable 53  44  65  52  43  52  52  52  49  63  57  49  59  54  51  45  56  49  45  62  71  56  
 
DK/NA 1  1  1  2  2  1  1  3  1  3  1  2  4  0  1  1  2  1  2  1  3  0  
DK/NA 1  1  1  2  2  1  1  3  1  3  1  2  4  0  1  1  2  1  2  1  3  0  
 
   Q31 REGSTRD Q33 VOTE  
 Q29 AGE Q30 INCOME TO VOTE PROPENSITY GENDER 
 ----------------------------------------------- ----------------------- ----------- ----------------- ----------- 
          $0- $30K- $60K- $100K    ALMST     
 Total 18-29 30-39 40-49 50-64 65-74 75+ 18-49 50+ $30K $60K $100K + YES NO ALWYS ALL MOST MEN WOMEN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 466 54 80 103 132 50 27 236 209 89 82 105 78 205 30 211 127 64 224 242 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 46% 27% 50% 43% 53% 44% 61% 41% 52% 47% 44% 40% 48% 42% 30% 53% 47% 38% 50% 42% 
Completely acceptable 11  0  20  10  10  11  15  11  11  6  12  8  14  10  2  15  11  7  12  10  
Somewhat acceptable 35  27  30  32  43  33  45  30  41  41  32  32  34  32  29  38  36  32  38  32  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 53  73  50  57  45  53  36  58  46  53  52  58  52  57  70  45  52  60  48  57  
No at all acceptable 53  73  50  57  45  53  36  58  46  53  52  58  52  57  70  45  52  60  48  57  
 
DK/NA 1  0  1  0  2  2  3  0  2  0  3  2  0  1  0  2  1  1  2  1  
DK/NA 1  0  1  0  2  2  3  0  2  0  3  2  0  1  0  2  1  1  2  1  
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TABLE 51:  Q14F.  I am going to read you a list of specific neighborhood services provided by the City of San José.  It is also likely that some of these services 

will need to be reduced next year given the City's projected budget shortfall.  Please tell me whether you would find each of the following neighborhood 
service budget cuts to be completely acceptable, somewhat acceptable, or not at all acceptable as a way of helping to balance the City's budget:  Closing 
some community centers 

  
 
 LIKELY    
 VOTER PARTY BY AGE ETHNICITY BY AGE ETHNICITY BY GENDER 
 ----------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------------------- 
    DEM DEM REP REP DTS/O DTS/O WHITE WHITE LATNO LATNO ASIAN ASIAN WHITE WHITE LATNO LATNO ASIAN ASIAN  
 Total YES NO 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 466 362 104 108 105 34 58 65 34 93 130 59 35 58 29 109 122 46 52 48 44 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 46% 50% 33% 37% 37% 58% 70% 47% 65% 52% 55% 25% 32% 39% 58% 56% 52% 31% 23% 54% 34% 
Completely acceptable 11  13  3  6  6  31  21  13  8  13  13  7  7  9  10  14  13  7  6  14  3  
Somewhat acceptable 35  36  30  31  30  27  49  34  57  39  42  18  25  30  48  42  39  24  17  40  31  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 53  49  66  63  61  42  29  52  32  47  43  75  63  61  42  41  48  68  73  46  66  
No at all acceptable 53  49  66  63  61  42  29  52  32  47  43  75  63  61  42  41  48  68  73  46  66  
 
DK/NA 1  1  1  0  3  0  1  1  3  1  2  0  5  0  0  3  1  2  4  0  0  
DK/NA 1  1  1  0  3  0  1  1  3  1  2  0  5  0  0  3  1  2  4  0  0  
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TABLE 52:  Q14G.  I am going to read you a list of specific neighborhood services provided by the City of San José.  It is also likely that some of these services will 

need to be reduced next year given the City's projected budget shortfall.  Please tell me whether you would find each of the following neighborhood service 
budget cuts to be completely acceptable, somewhat acceptable, or not at all acceptable as a way of helping to balance the City's budget:  Reducing the number 
park rangers for the City's regional parks 

  
 
  Q5/Q6 COMB 1/4 Q7 SALES TAX SUPPORT GIVEN  
 Q5 INITIAL 1/2 CENT SALES TAX VOTE CENT SALES TX VTE EMPLOYEE COMPENSATION CUTS PARTY BY GENDER 
 ----------------------------------------- ----------------- ----------------------------- ----------------------------------- 
  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  M-MRE SW-MR TOTAL TOTAL NO DF DEM DEM REP REP DTS/O DTS/O  
 Total YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD LIKLY LIKLY M-LKY L-LKY DK/NA MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 466 124 110 65 146 234 211 21 256 196 14 133 80 213 103 150 85 134 49 46 69 35 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 61% 53% 50% 78% 70% 51% 73% 56% 52% 74% 51% 57% 63% 59% 68% 59% 61% 51% 73% 78% 70% 61% 
Completely acceptable 17  15  6  20  28  10  25  3  12  24  5  17  9  14  21  18  21  12  21  21  24  15  
Somewhat acceptable 44  38  44  59  42  41  47  53  41  49  46  40  54  46  47  41  40  39  51  58  46  46  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 35  47  45  14  25  46  22  44  44  22  49  41  30  37  27  38  37  46  24  19  24  39  
No at all acceptable 35  47  45  14  25  46  22  44  44  22  49  41  30  37  27  38  37  46  24  19  24  39  
 
DK/NA 4  0  5  8  5  3  6  0  4  4  0  2  7  4  5  3  3  3  4  3  6  0  
DK/NA 4  0  5  8  5  3  6  0  4  4  0  2  7  4  5  3  3  3  4  3  6  0  
 
 Q18 1/2 CNT SALES Q20 FINAL 1/2 CNT   
 TX VOTE AFTER POS SALES TAX VOTE Q8A INITIAL PARKING TAX VOTE GENDER BY AGE 
 ----------------- ----------------- ------------------------------------------ ----------------------- 
  TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  MEN MEN WOMEN WOMEN  
 Total YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 466 252 198 15 233 218 15 80 84 100 180 164 280 22 122 96 114 113 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 61% 53% 73% 48% 53% 70% 61% 70% 61% 60% 61% 65% 61% 40% 65% 70% 54% 59% 
Completely acceptable 17  9  27  13  10  25  7  17  8  14  24  12  20  8  20  23  16  12  
Somewhat acceptable 44  44  46  35  44  45  54  53  53  46  37  53  41  32  45  48  37  47  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 35  43  24  40  42  27  39  29  33  35  38  31  37  39  31  26  43  36  
No at all acceptable 35  43  24  40  42  27  39  29  33  35  38  31  37  39  31  26  43  36  
 
DK/NA 4  4  3  12  4  4  0  1  7  5  1  4  2  21  4  4  3  5  
DK/NA 4  4  3  12  4  4  0  1  7  5  1  4  2  21  4  4  3  5  
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TABLE 52:  Q14G.  I am going to read you a list of specific neighborhood services provided by the City of San José.  It is also likely that some of these services 

will need to be reduced next year given the City's projected budget shortfall.  Please tell me whether you would find each of the following neighborhood 
service budget cuts to be completely acceptable, somewhat acceptable, or not at all acceptable as a way of helping to balance the City's budget:  Reducing 
the number park rangers for the City's regional parks 

  
 
  Q22 BUSINESS TAX   
 Q8B INITIAL BUSINESS TAX VOTE AFTER POSITIVES Q9 CARD ROOM PROPOSAL SAMPLE/PHONE TYPE 
 ----------------------------------------- ----------------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------------- 
  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  STR SMWT STR TOTAL TOTAL  VOTER RDD CELL RDD RDD  
 Total YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD SUPPT SUPPT OPPOS SUPPT OPPOS UNDCD LIST SAMP SAMP CELL LAND  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 466 105 101 72 140 206 212 48 227 215 24 181 99 118 280 157 29 228 208 30 53 185 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 61% 53% 62% 66% 66% 58% 66% 56% 55% 67% 64% 58% 75% 58% 64% 57% 54% 69% 54% 51% 61% 52% 
Completely acceptable 17  18  12  12  27  15  22  3  11  24  16  17  16  20  17  17  15  18  15  18  26  12  
Somewhat acceptable 44  35  50  54  39  43  44  53  45  44  48  41  59  38  48  40  38  50  39  33  35  40  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 35  47  34  26  31  41  29  35  40  30  36  38  24  39  33  38  37  30  39  44  35  41  
No at all acceptable 35  47  34  26  31  41  29  35  40  30  36  38  24  39  33  38  37  30  39  44  35  41  
 
DK/NA 4  0  3  8  4  2  5  9  5  3  0  4  1  3  3  5  10  1  7  4  4  7  
DK/NA 4  0  3  8  4  2  5  9  5  3  0  4  1  3  3  5  10  1  7  4  4  7  
 
  Q21 WASTE DISPSAL Q10 CITY BUDGET  
 Q8C INITIAL WASTE DISPOSAL TAX TX AFTR POS & NEG 12 MONTHS FROM PARTY (COMBINED) 
 ----------------------------------------- ----------------- ----------------------------- ----------------- 
  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  SMWT MUCH TOTAL TOTAL NO DF     
 Total YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD WORSE WORSE WORSE BETTR DK/NA DEM REP DTS/O  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 466 96 103 83 153 199 236 31 215 239 12 131 83 214 196 56 220 95 104 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 61% 48% 64% 63% 70% 56% 68% 43% 58% 66% 36% 67% 61% 64% 60% 54% 55% 75% 67% 
Completely acceptable 17  13  9  16  26  11  23  10  13  20  27  21  26  23  10  18  15  21  21  
Somewhat acceptable 44  35  55  48  44  45  45  33  45  46  9  46  35  42  50  36  40  54  46  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 35  49  30  31  29  39  29  49  37  32  59  30  35  32  37  39  43  21  29  
No at all acceptable 35  49  30  31  29  39  29  49  37  32  59  30  35  32  37  39  43  21  29  
 
DK/NA 4  3  5  6  1  4  3  9  5  3  5  3  4  3  3  7  3  3  4  
DK/NA 4  3  5  6  1  4  3  9  5  3  5  3  4  3  3  7  3  3  4  
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TABLE 52:  Q14G.  I am going to read you a list of specific neighborhood services provided by the City of San José.  It is also likely that some of these services 

will need to be reduced next year given the City's projected budget shortfall.  Please tell me whether you would find each of the following neighborhood 
service budget cuts to be completely acceptable, somewhat acceptable, or not at all acceptable as a way of helping to balance the City's budget:  Reducing 
the number park rangers for the City's regional parks 

  
 
 Q11 FEELINGS ABOUT Q15 FIRST CHOICE Q16 RDC SRV  
 THE CITY BUDGET PRT/BDGT SHRTFLL /RAISG REV CITY COUNCIL DISTRICT 
 ----------------------------- ------------------ ----------- ----------------------------------------------------------- 
  SMWT VERY TOTAL TOTAL NTRL/ REDCE REDCE RAISE REDCE RAISE            
 Total NEG NEG NEG POS DK/NA COMP SRVCS RVNUE SRVCS RVNUE 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 466 0 0 0 0 0 181 97 124 195 187 32 53 31 37 21 45 33 49 50 50 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 61% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 64% 76% 51% 68% 62% 62% 66% 61% 63% 49% 62% 57% 57% 73% 53% 
Completely acceptable 17  0  0  0  0  0  21  22  9  21  15  12  28  10  17  17  14  4  9  22  16  
Somewhat acceptable 44  0  0  0  0  0  43  53  42  46  47  50  37  51  46  32  47  53  47  51  37  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 35  0  0  0  0  0  32  21  46  29  37  38  29  39  34  51  34  41  43  22  35  
No at all acceptable 35  0  0  0  0  0  32  21  46  29  37  38  29  39  34  51  34  41  43  22  35  
 
DK/NA 4  0  0  0  0  0  3  3  3  3  1  0  5  0  4  0  5  2  0  5  12  
DK/NA 4  0  0  0  0  0  3  3  3  3  1  0  5  0  4  0  5  2  0  5  12  
 
 VOTER SALES TAX TARGETS BUSINESS TAX TARGETS WASTE DISPOSAL TARGETS 
 ----------- ----------------------------------------- ----------------------------- ----------------------------- 
   NON- CONS CONS  POS NEG COST COMP CONS CONS  POS NEG CONS CONS  POS NEG  
 Total VOTER VOTER YES NO SWING MOVER MOVER P-MVR P-MVR YES NO SWING MOVER MOVER YES NO SWING MOVER MOVER  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 466 433 33 189 171 106 41 40 27 60 163 161 142 64 54 153 181 132 62 58 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 61% 63% 44% 52% 75% 56% 61% 51% 55% 68% 56% 69% 59% 54% 62% 57% 68% 57% 60% 57% 
Completely acceptable 17  18  5  10  29  10  7  13  20  18  11  24  15  10  22  9  21  20  23  15  
Somewhat acceptable 44  45  39  42  46  46  55  38  35  50  45  45  43  45  40  47  47  37  37  42  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 35  34  48  45  21  39  29  49  30  26  42  27  36  33  38  39  30  38  32  39  
No at all acceptable 35  34  48  45  21  39  29  49  30  26  42  27  36  33  38  39  30  38  32  39  
 
DK/NA 4  4  8  3  4  5  10  0  15  6  2  4  6  13  0  4  2  6  7  4  
DK/NA 4  4  8  3  4  5  10  0  15  6  2  4  6  13  0  4  2  6  7  4  



FAIRBANK, MASLIN, MAULLIN, METZ & ASSOCIATES 
2010 CITY OF SAN JOSÉ COMMUNITY BUDGET SURVEY - 320-422 - (JANUARY 13-21, 2010) 

255 

 
TABLE 52:  Q14G.  I am going to read you a list of specific neighborhood services provided by the City of San José.  It is also likely that some of these services 

will need to be reduced next year given the City's projected budget shortfall.  Please tell me whether you would find each of the following neighborhood 
service budget cuts to be completely acceptable, somewhat acceptable, or not at all acceptable as a way of helping to balance the City's budget:  Reducing 
the number park rangers for the City's regional parks 

  
 
  Q24 TYPE OF Q25 Q26 KIDS   
 Q23 YEARS IN SAN JOSE RESIDENCE RESIDENCE AT HOME Q27 EDUCATION Q28 ETHNICITY 
 ----------------------------- ----------- ----------- ----------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------- 
       DETCH MULTI     HS OR SOME COLL POST NON-   NON-    
 Total 0-10 11-20 21-30 31-40 41+ HOUSE UNIT OWN RENT YES NO LESS COLL GRAD GRAD COLL COLL+ WHITE WHITE LATNO ASIAN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 466 81 120 109 77 77 365 83 344 115 191 272 98 112 181 69 210 250 231 222 98 92 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 61% 57% 62% 67% 67% 52% 62% 63% 63% 54% 56% 65% 51% 63% 64% 69% 57% 65% 67% 56% 45% 69% 
Completely acceptable 17  17  13  20  21  15  17  18  16  19  15  18  16  13  23  12  14  20  18  17  7  22  
Somewhat acceptable 44  40  49  47  46  37  46  45  48  35  41  47  35  50  42  57  43  46  49  40  37  47  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 35  41  34  29  27  46  34  31  33  41  40  31  42  37  31  28  39  30  31  38  49  26  
No at all acceptable 35  41  34  29  27  46  34  31  33  41  40  31  42  37  31  28  39  30  31  38  49  26  
 
DK/NA 4  2  4  5  6  3  3  6  3  6  4  4  8  0  5  3  4  4  2  6  6  6  
DK/NA 4  2  4  5  6  3  3  6  3  6  4  4  8  0  5  3  4  4  2  6  6  6  
 
   Q31 REGSTRD Q33 VOTE  
 Q29 AGE Q30 INCOME TO VOTE PROPENSITY GENDER 
 ----------------------------------------------- ----------------------- ----------- ----------------- ----------- 
          $0- $30K- $60K- $100K    ALMST     
 Total 18-29 30-39 40-49 50-64 65-74 75+ 18-49 50+ $30K $60K $100K + YES NO ALWYS ALL MOST MEN WOMEN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 466 54 80 103 132 50 27 236 209 89 82 105 78 205 30 211 127 64 224 242 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 61% 65% 63% 53% 70% 51% 60% 59% 64% 57% 63% 62% 63% 56% 47% 68% 64% 51% 67% 56% 
Completely acceptable 17  22  12  20  16  22  11  18  17  19  22  12  9  17  6  19  15  18  21  13  
Somewhat acceptable 44  43  51  33  54  29  50  41  48  38  41  50  54  39  41  48  49  33  46  43  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 35  30  34  43  28  36  37  37  31  39  30  34  33  39  44  30  33  43  29  40  
No at all acceptable 35  30  34  43  28  36  37  37  31  39  30  34  33  39  44  30  33  43  29  40  
 
DK/NA 4  4  3  4  2  13  3  4  4  4  7  5  4  6  9  3  3  6  4  4  
DK/NA 4  4  3  4  2  13  3  4  4  4  7  5  4  6  9  3  3  6  4  4  
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TABLE 52:  Q14G.  I am going to read you a list of specific neighborhood services provided by the City of San José.  It is also likely that some of these services 

will need to be reduced next year given the City's projected budget shortfall.  Please tell me whether you would find each of the following neighborhood 
service budget cuts to be completely acceptable, somewhat acceptable, or not at all acceptable as a way of helping to balance the City's budget:  Reducing 
the number park rangers for the City's regional parks 

  
 
 LIKELY    
 VOTER PARTY BY AGE ETHNICITY BY AGE ETHNICITY BY GENDER 
 ----------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------------------- 
    DEM DEM REP REP DTS/O DTS/O WHITE WHITE LATNO LATNO ASIAN ASIAN WHITE WHITE LATNO LATNO ASIAN ASIAN  
 Total YES NO 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 466 362 104 108 105 34 58 65 34 93 130 59 35 58 29 109 122 46 52 48 44 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 61% 65% 48% 54% 56% 72% 80% 68% 66% 63% 71% 53% 32% 61% 85% 74% 61% 46% 43% 72% 65% 
Completely acceptable 17  17  15  17  13  26  19  21  23  19  18  12  0  17  33  22  14  7  8  23  20  
Somewhat acceptable 44  48  33  36  43  46  60  46  43  45  53  40  32  44  52  52  47  39  35  48  45  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 35  32  44  46  39  23  18  29  29  37  25  42  60  31  12  24  37  45  53  21  31  
No at all acceptable 35  32  44  46  39  23  18  29  29  37  25  42  60  31  12  24  37  45  53  21  31  
 
DK/NA 4  3  8  1  5  6  2  4  5  0  4  5  8  8  3  2  3  9  4  8  4  
DK/NA 4  3  8  1  5  6  2  4  5  0  4  5  8  8  3  2  3  9  4  8  4  
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TABLE 53:  Q14H.  I am going to read you a list of specific neighborhood services provided by the City of San José.  It is also likely that some of these services will 

need to be reduced next year given the City's projected budget shortfall.  Please tell me whether you would find each of the following neighborhood service 
budget cuts to be completely acceptable, somewhat acceptable, or not at all acceptable as a way of helping to balance the City's budget:  Reducing 
recreational and therapeutic services for residents with mental illnesses and physical disabilities 

  
 
  Q5/Q6 COMB 1/4 Q7 SALES TAX SUPPORT GIVEN  
 Q5 INITIAL 1/2 CENT SALES TAX VOTE CENT SALES TX VTE EMPLOYEE COMPENSATION CUTS PARTY BY GENDER 
 ----------------------------------------- ----------------- ----------------------------- ----------------------------------- 
  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  M-MRE SW-MR TOTAL TOTAL NO DF DEM DEM REP REP DTS/O DTS/O  
 Total YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD LIKLY LIKLY M-LKY L-LKY DK/NA MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 436 117 107 64 128 224 191 21 251 174 11 151 89 239 88 109 87 110 52 48 49 47 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 38% 35% 41% 42% 41% 38% 41% 7% 35% 43% 24% 37% 37% 37% 38% 40% 33% 31% 52% 52% 43% 45% 
Completely acceptable 7  7  7  7  9  7  8  0  7  8  0  9  4  7  8  6  5  4  9  17  12  8  
Somewhat acceptable 31  29  34  35  32  31  33  7  28  35  24  27  33  30  30  34  28  27  43  35  30  37  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 61  63  58  56  58  61  58  90  63  56  76  62  62  62  61  58  66  69  48  47  51  55  
No at all acceptable 61  63  58  56  58  61  58  90  63  56  76  62  62  62  61  58  66  69  48  47  51  55  
 
DK/NA 1  1  1  3  1  1  1  2  2  1  0  2  0  1  1  2  2  0  0  1  6  0  
DK/NA 1  1  1  3  1  1  1  2  2  1  0  2  0  1  1  2  2  0  0  1  6  0  
 
 Q18 1/2 CNT SALES Q20 FINAL 1/2 CNT   
 TX VOTE AFTER POS SALES TAX VOTE Q8A INITIAL PARKING TAX VOTE GENDER BY AGE 
 ----------------- ----------------- ------------------------------------------ ----------------------- 
  TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  MEN MEN WOMEN WOMEN  
 Total YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 436 245 186 6 238 191 7 73 99 81 171 172 251 12 108 90 111 107 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 38% 32% 46% 24% 32% 46% 39% 33% 38% 46% 36% 36% 39% 48% 42% 37% 43% 29% 
Completely acceptable 7  6  8  0  6  9  0  8  8  7  6  8  6  11  7  8  7  8  
Somewhat acceptable 31  25  38  24  25  37  39  26  29  39  30  28  33  36  34  29  35  22  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 61  67  52  67  67  53  54  64  60  54  63  62  60  52  56  61  57  69  
No at all acceptable 61  67  52  67  67  53  54  64  60  54  63  62  60  52  56  61  57  69  
 
DK/NA 1  1  2  9  1  2  7  3  2  0  1  2  1  0  2  2  0  1  
DK/NA 1  1  2  9  1  2  7  3  2  0  1  2  1  0  2  2  0  1  
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TABLE 53:  Q14H.  I am going to read you a list of specific neighborhood services provided by the City of San José.  It is also likely that some of these services 

will need to be reduced next year given the City's projected budget shortfall.  Please tell me whether you would find each of the following neighborhood 
service budget cuts to be completely acceptable, somewhat acceptable, or not at all acceptable as a way of helping to balance the City's budget:  Reducing 
recreational and therapeutic services for residents with mental illnesses and physical disabilities 

  
 
  Q22 BUSINESS TAX   
 Q8B INITIAL BUSINESS TAX VOTE AFTER POSITIVES Q9 CARD ROOM PROPOSAL SAMPLE/PHONE TYPE 
 ----------------------------------------- ----------------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------------- 
  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  STR SMWT STR TOTAL TOTAL  VOTER RDD CELL RDD RDD  
 Total YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD SUPPT SUPPT OPPOS SUPPT OPPOS UNDCD LIST SAMP SAMP CELL LAND  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 436 98 96 84 127 195 212 30 204 219 13 168 88 112 256 150 31 224 185 27 48 164 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 38% 38% 38% 46% 34% 38% 39% 31% 34% 40% 50% 36% 34% 41% 35% 43% 35% 44% 34% 20% 17% 37% 
Completely acceptable 7  9  8  7  7  8  7  2  9  6  8  8  9  8  8  6  3  9  6  0  0  6  
Somewhat acceptable 31  29  30  40  27  29  32  29  26  35  42  28  25  33  27  37  32  34  28  20  17  30  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 61  60  62  53  63  61  59  69  64  58  50  63  65  59  64  56  58  55  65  80  83  62  
No at all acceptable 61  60  62  53  63  61  59  69  64  58  50  63  65  59  64  56  58  55  65  80  83  62  
 
DK/NA 1  2  0  1  3  1  2  0  1  1  0  1  1  1  1  0  7  2  1  0  0  1  
DK/NA 1  2  0  1  3  1  2  0  1  1  0  1  1  1  1  0  7  2  1  0  0  1  
 
  Q21 WASTE DISPSAL Q10 CITY BUDGET  
 Q8C INITIAL WASTE DISPOSAL TAX TX AFTR POS & NEG 12 MONTHS FROM PARTY (COMBINED) 
 ----------------------------------------- ----------------- ----------------------------- ----------------- 
  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  SMWT MUCH TOTAL TOTAL NO DF     
 Total YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD WORSE WORSE WORSE BETTR DK/NA DEM REP DTS/O  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 436 109 101 65 138 210 203 23 214 211 11 0 0 0 0 0 198 100 97 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 38% 30% 45% 35% 38% 37% 37% 51% 38% 39% 28% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 32% 52% 44% 
Completely acceptable 7  6  8  7  8  7  8  8  7  8  0  0  0  0  0  0  4  13  10  
Somewhat acceptable 31  24  37  29  31  30  30  43  31  30  28  0  0  0  0  0  28  39  34  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 61  68  55  64  60  62  61  47  61  60  60  0  0  0  0  0  67  47  53  
No at all acceptable 61  68  55  64  60  62  61  47  61  60  60  0  0  0  0  0  67  47  53  
 
DK/NA 1  2  0  1  2  1  1  2  1  1  12  0  0  0  0  0  1  1  3  
DK/NA 1  2  0  1  2  1  1  2  1  1  12  0  0  0  0  0  1  1  3  
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TABLE 53:  Q14H.  I am going to read you a list of specific neighborhood services provided by the City of San José.  It is also likely that some of these services 

will need to be reduced next year given the City's projected budget shortfall.  Please tell me whether you would find each of the following neighborhood 
service budget cuts to be completely acceptable, somewhat acceptable, or not at all acceptable as a way of helping to balance the City's budget:  Reducing 
recreational and therapeutic services for residents with mental illnesses and physical disabilities 

  
 
 Q11 FEELINGS ABOUT Q15 FIRST CHOICE Q16 RDC SRV  
 THE CITY BUDGET PRT/BDGT SHRTFLL /RAISG REV CITY COUNCIL DISTRICT 
 ----------------------------- ------------------ ----------- ----------------------------------------------------------- 
  SMWT VERY TOTAL TOTAL NTRL/ REDCE REDCE RAISE REDCE RAISE            
 Total NEG NEG NEG POS DK/NA COMP SRVCS RVNUE SRVCS RVNUE 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 436 113 91 204 107 125 187 89 105 212 157 31 46 29 33 20 50 27 46 56 50 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 38% 40% 36% 38% 47% 30% 36% 54% 30% 50% 26% 37% 34% 30% 52% 58% 42% 26% 40% 39% 31% 
Completely acceptable 7  6  9  8  11  3  7  8  7  8  7  13  12  2  3  18  10  3  8  4  5  
Somewhat acceptable 31  33  27  31  36  27  29  47  23  42  19  23  22  29  49  39  32  24  32  35  27  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 61  60  63  62  51  67  62  45  70  49  74  55  66  68  48  42  57  74  60  60  67  
No at all acceptable 61  60  63  62  51  67  62  45  70  49  74  55  66  68  48  42  57  74  60  60  67  
 
DK/NA 1  0  1  0  2  3  1  1  0  1  0  9  0  1  0  0  1  0  0  1  2  
DK/NA 1  0  1  0  2  3  1  1  0  1  0  9  0  1  0  0  1  0  0  1  2  
 
 VOTER SALES TAX TARGETS BUSINESS TAX TARGETS WASTE DISPOSAL TARGETS 
 ----------- ----------------------------------------- ----------------------------- ----------------------------- 
   NON- CONS CONS  POS NEG COST COMP CONS CONS  POS NEG CONS CONS  POS NEG  
 Total VOTER VOTER YES NO SWING MOVER MOVER P-MVR P-MVR YES NO SWING MOVER MOVER YES NO SWING MOVER MOVER  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 436 400 36 189 149 98 47 35 34 76 145 161 130 59 58 158 155 123 56 56 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 38% 39% 23% 36% 46% 31% 17% 50% 20% 30% 37% 42% 35% 29% 37% 41% 41% 31% 29% 33% 
Completely acceptable 7  8  0  6  8  8  8  8  13  8  10  7  4  5  3  7  8  7  7  9  
Somewhat acceptable 31  31  23  29  37  23  10  41  8  22  27  35  30  24  34  34  33  24  23  23  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 61  59  75  64  53  66  81  47  75  70  62  57  64  69  63  59  58  67  69  66  
No at all acceptable 61  59  75  64  53  66  81  47  75  70  62  57  64  69  63  59  58  67  69  66  
 
DK/NA 1  1  2  1  1  3  2  4  4  1  1  2  1  2  0  0  1  3  2  2  
DK/NA 1  1  2  1  1  3  2  4  4  1  1  2  1  2  0  0  1  3  2  2  
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TABLE 53:  Q14H.  I am going to read you a list of specific neighborhood services provided by the City of San José.  It is also likely that some of these services 

will need to be reduced next year given the City's projected budget shortfall.  Please tell me whether you would find each of the following neighborhood 
service budget cuts to be completely acceptable, somewhat acceptable, or not at all acceptable as a way of helping to balance the City's budget:  Reducing 
recreational and therapeutic services for residents with mental illnesses and physical disabilities 

  
 
  Q24 TYPE OF Q25 Q26 KIDS   
 Q23 YEARS IN SAN JOSE RESIDENCE RESIDENCE AT HOME Q27 EDUCATION Q28 ETHNICITY 
 ----------------------------- ----------- ----------- ----------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------- 
       DETCH MULTI     HS OR SOME COLL POST NON-   NON-    
 Total 0-10 11-20 21-30 31-40 41+ HOUSE UNIT OWN RENT YES NO LESS COLL GRAD GRAD COLL COLL+ WHITE WHITE LATNO ASIAN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 436 104 90 82 84 75 338 81 329 104 171 261 86 108 170 58 194 228 230 196 89 81 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 38% 40% 39% 39% 40% 30% 37% 37% 39% 34% 39% 37% 25% 34% 45% 48% 30% 46% 41% 34% 34% 36% 
Completely acceptable 7  7  8  9  4  8  6  10  7  10  4  9  5  5  9  11  5  10  7  7  7  8  
Somewhat acceptable 31  32  32  30  36  23  31  27  33  25  35  28  20  30  36  36  25  36  34  27  27  28  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 61  56  61  61  58  69  61  62  60  64  60  61  73  66  53  50  69  53  57  64  66  63  
No at all acceptable 61  56  61  61  58  69  61  62  60  64  60  61  73  66  53  50  69  53  57  64  66  63  
 
DK/NA 1  4  0  0  2  1  1  1  1  2  1  1  2  0  2  2  1  2  1  2  0  2  
DK/NA 1  4  0  0  2  1  1  1  1  2  1  1  2  0  2  2  1  2  1  2  0  2  
 
   Q31 REGSTRD Q33 VOTE  
 Q29 AGE Q30 INCOME TO VOTE PROPENSITY GENDER 
 ----------------------------------------------- ----------------------- ----------- ----------------- ----------- 
          $0- $30K- $60K- $100K    ALMST     
 Total 18-29 30-39 40-49 50-64 65-74 75+ 18-49 50+ $30K $60K $100K + YES NO ALWYS ALL MOST MEN WOMEN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 436 50 74 96 125 38 35 219 197 71 79 91 69 176 35 180 150 45 209 227 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 38% 29% 50% 43% 32% 36% 33% 42% 33% 40% 27% 37% 49% 34% 21% 39% 41% 34% 40% 36% 
Completely acceptable 7  3  12  6  6  6  15  7  8  6  4  7  15  6  0  7  9  5  7  7  
Somewhat acceptable 31  25  38  38  26  29  19  35  25  34  23  30  34  28  21  32  32  29  33  29  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 61  68  49  57  66  63  67  57  65  58  73  61  48  66  77  61  57  62  58  63  
No at all acceptable 61  68  49  57  66  63  67  57  65  58  73  61  48  66  77  61  57  62  58  63  
 
DK/NA 1  3  1  0  2  2  0  1  2  3  0  2  3  1  2  0  2  4  2  1  
DK/NA 1  3  1  0  2  2  0  1  2  3  0  2  3  1  2  0  2  4  2  1  
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TABLE 53:  Q14H.  I am going to read you a list of specific neighborhood services provided by the City of San José.  It is also likely that some of these services 

will need to be reduced next year given the City's projected budget shortfall.  Please tell me whether you would find each of the following neighborhood 
service budget cuts to be completely acceptable, somewhat acceptable, or not at all acceptable as a way of helping to balance the City's budget:  Reducing 
recreational and therapeutic services for residents with mental illnesses and physical disabilities 

  
 
 LIKELY    
 VOTER PARTY BY AGE ETHNICITY BY AGE ETHNICITY BY GENDER 
 ----------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------------------- 
    DEM DEM REP REP DTS/O DTS/O WHITE WHITE LATNO LATNO ASIAN ASIAN WHITE WHITE LATNO LATNO ASIAN ASIAN  
 Total YES NO 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 436 359 77 103 92 36 57 56 36 96 124 56 28 50 30 104 126 44 45 40 41 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 38% 41% 25% 33% 30% 65% 45% 53% 27% 42% 41% 41% 14% 47% 17% 45% 39% 33% 34% 36% 35% 
Completely acceptable 7  8  3  4  6  14  13  13  7  4  10  7  8  12  0  9  6  5  9  9  6  
Somewhat acceptable 31  33  22  30  25  51  31  40  20  38  31  34  6  34  17  36  33  28  25  26  29  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 61  58  74  66  69  35  54  44  68  56  58  59  86  53  79  54  60  67  66  61  65  
No at all acceptable 61  58  74  66  69  35  54  44  68  56  58  59  86  53  79  54  60  67  66  61  65  
 
DK/NA 1  1  2  1  0  0  1  2  5  1  2  0  0  0  4  1  1  0  0  3  0  
DK/NA 1  1  2  1  0  0  1  2  5  1  2  0  0  0  4  1  1  0  0  3  0  
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TABLE 54:  Q14I.  I am going to read you a list of specific neighborhood services provided by the City of San José.  It is also likely that some of these services will 

need to be reduced next year given the City's projected budget shortfall.  Please tell me whether you would find each of the following neighborhood service 
budget cuts to be completely acceptable, somewhat acceptable, or not at all acceptable as a way of helping to balance the City's budget:  Reducing support 
for special events such as Christmas in the Park 

  
 
  Q5/Q6 COMB 1/4 Q7 SALES TAX SUPPORT GIVEN  
 Q5 INITIAL 1/2 CENT SALES TAX VOTE CENT SALES TX VTE EMPLOYEE COMPENSATION CUTS PARTY BY GENDER 
 ----------------------------------------- ----------------- ----------------------------- ----------------------------------- 
  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  M-MRE SW-MR TOTAL TOTAL NO DF DEM DEM REP REP DTS/O DTS/O  
 Total YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD LIKLY LIKLY M-LKY L-LKY DK/NA MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 436 117 107 64 128 224 191 21 251 174 11 151 89 239 88 109 87 110 52 48 49 47 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 77% 77% 76% 92% 73% 77% 80% 50% 76% 77% 74% 74% 86% 78% 69% 79% 75% 74% 72% 78% 85% 79% 
Completely acceptable 41  42  34  50  43  38  45  31  39  44  42  43  34  40  33  50  44  30  36  52  58  39  
Somewhat acceptable 36  35  42  42  31  38  34  19  38  33  32  31  52  39  36  29  31  45  36  26  27  40  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 22  23  22  8  25  22  20  47  23  22  20  25  13  21  31  18  24  26  26  19  12  21  
No at all acceptable 22  23  22  8  25  22  20  47  23  22  20  25  13  21  31  18  24  26  26  19  12  21  
 
DK/NA 1  0  2  0  1  1  1  3  1  1  6  1  1  1  0  3  1  0  2  3  3  0  
DK/NA 1  0  2  0  1  1  1  3  1  1  6  1  1  1  0  3  1  0  2  3  3  0  
 
 Q18 1/2 CNT SALES Q20 FINAL 1/2 CNT   
 TX VOTE AFTER POS SALES TAX VOTE Q8A INITIAL PARKING TAX VOTE GENDER BY AGE 
 ----------------- ----------------- ------------------------------------------ ----------------------- 
  TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  MEN MEN WOMEN WOMEN  
 Total YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 436 245 186 6 238 191 7 73 99 81 171 172 251 12 108 90 111 107 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 77% 78% 75% 61% 77% 76% 80% 79% 79% 80% 72% 79% 75% 81% 83% 72% 77% 74% 
Completely acceptable 41  38  45  43  37  45  51  49  32  43  41  39  42  42  49  43  38  34  
Somewhat acceptable 36  40  30  18  40  31  29  30  47  36  31  40  33  39  33  29  39  40  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 22  22  23  39  23  22  20  21  19  19  26  20  24  19  15  28  23  25  
No at all acceptable 22  22  23  39  23  22  20  21  19  19  26  20  24  19  15  28  23  25  
 
DK/NA 1  0  2  0  0  2  0  0  2  1  1  1  1  0  2  1  0  1  
DK/NA 1  0  2  0  0  2  0  0  2  1  1  1  1  0  2  1  0  1  
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TABLE 54:  Q14I.  I am going to read you a list of specific neighborhood services provided by the City of San José.  It is also likely that some of these services 

will need to be reduced next year given the City's projected budget shortfall.  Please tell me whether you would find each of the following neighborhood 
service budget cuts to be completely acceptable, somewhat acceptable, or not at all acceptable as a way of helping to balance the City's budget:  Reducing 
support for special events such as Christmas in the Park 

  
 
  Q22 BUSINESS TAX   
 Q8B INITIAL BUSINESS TAX VOTE AFTER POSITIVES Q9 CARD ROOM PROPOSAL SAMPLE/PHONE TYPE 
 ----------------------------------------- ----------------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------------- 
  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  STR SMWT STR TOTAL TOTAL  VOTER RDD CELL RDD RDD  
 Total YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD SUPPT SUPPT OPPOS SUPPT OPPOS UNDCD LIST SAMP SAMP CELL LAND  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 436 98 96 84 127 195 212 30 204 219 13 168 88 112 256 150 31 224 185 27 48 164 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 77% 76% 83% 80% 72% 80% 75% 68% 84% 69% 90% 75% 82% 72% 78% 74% 80% 75% 79% 78% 78% 79% 
Completely acceptable 41  40  38  48  43  39  45  25  40  42  38  42  35  39  40  43  38  42  40  36  41  39  
Somewhat acceptable 36  36  46  32  29  41  30  42  44  27  52  33  47  33  38  31  42  32  39  42  38  40  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 22  24  16  19  26  20  23  32  16  29  10  24  18  27  22  24  13  24  20  22  20  20  
No at all acceptable 22  24  16  19  26  20  23  32  16  29  10  24  18  27  22  24  13  24  20  22  20  20  
 
DK/NA 1  0  0  1  2  0  2  0  0  2  0  0  0  2  0  1  6  1  1  0  1  1  
DK/NA 1  0  0  1  2  0  2  0  0  2  0  0  0  2  0  1  6  1  1  0  1  1  
 
  Q21 WASTE DISPSAL Q10 CITY BUDGET  
 Q8C INITIAL WASTE DISPOSAL TAX TX AFTR POS & NEG 12 MONTHS FROM PARTY (COMBINED) 
 ----------------------------------------- ----------------- ----------------------------- ----------------- 
  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  SMWT MUCH TOTAL TOTAL NO DF     
 Total YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD WORSE WORSE WORSE BETTR DK/NA DEM REP DTS/O  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 436 109 101 65 138 210 203 23 214 211 11 0 0 0 0 0 198 100 97 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 77% 75% 84% 80% 71% 79% 74% 77% 83% 70% 84% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 75% 75% 82% 
Completely acceptable 41  44  40  34  42  42  39  42  40  40  62  0  0  0  0  0  36  44  49  
Somewhat acceptable 36  31  44  46  29  37  34  35  43  29  22  0  0  0  0  0  39  31  33  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 22  25  16  18  27  21  24  18  16  29  16  0  0  0  0  0  25  22  16  
No at all acceptable 22  25  16  18  27  21  24  18  16  29  16  0  0  0  0  0  25  22  16  
 
DK/NA 1  0  0  2  2  0  2  5  0  2  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  2  1  
DK/NA 1  0  0  2  2  0  2  5  0  2  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  2  1  
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TABLE 54:  Q14I.  I am going to read you a list of specific neighborhood services provided by the City of San José.  It is also likely that some of these services 

will need to be reduced next year given the City's projected budget shortfall.  Please tell me whether you would find each of the following neighborhood 
service budget cuts to be completely acceptable, somewhat acceptable, or not at all acceptable as a way of helping to balance the City's budget:  Reducing 
support for special events such as Christmas in the Park 

  
 
 Q11 FEELINGS ABOUT Q15 FIRST CHOICE Q16 RDC SRV  
 THE CITY BUDGET PRT/BDGT SHRTFLL /RAISG REV CITY COUNCIL DISTRICT 
 ----------------------------- ------------------ ----------- ----------------------------------------------------------- 
  SMWT VERY TOTAL TOTAL NTRL/ REDCE REDCE RAISE REDCE RAISE            
 Total NEG NEG NEG POS DK/NA COMP SRVCS RVNUE SRVCS RVNUE 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 436 113 91 204 107 125 187 89 105 212 157 31 46 29 33 20 50 27 46 56 50 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 77% 73% 78% 75% 82% 74% 77% 82% 77% 82% 74% 79% 75% 64% 82% 74% 70% 85% 73% 80% 82% 
Completely acceptable 41  35  51  42  46  35  41  50  40  51  37  44  34  34  44  68  46  34  33  48  35  
Somewhat acceptable 36  39  27  33  36  40  36  32  37  30  37  35  42  29  39  6  24  50  40  32  47  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 22  26  22  24  18  24  22  18  23  18  26  17  22  36  16  23  30  15  27  19  18  
No at all acceptable 22  26  22  24  18  24  22  18  23  18  26  17  22  36  16  23  30  15  27  19  18  
 
DK/NA 1  1  1  1  1  2  1  0  0  1  0  4  2  0  2  2  0  0  0  1  0  
DK/NA 1  1  1  1  1  2  1  0  0  1  0  4  2  0  2  2  0  0  0  1  0  
 
 VOTER SALES TAX TARGETS BUSINESS TAX TARGETS WASTE DISPOSAL TARGETS 
 ----------- ----------------------------------------- ----------------------------- ----------------------------- 
   NON- CONS CONS  POS NEG COST COMP CONS CONS  POS NEG CONS CONS  POS NEG  
 Total VOTER VOTER YES NO SWING MOVER MOVER P-MVR P-MVR YES NO SWING MOVER MOVER YES NO SWING MOVER MOVER  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 436 400 36 189 149 98 47 35 34 76 145 161 130 59 58 158 155 123 56 56 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 77% 77% 76% 79% 77% 72% 75% 71% 72% 78% 83% 72% 74% 85% 60% 83% 70% 76% 84% 67% 
Completely acceptable 41  41  42  39  47  35  35  34  41  38  40  46  36  41  31  43  43  34  31  32  
Somewhat acceptable 36  36  34  40  30  37  40  37  31  39  44  27  38  44  29  39  27  42  53  35  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 22  22  24  21  22  26  25  24  28  22  16  25  25  14  40  17  28  22  14  32  
No at all acceptable 22  22  24  21  22  26  25  24  28  22  16  25  25  14  40  17  28  22  14  32  
 
DK/NA 1  1  0  0  1  3  0  6  0  0  0  2  0  1  0  0  2  1  2  1  
DK/NA 1  1  0  0  1  3  0  6  0  0  0  2  0  1  0  0  2  1  2  1  
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TABLE 54:  Q14I.  I am going to read you a list of specific neighborhood services provided by the City of San José.  It is also likely that some of these services 

will need to be reduced next year given the City's projected budget shortfall.  Please tell me whether you would find each of the following neighborhood 
service budget cuts to be completely acceptable, somewhat acceptable, or not at all acceptable as a way of helping to balance the City's budget:  Reducing 
support for special events such as Christmas in the Park 

  
 
  Q24 TYPE OF Q25 Q26 KIDS   
 Q23 YEARS IN SAN JOSE RESIDENCE RESIDENCE AT HOME Q27 EDUCATION Q28 ETHNICITY 
 ----------------------------- ----------- ----------- ----------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------- 
       DETCH MULTI     HS OR SOME COLL POST NON-   NON-    
 Total 0-10 11-20 21-30 31-40 41+ HOUSE UNIT OWN RENT YES NO LESS COLL GRAD GRAD COLL COLL+ WHITE WHITE LATNO ASIAN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 436 104 90 82 84 75 338 81 329 104 171 261 86 108 170 58 194 228 230 196 89 81 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 77% 73% 91% 73% 75% 71% 76% 82% 76% 79% 74% 78% 75% 73% 82% 82% 74% 82% 76% 76% 77% 75% 
Completely acceptable 41  44  52  36  43  28  38  55  37  53  38  43  38  25  48  61  30  51  39  43  37  44  
Somewhat acceptable 36  29  39  37  32  44  38  27  38  26  36  36  37  48  34  22  43  31  38  33  40  31  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 22  25  9  24  25  29  23  18  23  20  25  20  23  26  17  18  24  17  23  23  23  24  
No at all acceptable 22  25  9  24  25  29  23  18  23  20  25  20  23  26  17  18  24  17  23  23  23  24  
 
DK/NA 1  2  0  3  1  0  1  0  1  1  1  1  3  1  1  0  2  1  1  1  0  1  
DK/NA 1  2  0  3  1  0  1  0  1  1  1  1  3  1  1  0  2  1  1  1  0  1  
 
   Q31 REGSTRD Q33 VOTE  
 Q29 AGE Q30 INCOME TO VOTE PROPENSITY GENDER 
 ----------------------------------------------- ----------------------- ----------- ----------------- ----------- 
          $0- $30K- $60K- $100K    ALMST     
 Total 18-29 30-39 40-49 50-64 65-74 75+ 18-49 50+ $30K $60K $100K + YES NO ALWYS ALL MOST MEN WOMEN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 436 50 74 96 125 38 35 219 197 71 79 91 69 176 35 180 150 45 209 227 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 77% 71% 78% 86% 74% 74% 68% 80% 73% 74% 65% 77% 87% 79% 75% 73% 78% 88% 78% 76% 
Completely acceptable 41  29  50  46  40  39  30  43  38  51  35  36  47  39  43  40  40  52  47  36  
Somewhat acceptable 36  42  28  40  34  35  38  36  35  23  31  40  40  40  32  33  38  37  31  40  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 22  26  22  13  26  25  31  19  26  22  35  23  13  19  25  27  20  9  21  24  
No at all acceptable 22  26  22  13  26  25  31  19  26  22  35  23  13  19  25  27  20  9  21  24  
 
DK/NA 1  3  0  1  0  2  1  1  1  4  0  0  0  1  0  0  2  3  1  1  
DK/NA 1  3  0  1  0  2  1  1  1  4  0  0  0  1  0  0  2  3  1  1  
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TABLE 54:  Q14I.  I am going to read you a list of specific neighborhood services provided by the City of San José.  It is also likely that some of these services 

will need to be reduced next year given the City's projected budget shortfall.  Please tell me whether you would find each of the following neighborhood 
service budget cuts to be completely acceptable, somewhat acceptable, or not at all acceptable as a way of helping to balance the City's budget:  Reducing 
support for special events such as Christmas in the Park 

  
 
 LIKELY    
 VOTER PARTY BY AGE ETHNICITY BY AGE ETHNICITY BY GENDER 
 ----------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------------------- 
    DEM DEM REP REP DTS/O DTS/O WHITE WHITE LATNO LATNO ASIAN ASIAN WHITE WHITE LATNO LATNO ASIAN ASIAN  
 Total YES NO 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 436 359 77 103 92 36 57 56 36 96 124 56 28 50 30 104 126 44 45 40 41 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 77% 75% 82% 74% 76% 89% 65% 86% 74% 80% 73% 80% 74% 81% 65% 78% 75% 78% 76% 77% 73% 
Completely acceptable 41  41  41  37  35  55  37  50  45  40  38  40  27  49  34  47  32  33  41  56  32  
Somewhat acceptable 36  35  41  37  40  34  29  36  29  39  35  39  46  32  30  31  43  46  35  21  41  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 22  23  17  26  24  8  34  12  26  20  26  20  26  19  34  22  24  22  24  23  26  
No at all acceptable 22  23  17  26  24  8  34  12  26  20  26  20  26  19  34  22  24  22  24  23  26  
 
DK/NA 1  1  1  0  1  3  1  2  0  0  1  0  0  0  2  0  1  0  0  0  1  
DK/NA 1  1  1  0  1  3  1  2  0  0  1  0  0  0  2  0  1  0  0  0  1  
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TABLE 55:  Q14J.  I am going to read you a list of specific neighborhood services provided by the City of San José.  It is also likely that some of these services will 

need to be reduced next year given the City's projected budget shortfall.  Please tell me whether you would find each of the following neighborhood service 
budget cuts to be completely acceptable, somewhat acceptable, or not at all acceptable as a way of helping to balance the City's budget:  Reducing adult and 
family literacy and learning programs 

  
 
  Q5/Q6 COMB 1/4 Q7 SALES TAX SUPPORT GIVEN  
 Q5 INITIAL 1/2 CENT SALES TAX VOTE CENT SALES TX VTE EMPLOYEE COMPENSATION CUTS PARTY BY GENDER 
 ----------------------------------------- ----------------- ----------------------------- ----------------------------------- 
  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  M-MRE SW-MR TOTAL TOTAL NO DF DEM DEM REP REP DTS/O DTS/O  
 Total YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD LIKLY LIKLY M-LKY L-LKY DK/NA MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 436 117 107 64 128 224 191 21 251 174 11 151 89 239 88 109 87 110 52 48 49 47 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 53% 45% 54% 62% 58% 49% 59% 34% 48% 59% 58% 46% 58% 50% 51% 60% 49% 48% 62% 64% 69% 54% 
Completely acceptable 16  10  12  19  24  11  22  6  11  22  6  14  9  12  17  22  15  10  18  19  25  24  
Somewhat acceptable 37  34  42  43  34  38  37  29  37  37  52  32  49  38  34  38  35  38  44  44  44  30  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 45  53  45  38  40  49  39  63  50  39  36  52  42  48  47  38  51  51  36  33  28  42  
No at all acceptable 45  53  45  38  40  49  39  63  50  39  36  52  42  48  47  38  51  51  36  33  28  42  
 
DK/NA 2  2  1  0  3  2  2  3  1  2  6  2  0  1  2  3  0  0  2  4  3  4  
DK/NA 2  2  1  0  3  2  2  3  1  2  6  2  0  1  2  3  0  0  2  4  3  4  
 
 Q18 1/2 CNT SALES Q20 FINAL 1/2 CNT   
 TX VOTE AFTER POS SALES TAX VOTE Q8A INITIAL PARKING TAX VOTE GENDER BY AGE 
 ----------------- ----------------- ------------------------------------------ ----------------------- 
  TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  MEN MEN WOMEN WOMEN  
 Total YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 436 245 186 6 238 191 7 73 99 81 171 172 251 12 108 90 111 107 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 53% 48% 59% 53% 48% 59% 63% 53% 57% 53% 51% 55% 51% 49% 58% 57% 50% 50% 
Completely acceptable 16  12  21  9  11  21  7  21  8  16  18  14  18  0  16  20  17  12  
Somewhat acceptable 37  37  38  44  36  38  56  32  49  37  32  42  34  49  42  37  33  38  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 45  51  38  47  51  38  37  46  40  47  48  43  48  42  40  43  49  46  
No at all acceptable 45  51  38  47  51  38  37  46  40  47  48  43  48  42  40  43  49  46  
 
DK/NA 2  1  3  0  1  3  0  1  3  1  1  2  1  8  2  0  1  4  
DK/NA 2  1  3  0  1  3  0  1  3  1  1  2  1  8  2  0  1  4  
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TABLE 55:  Q14J.  I am going to read you a list of specific neighborhood services provided by the City of San José.  It is also likely that some of these services 

will need to be reduced next year given the City's projected budget shortfall.  Please tell me whether you would find each of the following neighborhood 
service budget cuts to be completely acceptable, somewhat acceptable, or not at all acceptable as a way of helping to balance the City's budget:  Reducing 
adult and family literacy and learning programs 

  
 
  Q22 BUSINESS TAX   
 Q8B INITIAL BUSINESS TAX VOTE AFTER POSITIVES Q9 CARD ROOM PROPOSAL SAMPLE/PHONE TYPE 
 ----------------------------------------- ----------------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------------- 
  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  STR SMWT STR TOTAL TOTAL  VOTER RDD CELL RDD RDD  
 Total YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD SUPPT SUPPT OPPOS SUPPT OPPOS UNDCD LIST SAMP SAMP CELL LAND  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 436 98 96 84 127 195 212 30 204 219 13 168 88 112 256 150 31 224 185 27 48 164 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 53% 50% 53% 54% 59% 52% 57% 31% 52% 53% 59% 54% 54% 47% 54% 52% 50% 57% 50% 32% 27% 54% 
Completely acceptable 16  17  10  19  20  13  19  4  14  18  8  18  4  19  13  19  17  18  14  10  8  15  
Somewhat acceptable 37  34  43  35  39  38  38  27  38  36  51  36  50  28  40  33  33  40  37  22  19  39  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 45  49  45  45  37  47  40  69  47  44  41  45  46  50  46  46  40  41  48  68  70  45  
No at all acceptable 45  49  45  45  37  47  40  69  47  44  41  45  46  50  46  46  40  41  48  68  70  45  
 
DK/NA 2  0  2  1  4  1  3  0  1  2  0  1  0  2  1  2  10  2  2  0  3  2  
DK/NA 2  0  2  1  4  1  3  0  1  2  0  1  0  2  1  2  10  2  2  0  3  2  
 
  Q21 WASTE DISPSAL Q10 CITY BUDGET  
 Q8C INITIAL WASTE DISPOSAL TAX TX AFTR POS & NEG 12 MONTHS FROM PARTY (COMBINED) 
 ----------------------------------------- ----------------- ----------------------------- ----------------- 
  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  SMWT MUCH TOTAL TOTAL NO DF     
 Total YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD WORSE WORSE WORSE BETTR DK/NA DEM REP DTS/O  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 436 109 101 65 138 210 203 23 214 211 11 0 0 0 0 0 198 100 97 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 53% 42% 61% 50% 57% 51% 54% 53% 52% 53% 55% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 49% 63% 62% 
Completely acceptable 16  17  9  21  18  13  19  10  14  18  0  0  0  0  0  0  12  19  24  
Somewhat acceptable 37  25  53  30  39  38  36  43  38  35  55  0  0  0  0  0  37  44  37  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 45  58  37  49  41  48  43  45  47  44  45  0  0  0  0  0  51  34  35  
No at all acceptable 45  58  37  49  41  48  43  45  47  44  45  0  0  0  0  0  51  34  35  
 
DK/NA 2  0  2  1  3  1  2  3  1  3  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  3  3  
DK/NA 2  0  2  1  3  1  2  3  1  3  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  3  3  
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TABLE 55:  Q14J.  I am going to read you a list of specific neighborhood services provided by the City of San José.  It is also likely that some of these services 

will need to be reduced next year given the City's projected budget shortfall.  Please tell me whether you would find each of the following neighborhood 
service budget cuts to be completely acceptable, somewhat acceptable, or not at all acceptable as a way of helping to balance the City's budget:  Reducing 
adult and family literacy and learning programs 

  
 
 Q11 FEELINGS ABOUT Q15 FIRST CHOICE Q16 RDC SRV  
 THE CITY BUDGET PRT/BDGT SHRTFLL /RAISG REV CITY COUNCIL DISTRICT 
 ----------------------------- ------------------ ----------- ----------------------------------------------------------- 
  SMWT VERY TOTAL TOTAL NTRL/ REDCE REDCE RAISE REDCE RAISE            
 Total NEG NEG NEG POS DK/NA COMP SRVCS RVNUE SRVCS RVNUE 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 436 113 91 204 107 125 187 89 105 212 157 31 46 29 33 20 50 27 46 56 50 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 53% 49% 51% 50% 63% 48% 59% 65% 39% 63% 43% 45% 44% 37% 69% 51% 59% 47% 48% 61% 48% 
Completely acceptable 16  12  23  17  19  11  15  24  14  22  10  12  10  11  22  26  20  17  18  13  15  
Somewhat acceptable 37  38  28  34  44  38  44  41  25  41  32  34  33  27  47  25  40  30  30  48  34  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 45  51  46  49  37  48  39  34  61  36  56  48  52  63  29  43  41  53  52  36  52  
No at all acceptable 45  51  46  49  37  48  39  34  61  36  56  48  52  63  29  43  41  53  52  36  52  
 
DK/NA 2  0  2  1  1  4  1  2  0  1  1  7  5  0  2  6  0  0  0  2  0  
DK/NA 2  0  2  1  1  4  1  2  0  1  1  7  5  0  2  6  0  0  0  2  0  
 
 VOTER SALES TAX TARGETS BUSINESS TAX TARGETS WASTE DISPOSAL TARGETS 
 ----------- ----------------------------------------- ----------------------------- ----------------------------- 
   NON- CONS CONS  POS NEG COST COMP CONS CONS  POS NEG CONS CONS  POS NEG  
 Total VOTER VOTER YES NO SWING MOVER MOVER P-MVR P-MVR YES NO SWING MOVER MOVER YES NO SWING MOVER MOVER  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 436 400 36 189 149 98 47 35 34 76 145 161 130 59 58 158 155 123 56 56 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 53% 55% 31% 51% 64% 39% 41% 39% 39% 47% 52% 58% 48% 51% 42% 56% 59% 41% 41% 37% 
Completely acceptable 16  17  4  12  25  9  12  5  11  12  15  22  9  11  7  14  21  10  12  10  
Somewhat acceptable 37  38  27  39  39  31  29  33  29  35  37  36  39  41  35  42  38  31  29  27  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 45  44  66  48  34  59  59  56  61  53  47  39  52  49  58  43  38  58  59  59  
No at all acceptable 45  44  66  48  34  59  59  56  61  53  47  39  52  49  58  43  38  58  59  59  
 
DK/NA 2  2  3  1  2  2  0  6  0  0  2  3  0  0  0  1  3  2  0  3  
DK/NA 2  2  3  1  2  2  0  6  0  0  2  3  0  0  0  1  3  2  0  3  
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TABLE 55:  Q14J.  I am going to read you a list of specific neighborhood services provided by the City of San José.  It is also likely that some of these services 

will need to be reduced next year given the City's projected budget shortfall.  Please tell me whether you would find each of the following neighborhood 
service budget cuts to be completely acceptable, somewhat acceptable, or not at all acceptable as a way of helping to balance the City's budget:  Reducing 
adult and family literacy and learning programs 

  
 
  Q24 TYPE OF Q25 Q26 KIDS   
 Q23 YEARS IN SAN JOSE RESIDENCE RESIDENCE AT HOME Q27 EDUCATION Q28 ETHNICITY 
 ----------------------------- ----------- ----------- ----------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------- 
       DETCH MULTI     HS OR SOME COLL POST NON-   NON-    
 Total 0-10 11-20 21-30 31-40 41+ HOUSE UNIT OWN RENT YES NO LESS COLL GRAD GRAD COLL COLL+ WHITE WHITE LATNO ASIAN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 436 104 90 82 84 75 338 81 329 104 171 261 86 108 170 58 194 228 230 196 89 81 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 53% 54% 59% 50% 50% 50% 51% 56% 53% 54% 49% 55% 34% 57% 60% 59% 47% 60% 61% 42% 43% 42% 
Completely acceptable 16  14  18  14  20  12  14  19  15  17  12  18  11  14  18  20  13  19  16  15  13  14  
Somewhat acceptable 37  40  41  36  30  39  37  38  37  37  36  37  23  42  41  39  34  41  45  28  30  28  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 45  44  41  45  49  48  46  44  46  45  49  43  62  41  39  41  51  39  38  56  56  56  
No at all acceptable 45  44  41  45  49  48  46  44  46  45  49  43  62  41  39  41  51  39  38  56  56  56  
 
DK/NA 2  2  0  5  1  1  2  0  2  1  2  2  4  2  1  0  3  1  1  2  1  2  
DK/NA 2  2  0  5  1  1  2  0  2  1  2  2  4  2  1  0  3  1  1  2  1  2  
 
   Q31 REGSTRD Q33 VOTE  
 Q29 AGE Q30 INCOME TO VOTE PROPENSITY GENDER 
 ----------------------------------------------- ----------------------- ----------- ----------------- ----------- 
          $0- $30K- $60K- $100K    ALMST     
 Total 18-29 30-39 40-49 50-64 65-74 75+ 18-49 50+ $30K $60K $100K + YES NO ALWYS ALL MOST MEN WOMEN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 436 50 74 96 125 38 35 219 197 71 79 91 69 176 35 180 150 45 209 227 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 53% 35% 62% 57% 55% 49% 51% 54% 53% 41% 53% 59% 67% 51% 28% 54% 58% 48% 56% 50% 
Completely acceptable 16  9  24  14  17  14  12  16  16  18  13  21  19  15  4  18  13  22  17  14  
Somewhat acceptable 37  27  38  43  38  35  39  38  38  23  40  38  48  36  24  37  45  26  39  35  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 45  62  38  41  43  49  46  45  45  54  47  41  33  47  68  45  40  49  43  48  
No at all acceptable 45  62  38  41  43  49  46  45  45  54  47  41  33  47  68  45  40  49  43  48  
 
DK/NA 2  3  0  2  2  2  3  1  2  4  0  0  0  1  4  1  2  3  1  2  
DK/NA 2  3  0  2  2  2  3  1  2  4  0  0  0  1  4  1  2  3  1  2  
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TABLE 55:  Q14J.  I am going to read you a list of specific neighborhood services provided by the City of San José.  It is also likely that some of these services 

will need to be reduced next year given the City's projected budget shortfall.  Please tell me whether you would find each of the following neighborhood 
service budget cuts to be completely acceptable, somewhat acceptable, or not at all acceptable as a way of helping to balance the City's budget:  Reducing 
adult and family literacy and learning programs 

  
 
 LIKELY    
 VOTER PARTY BY AGE ETHNICITY BY AGE ETHNICITY BY GENDER 
 ----------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------------------- 
    DEM DEM REP REP DTS/O DTS/O WHITE WHITE LATNO LATNO ASIAN ASIAN WHITE WHITE LATNO LATNO ASIAN ASIAN  
 Total YES NO 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 436 359 77 103 92 36 57 56 36 96 124 56 28 50 30 104 126 44 45 40 41 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 53% 56% 39% 48% 51% 73% 62% 67% 53% 65% 60% 47% 41% 46% 37% 64% 59% 44% 42% 49% 36% 
Completely acceptable 16  17  9  11  14  19  20  30  17  16  17  13  13  17  8  20  13  13  12  10  18  
Somewhat acceptable 37  39  29  36  37  53  42  37  36  49  43  33  28  29  28  44  46  31  30  39  18  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 45  43  59  52  48  24  36  29  44  35  39  53  55  52  60  36  39  56  55  51  60  
No at all acceptable 45  43  59  52  48  24  36  29  44  35  39  53  55  52  60  36  39  56  55  51  60  
 
DK/NA 2  2  3  0  1  3  2  4  3  0  1  0  4  1  3  0  2  0  3  0  4  
DK/NA 2  2  3  0  1  3  2  4  3  0  1  0  4  1  3  0  2  0  3  0  4  
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TABLE 56:  Q14K.  I am going to read you a list of specific neighborhood services provided by the City of San José.  It is also likely that some of these services will 

need to be reduced next year given the City's projected budget shortfall.  Please tell me whether you would find each of the following neighborhood service 
budget cuts to be completely acceptable, somewhat acceptable, or not at all acceptable as a way of helping to balance the City's budget:  Reducing programs 
to promote good nutrition among seniors 

  
 
  Q5/Q6 COMB 1/4 Q7 SALES TAX SUPPORT GIVEN  
 Q5 INITIAL 1/2 CENT SALES TAX VOTE CENT SALES TX VTE EMPLOYEE COMPENSATION CUTS PARTY BY GENDER 
 ----------------------------------------- ----------------- ----------------------------- ----------------------------------- 
  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  M-MRE SW-MR TOTAL TOTAL NO DF DEM DEM REP REP DTS/O DTS/O  
 Total YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD LIKLY LIKLY M-LKY L-LKY DK/NA MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 436 117 107 64 128 224 191 21 251 174 11 151 89 239 88 109 87 110 52 48 49 47 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 57% 45% 61% 59% 63% 53% 61% 59% 53% 62% 55% 56% 54% 55% 56% 62% 55% 64% 67% 53% 55% 64% 
Completely acceptable 20  19  11  21  30  15  27  3  16  27  6  21  10  17  26  21  16  16  24  24  29  22  
Somewhat acceptable 37  26  50  39  32  38  35  56  38  36  49  35  45  38  29  41  39  47  43  29  27  42  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 41  53  37  40  35  46  37  41  45  35  45  43  46  44  44  34  45  36  32  47  36  36  
No at all acceptable 41  53  37  40  35  46  37  41  45  35  45  43  46  44  44  34  45  36  32  47  36  36  
 
DK/NA 2  1  2  1  2  1  2  0  1  2  0  2  0  1  0  4  0  0  1  0  9  0  
DK/NA 2  1  2  1  2  1  2  0  1  2  0  2  0  1  0  4  0  0  1  0  9  0  
 
 Q18 1/2 CNT SALES Q20 FINAL 1/2 CNT   
 TX VOTE AFTER POS SALES TAX VOTE Q8A INITIAL PARKING TAX VOTE GENDER BY AGE 
 ----------------- ----------------- ------------------------------------------ ----------------------- 
  TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  MEN MEN WOMEN WOMEN  
 Total YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 436 245 186 6 238 191 7 73 99 81 171 172 251 12 108 90 111 107 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 57% 52% 64% 60% 53% 63% 51% 52% 54% 55% 61% 53% 59% 62% 56% 58% 64% 51% 
Completely acceptable 20  17  24  9  16  25  14  21  18  17  23  19  21  14  24  21  17  20  
Somewhat acceptable 37  35  39  50  37  38  37  31  36  38  39  34  39  48  32  37  47  31  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 41  48  34  40  47  35  49  46  44  44  38  45  40  33  42  40  36  49  
No at all acceptable 41  48  34  40  47  35  49  46  44  44  38  45  40  33  42  40  36  49  
 
DK/NA 2  1  3  0  1  2  0  2  2  1  1  2  1  6  2  3  0  0  
DK/NA 2  1  3  0  1  2  0  2  2  1  1  2  1  6  2  3  0  0  



FAIRBANK, MASLIN, MAULLIN, METZ & ASSOCIATES 
2010 CITY OF SAN JOSÉ COMMUNITY BUDGET SURVEY - 320-422 - (JANUARY 13-21, 2010) 

273 

 
TABLE 56:  Q14K.  I am going to read you a list of specific neighborhood services provided by the City of San José.  It is also likely that some of these services 

will need to be reduced next year given the City's projected budget shortfall.  Please tell me whether you would find each of the following neighborhood 
service budget cuts to be completely acceptable, somewhat acceptable, or not at all acceptable as a way of helping to balance the City's budget:  Reducing 
programs to promote good nutrition among seniors 

  
 
  Q22 BUSINESS TAX   
 Q8B INITIAL BUSINESS TAX VOTE AFTER POSITIVES Q9 CARD ROOM PROPOSAL SAMPLE/PHONE TYPE 
 ----------------------------------------- ----------------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------------- 
  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  STR SMWT STR TOTAL TOTAL  VOTER RDD CELL RDD RDD  
 Total YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD SUPPT SUPPT OPPOS SUPPT OPPOS UNDCD LIST SAMP SAMP CELL LAND  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 436 98 96 84 127 195 212 30 204 219 13 168 88 112 256 150 31 224 185 27 48 164 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 57% 53% 61% 59% 53% 57% 56% 69% 55% 58% 71% 58% 49% 56% 55% 59% 64% 66% 48% 44% 38% 50% 
Completely acceptable 20  24  13  25  23  19  23  2  19  21  8  19  15  27  17  26  10  23  18  5  6  20  
Somewhat acceptable 37  29  47  34  31  38  32  67  36  37  63  40  34  29  38  32  54  43  30  39  32  31  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 41  46  39  41  43  43  42  28  44  40  29  41  49  43  44  40  30  32  51  56  59  49  
No at all acceptable 41  46  39  41  43  43  42  28  44  40  29  41  49  43  44  40  30  32  51  56  59  49  
 
DK/NA 2  1  0  1  3  1  2  2  1  2  0  1  2  1  1  1  6  2  2  0  4  1  
DK/NA 2  1  0  1  3  1  2  2  1  2  0  1  2  1  1  1  6  2  2  0  4  1  
 
  Q21 WASTE DISPSAL Q10 CITY BUDGET  
 Q8C INITIAL WASTE DISPOSAL TAX TX AFTR POS & NEG 12 MONTHS FROM PARTY (COMBINED) 
 ----------------------------------------- ----------------- ----------------------------- ----------------- 
  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  SMWT MUCH TOTAL TOTAL NO DF     
 Total YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD WORSE WORSE WORSE BETTR DK/NA DEM REP DTS/O  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 436 109 101 65 138 210 203 23 214 211 11 0 0 0 0 0 198 100 97 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 57% 56% 59% 50% 59% 58% 56% 56% 55% 59% 60% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 60% 61% 59% 
Completely acceptable 20  20  17  16  24  19  21  19  18  22  16  0  0  0  0  0  16  24  25  
Somewhat acceptable 37  37  42  34  36  39  35  38  37  37  44  0  0  0  0  0  44  37  34  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 41  42  40  50  38  41  42  41  44  39  28  0  0  0  0  0  40  39  36  
No at all acceptable 41  42  40  50  38  41  42  41  44  39  28  0  0  0  0  0  40  39  36  
 
DK/NA 2  1  1  0  3  1  2  2  1  2  12  0  0  0  0  0  0  1  4  
DK/NA 2  1  1  0  3  1  2  2  1  2  12  0  0  0  0  0  0  1  4  



FAIRBANK, MASLIN, MAULLIN, METZ & ASSOCIATES 
2010 CITY OF SAN JOSÉ COMMUNITY BUDGET SURVEY - 320-422 - (JANUARY 13-21, 2010) 

274 

 
TABLE 56:  Q14K.  I am going to read you a list of specific neighborhood services provided by the City of San José.  It is also likely that some of these services 

will need to be reduced next year given the City's projected budget shortfall.  Please tell me whether you would find each of the following neighborhood 
service budget cuts to be completely acceptable, somewhat acceptable, or not at all acceptable as a way of helping to balance the City's budget:  Reducing 
programs to promote good nutrition among seniors 

  
 
 Q11 FEELINGS ABOUT Q15 FIRST CHOICE Q16 RDC SRV  
 THE CITY BUDGET PRT/BDGT SHRTFLL /RAISG REV CITY COUNCIL DISTRICT 
 ----------------------------- ------------------ ----------- ----------------------------------------------------------- 
  SMWT VERY TOTAL TOTAL NTRL/ REDCE REDCE RAISE REDCE RAISE            
 Total NEG NEG NEG POS DK/NA COMP SRVCS RVNUE SRVCS RVNUE 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 436 113 91 204 107 125 187 89 105 212 157 31 46 29 33 20 50 27 46 56 50 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 57% 58% 53% 56% 64% 53% 56% 66% 57% 65% 56% 55% 51% 70% 74% 69% 60% 56% 63% 49% 51% 
Completely acceptable 20  15  21  18  27  18  23  27  13  27  15  17  20  10  30  17  28  28  16  23  18  
Somewhat acceptable 37  43  32  38  37  36  33  39  45  38  41  38  31  60  44  53  32  28  48  26  32  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 41  41  45  43  36  44  43  32  43  35  43  37  47  30  26  28  40  44  35  51  49  
No at all acceptable 41  41  45  43  36  44  43  32  43  35  43  37  47  30  26  28  40  44  35  51  49  
 
DK/NA 2  0  2  1  1  3  1  2  0  0  1  9  1  0  0  3  0  0  2  0  0  
DK/NA 2  0  2  1  1  3  1  2  0  0  1  9  1  0  0  3  0  0  2  0  0  
 
 VOTER SALES TAX TARGETS BUSINESS TAX TARGETS WASTE DISPOSAL TARGETS 
 ----------- ----------------------------------------- ----------------------------- ----------------------------- 
   NON- CONS CONS  POS NEG COST COMP CONS CONS  POS NEG CONS CONS  POS NEG  
 Total VOTER VOTER YES NO SWING MOVER MOVER P-MVR P-MVR YES NO SWING MOVER MOVER YES NO SWING MOVER MOVER  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 436 400 36 189 149 98 47 35 34 76 145 161 130 59 58 158 155 123 56 56 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 57% 59% 35% 53% 66% 51% 50% 55% 59% 59% 57% 57% 58% 51% 62% 61% 61% 47% 38% 53% 
Completely acceptable 20  20  18  17  29  12  18  10  15  20  20  25  13  16  12  20  25  14  12  16  
Somewhat acceptable 37  39  17  36  37  39  32  45  45  39  36  32  44  35  50  41  37  33  26  37  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 41  40  62  47  31  47  50  41  41  41  42  41  41  48  37  39  37  50  59  46  
No at all acceptable 41  40  62  47  31  47  50  41  41  41  42  41  41  48  37  39  37  50  59  46  
 
DK/NA 2  1  3  1  2  2  0  4  0  0  1  3  1  1  1  0  2  3  3  1  
DK/NA 2  1  3  1  2  2  0  4  0  0  1  3  1  1  1  0  2  3  3  1  
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TABLE 56:  Q14K.  I am going to read you a list of specific neighborhood services provided by the City of San José.  It is also likely that some of these services 

will need to be reduced next year given the City's projected budget shortfall.  Please tell me whether you would find each of the following neighborhood 
service budget cuts to be completely acceptable, somewhat acceptable, or not at all acceptable as a way of helping to balance the City's budget:  Reducing 
programs to promote good nutrition among seniors 

  
 
  Q24 TYPE OF Q25 Q26 KIDS   
 Q23 YEARS IN SAN JOSE RESIDENCE RESIDENCE AT HOME Q27 EDUCATION Q28 ETHNICITY 
 ----------------------------- ----------- ----------- ----------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------- 
       DETCH MULTI     HS OR SOME COLL POST NON-   NON-    
 Total 0-10 11-20 21-30 31-40 41+ HOUSE UNIT OWN RENT YES NO LESS COLL GRAD GRAD COLL COLL+ WHITE WHITE LATNO ASIAN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 436 104 90 82 84 75 338 81 329 104 171 261 86 108 170 58 194 228 230 196 89 81 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 57% 67% 62% 53% 52% 49% 56% 62% 57% 58% 61% 55% 35% 58% 66% 59% 47% 64% 63% 50% 47% 52% 
Completely acceptable 20  20  21  20  19  21  19  24  19  23  18  21  13  14  29  21  13  27  22  18  16  21  
Somewhat acceptable 37  47  41  33  33  29  37  38  38  35  43  33  22  44  37  38  34  38  41  33  31  31  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 41  29  38  46  47  51  42  37  42  40  38  44  63  42  33  37  52  34  37  47  53  44  
No at all acceptable 41  29  38  46  47  51  42  37  42  40  38  44  63  42  33  37  52  34  37  47  53  44  
 
DK/NA 2  4  0  1  1  0  1  1  1  1  1  1  2  0  1  4  1  2  0  2  0  4  
DK/NA 2  4  0  1  1  0  1  1  1  1  1  1  2  0  1  4  1  2  0  2  0  4  
 
   Q31 REGSTRD Q33 VOTE  
 Q29 AGE Q30 INCOME TO VOTE PROPENSITY GENDER 
 ----------------------------------------------- ----------------------- ----------- ----------------- ----------- 
          $0- $30K- $60K- $100K    ALMST     
 Total 18-29 30-39 40-49 50-64 65-74 75+ 18-49 50+ $30K $60K $100K + YES NO ALWYS ALL MOST MEN WOMEN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 436 50 74 96 125 38 35 219 197 71 79 91 69 176 35 180 150 45 209 227 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 57% 55% 62% 62% 55% 55% 48% 60% 54% 50% 59% 55% 69% 50% 36% 58% 62% 50% 57% 57% 
Completely acceptable 20  9  27  22  22  26  10  21  20  20  11  23  35  16  19  21  20  14  21  18  
Somewhat acceptable 37  46  35  40  34  29  38  40  33  30  48  32  34  34  17  37  42  36  35  39  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 41  42  38  37  42  45  52  39  45  48  41  44  28  49  64  41  36  47  40  43  
No at all acceptable 41  42  38  37  42  45  52  39  45  48  41  44  28  49  64  41  36  47  40  43  
 
DK/NA 2  3  0  1  2  0  0  1  2  3  0  1  3  1  0  1  2  3  3  0  
DK/NA 2  3  0  1  2  0  0  1  2  3  0  1  3  1  0  1  2  3  3  0  
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TABLE 56:  Q14K.  I am going to read you a list of specific neighborhood services provided by the City of San José.  It is also likely that some of these services 

will need to be reduced next year given the City's projected budget shortfall.  Please tell me whether you would find each of the following neighborhood 
service budget cuts to be completely acceptable, somewhat acceptable, or not at all acceptable as a way of helping to balance the City's budget:  Reducing 
programs to promote good nutrition among seniors 

  
 
 LIKELY    
 VOTER PARTY BY AGE ETHNICITY BY AGE ETHNICITY BY GENDER 
 ----------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------------------- 
    DEM DEM REP REP DTS/O DTS/O WHITE WHITE LATNO LATNO ASIAN ASIAN WHITE WHITE LATNO LATNO ASIAN ASIAN  
 Total YES NO 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 436 359 77 103 92 36 57 56 36 96 124 56 28 50 30 104 126 44 45 40 41 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 57% 60% 41% 60% 60% 73% 53% 63% 50% 74% 56% 50% 38% 50% 55% 63% 62% 37% 57% 55% 49% 
Completely acceptable 20  21  14  16  17  29  23  27  23  25  20  15  21  21  23  25  20  10  22  29  14  
Somewhat acceptable 37  39  27  44  43  44  30  36  27  49  36  35  17  29  33  39  43  26  35  26  35  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 41  38  57  40  40  27  46  33  44  26  43  50  62  48  37  36  38  63  43  37  49  
No at all acceptable 41  38  57  40  40  27  46  33  44  26  43  50  62  48  37  36  38  63  43  37  49  
 
DK/NA 2  1  2  0  0  0  1  4  6  0  1  0  0  2  8  1  0  0  0  7  1  
DK/NA 2  1  2  0  0  0  1  4  6  0  1  0  0  2  8  1  0  0  0  7  1  
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TABLE 57:  Q14L.  I am going to read you a list of specific neighborhood services provided by the City of San José.  It is also likely that some of these services will 

need to be reduced next year given the City's projected budget shortfall.  Please tell me whether you would find each of the following neighborhood service 
budget cuts to be completely acceptable, somewhat acceptable, or not at all acceptable as a way of helping to balance the City's budget:  Reducing anti-gang 
and at-risk youth programs 

  
 
  Q5/Q6 COMB 1/4 Q7 SALES TAX SUPPORT GIVEN  
 Q5 INITIAL 1/2 CENT SALES TAX VOTE CENT SALES TX VTE EMPLOYEE COMPENSATION CUTS PARTY BY GENDER 
 ----------------------------------------- ----------------- ----------------------------- ----------------------------------- 
  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  M-MRE SW-MR TOTAL TOTAL NO DF DEM DEM REP REP DTS/O DTS/O  
 Total YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD LIKLY LIKLY M-LKY L-LKY DK/NA MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 436 117 107 64 128 224 191 21 251 174 11 151 89 239 88 109 87 110 52 48 49 47 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 29% 27% 24% 26% 38% 26% 34% 7% 24% 37% 14% 24% 19% 22% 39% 34% 29% 22% 36% 32% 38% 27% 
Completely acceptable 9  11  5  7  11  8  10  3  8  10  6  5  5  5  16  10  13  6  6  7  18  6  
Somewhat acceptable 20  17  20  19  26  18  24  4  16  27  8  19  15  17  23  24  16  16  31  25  20  21  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 70  71  73  73  62  72  65  93  75  62  86  75  78  76  61  64  71  78  64  67  55  73  
No at all acceptable 70  71  73  73  62  72  65  93  75  62  86  75  78  76  61  64  71  78  64  67  55  73  
 
DK/NA 1  2  3  1  0  2  1  0  2  1  0  1  2  2  0  2  0  0  0  1  8  0  
DK/NA 1  2  3  1  0  2  1  0  2  1  0  1  2  2  0  2  0  0  0  1  8  0  
 
 Q18 1/2 CNT SALES Q20 FINAL 1/2 CNT   
 TX VOTE AFTER POS SALES TAX VOTE Q8A INITIAL PARKING TAX VOTE GENDER BY AGE 
 ----------------- ----------------- ------------------------------------------ ----------------------- 
  TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  MEN MEN WOMEN WOMEN  
 Total YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 436 245 186 6 238 191 7 73 99 81 171 172 251 12 108 90 111 107 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 29% 22% 38% 23% 23% 36% 24% 19% 26% 26% 35% 23% 32% 39% 37% 27% 26% 23% 
Completely acceptable 9  8  10  0  8  10  0  7  6  8  11  6  10  0  14  11  6  5  
Somewhat acceptable 20  14  28  23  15  26  24  12  20  18  23  16  22  39  23  16  20  19  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 70  76  61  77  75  64  76  78  74  71  65  76  67  55  62  69  74  75  
No at all acceptable 70  76  61  77  75  64  76  78  74  71  65  76  67  55  62  69  74  75  
 
DK/NA 1  2  1  0  2  1  0  2  1  3  0  1  1  6  1  4  0  2  
DK/NA 1  2  1  0  2  1  0  2  1  3  0  1  1  6  1  4  0  2  
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TABLE 57:  Q14L.  I am going to read you a list of specific neighborhood services provided by the City of San José.  It is also likely that some of these services 

will need to be reduced next year given the City's projected budget shortfall.  Please tell me whether you would find each of the following neighborhood 
service budget cuts to be completely acceptable, somewhat acceptable, or not at all acceptable as a way of helping to balance the City's budget:  Reducing 
anti-gang and at-risk youth programs 

  
 
  Q22 BUSINESS TAX   
 Q8B INITIAL BUSINESS TAX VOTE AFTER POSITIVES Q9 CARD ROOM PROPOSAL SAMPLE/PHONE TYPE 
 ----------------------------------------- ----------------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------------- 
  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  STR SMWT STR TOTAL TOTAL  VOTER RDD CELL RDD RDD  
 Total YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD SUPPT SUPPT OPPOS SUPPT OPPOS UNDCD LIST SAMP SAMP CELL LAND  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 436 98 96 84 127 195 212 30 204 219 13 168 88 112 256 150 31 224 185 27 48 164 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 29% 23% 24% 32% 37% 23% 35% 15% 26% 32% 23% 25% 28% 33% 26% 32% 31% 31% 27% 17% 24% 26% 
Completely acceptable 9  8  2  12  13  5  12  2  9  9  0  7  7  14  7  12  5  8  8  13  15  7  
Somewhat acceptable 20  15  21  20  25  18  23  14  17  23  23  18  21  19  19  20  26  23  18  5  9  19  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 70  75  76  66  62  76  64  80  73  67  77  72  71  67  72  67  67  68  71  83  75  72  
No at all acceptable 70  75  76  66  62  76  64  80  73  67  77  72  71  67  72  67  67  68  71  83  75  72  
 
DK/NA 1  2  0  3  0  1  1  5  2  1  0  2  1  1  2  1  2  1  2  0  1  2  
DK/NA 1  2  0  3  0  1  1  5  2  1  0  2  1  1  2  1  2  1  2  0  1  2  
 
  Q21 WASTE DISPSAL Q10 CITY BUDGET  
 Q8C INITIAL WASTE DISPOSAL TAX TX AFTR POS & NEG 12 MONTHS FROM PARTY (COMBINED) 
 ----------------------------------------- ----------------- ----------------------------- ----------------- 
  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  SMWT MUCH TOTAL TOTAL NO DF     
 Total YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD WORSE WORSE WORSE BETTR DK/NA DEM REP DTS/O  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 436 109 101 65 138 210 203 23 214 211 11 0 0 0 0 0 198 100 97 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 29% 27% 28% 16% 35% 27% 29% 40% 26% 32% 19% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 25% 34% 32% 
Completely acceptable 9  9  3  7  13  6  11  7  7  10  0  0  0  0  0  0  9  6  12  
Somewhat acceptable 20  18  25  9  21  21  17  33  19  22  19  0  0  0  0  0  16  28  20  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 70  72  71  82  65  72  71  50  73  67  70  0  0  0  0  0  75  65  64  
No at all acceptable 70  72  71  82  65  72  71  50  73  67  70  0  0  0  0  0  75  65  64  
 
DK/NA 1  2  1  2  0  1  1  10  1  1  12  0  0  0  0  0  0  1  4  
DK/NA 1  2  1  2  0  1  1  10  1  1  12  0  0  0  0  0  0  1  4  
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TABLE 57:  Q14L.  I am going to read you a list of specific neighborhood services provided by the City of San José.  It is also likely that some of these services 

will need to be reduced next year given the City's projected budget shortfall.  Please tell me whether you would find each of the following neighborhood 
service budget cuts to be completely acceptable, somewhat acceptable, or not at all acceptable as a way of helping to balance the City's budget:  Reducing 
anti-gang and at-risk youth programs 

  
 
 Q11 FEELINGS ABOUT Q15 FIRST CHOICE Q16 RDC SRV  
 THE CITY BUDGET PRT/BDGT SHRTFLL /RAISG REV CITY COUNCIL DISTRICT 
 ----------------------------- ------------------ ----------- ----------------------------------------------------------- 
  SMWT VERY TOTAL TOTAL NTRL/ REDCE REDCE RAISE REDCE RAISE            
 Total NEG NEG NEG POS DK/NA COMP SRVCS RVNUE SRVCS RVNUE 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 436 113 91 204 107 125 187 89 105 212 157 31 46 29 33 20 50 27 46 56 50 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 29% 31% 30% 30% 30% 24% 30% 36% 23% 36% 20% 33% 19% 16% 32% 39% 38% 26% 29% 25% 27% 
Completely acceptable 9  8  8  8  10  8  9  7  10  10  7  8  8  4  0  22  11  7  9  3  14  
Somewhat acceptable 20  23  22  23  20  16  21  29  13  26  13  24  10  12  32  17  28  19  20  22  13  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 70  69  69  69  70  72  68  62  77  63  79  63  78  84  68  61  62  74  71  71  73  
No at all acceptable 70  69  69  69  70  72  68  62  77  63  79  63  78  84  68  61  62  74  71  71  73  
 
DK/NA 1  0  1  1  0  4  2  1  1  1  1  4  3  0  0  0  0  0  0  4  0  
DK/NA 1  0  1  1  0  4  2  1  1  1  1  4  3  0  0  0  0  0  0  4  0  
 
 VOTER SALES TAX TARGETS BUSINESS TAX TARGETS WASTE DISPOSAL TARGETS 
 ----------- ----------------------------------------- ----------------------------- ----------------------------- 
   NON- CONS CONS  POS NEG COST COMP CONS CONS  POS NEG CONS CONS  POS NEG  
 Total VOTER VOTER YES NO SWING MOVER MOVER P-MVR P-MVR YES NO SWING MOVER MOVER YES NO SWING MOVER MOVER  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 436 400 36 189 149 98 47 35 34 76 145 161 130 59 58 158 155 123 56 56 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 29% 29% 27% 23% 39% 24% 15% 30% 10% 15% 26% 38% 20% 25% 14% 30% 34% 21% 16% 26% 
Completely acceptable 9  9  6  7  11  8  8  9  6  1  6  11  7  14  2  6  12  7  10  5  
Somewhat acceptable 20  20  21  16  28  16  7  22  4  14  19  27  13  11  12  23  22  14  6  21  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 70  70  71  75  60  76  85  70  90  85  73  60  79  72  85  70  65  76  80  73  
No at all acceptable 70  70  71  75  60  76  85  70  90  85  73  60  79  72  85  70  65  76  80  73  
 
DK/NA 1  1  2  2  1  1  0  0  0  0  1  2  2  2  1  0  1  4  4  1  
DK/NA 1  1  2  2  1  1  0  0  0  0  1  2  2  2  1  0  1  4  4  1  
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TABLE 57:  Q14L.  I am going to read you a list of specific neighborhood services provided by the City of San José.  It is also likely that some of these services 

will need to be reduced next year given the City's projected budget shortfall.  Please tell me whether you would find each of the following neighborhood 
service budget cuts to be completely acceptable, somewhat acceptable, or not at all acceptable as a way of helping to balance the City's budget:  Reducing 
anti-gang and at-risk youth programs 

  
 
  Q24 TYPE OF Q25 Q26 KIDS   
 Q23 YEARS IN SAN JOSE RESIDENCE RESIDENCE AT HOME Q27 EDUCATION Q28 ETHNICITY 
 ----------------------------- ----------- ----------- ----------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------- 
       DETCH MULTI     HS OR SOME COLL POST NON-   NON-    
 Total 0-10 11-20 21-30 31-40 41+ HOUSE UNIT OWN RENT YES NO LESS COLL GRAD GRAD COLL COLL+ WHITE WHITE LATNO ASIAN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 436 104 90 82 84 75 338 81 329 104 171 261 86 108 170 58 194 228 230 196 89 81 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 29% 31% 27% 26% 31% 26% 28% 28% 28% 29% 26% 30% 27% 23% 30% 38% 25% 32% 26% 30% 29% 34% 
Completely acceptable 9  7  13  7  7  10  8  8  8  12  7  10  15  6  7  8  10  7  8  10  9  11  
Somewhat acceptable 20  25  14  19  24  17  20  20  21  17  20  20  11  17  23  29  14  25  18  21  20  23  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 70  67  73  74  65  72  71  70  70  71  71  69  72  76  68  60  74  66  73  68  69  63  
No at all acceptable 70  67  73  74  65  72  71  70  70  71  71  69  72  76  68  60  74  66  73  68  69  63  
 
DK/NA 1  2  0  0  4  2  1  2  2  0  3  1  1  1  2  2  1  2  1  2  2  2  
DK/NA 1  2  0  0  4  2  1  2  2  0  3  1  1  1  2  2  1  2  1  2  2  2  
 
   Q31 REGSTRD Q33 VOTE  
 Q29 AGE Q30 INCOME TO VOTE PROPENSITY GENDER 
 ----------------------------------------------- ----------------------- ----------- ----------------- ----------- 
          $0- $30K- $60K- $100K    ALMST     
 Total 18-29 30-39 40-49 50-64 65-74 75+ 18-49 50+ $30K $60K $100K + YES NO ALWYS ALL MOST MEN WOMEN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 436 50 74 96 125 38 35 219 197 71 79 91 69 176 35 180 150 45 209 227 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 29% 23% 39% 29% 27% 24% 19% 31% 25% 27% 14% 34% 35% 25% 24% 33% 25% 24% 33% 24% 
Completely acceptable 9  8  15  7  5  14  9  10  8  15  5  8  12  10  6  9  9  10  12  5  
Somewhat acceptable 20  15  25  23  22  10  10  21  17  12  9  26  23  16  18  24  16  14  21  19  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 70  77  61  70  70  74  79  68  72  70  86  64  63  73  74  67  72  76  65  75  
No at all acceptable 70  77  61  70  70  74  79  68  72  70  86  64  63  73  74  67  72  76  65  75  
 
DK/NA 1  0  0  1  4  2  1  0  3  3  0  2  2  2  2  0  3  0  2  1  
DK/NA 1  0  0  1  4  2  1  0  3  3  0  2  2  2  2  0  3  0  2  1  
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TABLE 57:  Q14L.  I am going to read you a list of specific neighborhood services provided by the City of San José.  It is also likely that some of these services 

will need to be reduced next year given the City's projected budget shortfall.  Please tell me whether you would find each of the following neighborhood 
service budget cuts to be completely acceptable, somewhat acceptable, or not at all acceptable as a way of helping to balance the City's budget:  Reducing 
anti-gang and at-risk youth programs 

  
 
 LIKELY    
 VOTER PARTY BY AGE ETHNICITY BY AGE ETHNICITY BY GENDER 
 ----------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------------------- 
    DEM DEM REP REP DTS/O DTS/O WHITE WHITE LATNO LATNO ASIAN ASIAN WHITE WHITE LATNO LATNO ASIAN ASIAN  
 Total YES NO 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 436 359 77 103 92 36 57 56 36 96 124 56 28 50 30 104 126 44 45 40 41 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 29% 30% 23% 27% 23% 38% 31% 38% 21% 28% 25% 31% 22% 41% 22% 32% 22% 31% 27% 40% 29% 
Completely acceptable 9  9  4  10  8  4  8  14  10  7  9  10  8  15  4  13  4  10  8  17  6  
Somewhat acceptable 20  20  18  17  16  34  24  24  11  21  16  20  13  26  18  19  18  21  18  24  22  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 70  69  76  73  76  62  68  62  68  71  74  69  72  59  71  67  77  64  73  56  70  
No at all acceptable 70  69  76  73  76  62  68  62  68  71  74  69  72  59  71  67  77  64  73  56  70  
 
DK/NA 1  1  2  0  1  0  1  0  11  1  1  0  7  0  6  1  1  4  0  3  1  
DK/NA 1  1  2  0  1  0  1  0  11  1  1  0  7  0  6  1  1  4  0  3  1  
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TABLE 58:  Q14M.  I am going to read you a list of specific neighborhood services provided by the City of San José.  It is also likely that some of these services will 

need to be reduced next year given the City's projected budget shortfall.  Please tell me whether you would find each of the following neighborhood service 
budget cuts to be completely acceptable, somewhat acceptable, or not at all acceptable as a way of helping to balance the City's budget:  Reducing 
enforcement of building codes 

  
 
  Q5/Q6 COMB 1/4 Q7 SALES TAX SUPPORT GIVEN  
 Q5 INITIAL 1/2 CENT SALES TAX VOTE CENT SALES TX VTE EMPLOYEE COMPENSATION CUTS PARTY BY GENDER 
 ----------------------------------------- ----------------- ----------------------------- ----------------------------------- 
  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  M-MRE SW-MR TOTAL TOTAL NO DF DEM DEM REP REP DTS/O DTS/O  
 Total YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD LIKLY LIKLY M-LKY L-LKY DK/NA MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 436 117 107 64 128 224 191 21 251 174 11 151 89 239 88 109 87 110 52 48 49 47 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 55% 54% 53% 65% 51% 54% 55% 56% 56% 53% 36% 61% 46% 55% 51% 56% 52% 52% 51% 65% 70% 51% 
Completely acceptable 16  14  14  17  20  14  19  0  14  18  0  15  9  13  13  23  19  13  15  20  23  15  
Somewhat acceptable 39  41  39  47  30  40  36  56  42  35  36  46  37  42  38  33  32  39  36  45  48  36  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 42  44  43  33  43  43  40  44  41  42  64  35  50  40  46  42  47  47  48  35  27  38  
No at all acceptable 42  44  43  33  43  43  40  44  41  42  64  35  50  40  46  42  47  47  48  35  27  38  
 
DK/NA 4  2  4  2  6  3  5  0  3  4  0  4  4  4  3  2  1  2  1  0  2  11  
DK/NA 4  2  4  2  6  3  5  0  3  4  0  4  4  4  3  2  1  2  1  0  2  11  
 
 Q18 1/2 CNT SALES Q20 FINAL 1/2 CNT   
 TX VOTE AFTER POS SALES TAX VOTE Q8A INITIAL PARKING TAX VOTE GENDER BY AGE 
 ----------------- ----------------- ------------------------------------------ ----------------------- 
  TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  MEN MEN WOMEN WOMEN  
 Total YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 436 245 186 6 238 191 7 73 99 81 171 172 251 12 108 90 111 107 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 55% 55% 55% 18% 53% 56% 43% 56% 53% 47% 59% 54% 55% 46% 57% 55% 56% 50% 
Completely acceptable 16  12  20  0  12  21  0  17  12  22  14  14  17  13  16  18  15  13  
Somewhat acceptable 39  43  34  18  42  35  43  38  41  26  45  40  39  33  41  37  41  36  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 42  42  41  60  43  40  57  43  44  47  36  44  40  54  41  42  38  46  
No at all acceptable 42  42  41  60  43  40  57  43  44  47  36  44  40  54  41  42  38  46  
 
DK/NA 4  3  4  22  3  4  0  1  2  6  5  2  5  0  2  3  6  4  
DK/NA 4  3  4  22  3  4  0  1  2  6  5  2  5  0  2  3  6  4  
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TABLE 58:  Q14M.  I am going to read you a list of specific neighborhood services provided by the City of San José.  It is also likely that some of these services 

will need to be reduced next year given the City's projected budget shortfall.  Please tell me whether you would find each of the following neighborhood 
service budget cuts to be completely acceptable, somewhat acceptable, or not at all acceptable as a way of helping to balance the City's budget:  Reducing 
enforcement of building codes 

  
 
  Q22 BUSINESS TAX   
 Q8B INITIAL BUSINESS TAX VOTE AFTER POSITIVES Q9 CARD ROOM PROPOSAL SAMPLE/PHONE TYPE 
 ----------------------------------------- ----------------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------------- 
  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  STR SMWT STR TOTAL TOTAL  VOTER RDD CELL RDD RDD  
 Total YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD SUPPT SUPPT OPPOS SUPPT OPPOS UNDCD LIST SAMP SAMP CELL LAND  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 436 98 96 84 127 195 212 30 204 219 13 168 88 112 256 150 31 224 185 27 48 164 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 55% 55% 54% 54% 52% 55% 53% 66% 53% 56% 60% 59% 52% 47% 57% 51% 57% 63% 46% 44% 43% 47% 
Completely acceptable 16  15  13  20  16  14  18  11  12  17  36  19  9  11  16  15  16  23  8  4  5  9  
Somewhat acceptable 39  40  41  34  36  41  35  55  40  39  24  39  44  35  41  36  41  40  38  39  38  38  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 42  44  40  42  45  42  43  30  44  40  31  39  45  50  41  45  36  34  50  52  50  50  
No at all acceptable 42  44  40  42  45  42  43  30  44  40  31  39  45  50  41  45  36  34  50  52  50  50  
 
DK/NA 4  1  6  5  3  3  4  4  3  4  9  3  3  3  3  4  8  3  4  4  8  3  
DK/NA 4  1  6  5  3  3  4  4  3  4  9  3  3  3  3  4  8  3  4  4  8  3  
 
  Q21 WASTE DISPSAL Q10 CITY BUDGET  
 Q8C INITIAL WASTE DISPOSAL TAX TX AFTR POS & NEG 12 MONTHS FROM PARTY (COMBINED) 
 ----------------------------------------- ----------------- ----------------------------- ----------------- 
  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  SMWT MUCH TOTAL TOTAL NO DF     
 Total YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD WORSE WORSE WORSE BETTR DK/NA DEM REP DTS/O  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 436 109 101 65 138 210 203 23 214 211 11 0 0 0 0 0 198 100 97 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 55% 54% 57% 47% 55% 56% 53% 62% 54% 55% 57% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 52% 58% 61% 
Completely acceptable 16  11  14  17  20  12  19  15  13  18  21  0  0  0  0  0  16  17  19  
Somewhat acceptable 39  43  43  30  36  43  34  47  41  37  37  0  0  0  0  0  36  41  42  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 42  43  39  53  39  41  44  36  42  41  43  0  0  0  0  0  47  42  32  
No at all acceptable 42  43  39  53  39  41  44  36  42  41  43  0  0  0  0  0  47  42  32  
 
DK/NA 4  3  4  0  5  4  4  2  3  4  0  0  0  0  0  0  2  1  7  
DK/NA 4  3  4  0  5  4  4  2  3  4  0  0  0  0  0  0  2  1  7  
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TABLE 58:  Q14M.  I am going to read you a list of specific neighborhood services provided by the City of San José.  It is also likely that some of these services 

will need to be reduced next year given the City's projected budget shortfall.  Please tell me whether you would find each of the following neighborhood 
service budget cuts to be completely acceptable, somewhat acceptable, or not at all acceptable as a way of helping to balance the City's budget:  Reducing 
enforcement of building codes 

  
 
 Q11 FEELINGS ABOUT Q15 FIRST CHOICE Q16 RDC SRV  
 THE CITY BUDGET PRT/BDGT SHRTFLL /RAISG REV CITY COUNCIL DISTRICT 
 ----------------------------- ------------------ ----------- ----------------------------------------------------------- 
  SMWT VERY TOTAL TOTAL NTRL/ REDCE REDCE RAISE REDCE RAISE            
 Total NEG NEG NEG POS DK/NA COMP SRVCS RVNUE SRVCS RVNUE 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 436 113 91 204 107 125 187 89 105 212 157 31 46 29 33 20 50 27 46 56 50 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 55% 60% 53% 57% 55% 51% 55% 58% 58% 60% 57% 47% 48% 74% 51% 64% 49% 71% 53% 64% 60% 
Completely acceptable 16  20  13  17  15  14  19  20  6  21  10  19  13  18  9  28  16  17  16  19  17  
Somewhat acceptable 39  40  40  40  40  37  36  39  52  38  47  27  35  56  42  36  32  54  37  46  43  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 42  38  44  41  42  43  42  36  40  39  39  44  52  26  39  23  51  25  38  35  40  
No at all acceptable 42  38  44  41  42  43  42  36  40  39  39  44  52  26  39  23  51  25  38  35  40  
 
DK/NA 4  2  3  3  3  5  3  5  2  1  4  9  0  0  11  13  0  4  9  1  0  
DK/NA 4  2  3  3  3  5  3  5  2  1  4  9  0  0  11  13  0  4  9  1  0  
 
 VOTER SALES TAX TARGETS BUSINESS TAX TARGETS WASTE DISPOSAL TARGETS 
 ----------- ----------------------------------------- ----------------------------- ----------------------------- 
   NON- CONS CONS  POS NEG COST COMP CONS CONS  POS NEG CONS CONS  POS NEG  
 Total VOTER VOTER YES NO SWING MOVER MOVER P-MVR P-MVR YES NO SWING MOVER MOVER YES NO SWING MOVER MOVER  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 436 400 36 189 149 98 47 35 34 76 145 161 130 59 58 158 155 123 56 56 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 55% 55% 48% 54% 58% 50% 60% 50% 74% 56% 55% 54% 55% 47% 62% 54% 52% 59% 55% 62% 
Completely acceptable 16  17  4  13  21  12  11  16  17  12  13  19  13  10  11  12  20  15  16  13  
Somewhat acceptable 39  38  45  41  37  38  49  34  57  45  41  35  41  37  50  42  33  43  39  49  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 42  42  42  44  38  42  33  45  20  38  41  41  43  53  37  43  44  36  40  32  
No at all acceptable 42  42  42  44  38  42  33  45  20  38  41  41  43  53  37  43  44  36  40  32  
 
DK/NA 4  3  10  2  3  8  7  4  6  6  4  4  2  1  1  3  3  5  5  6  
DK/NA 4  3  10  2  3  8  7  4  6  6  4  4  2  1  1  3  3  5  5  6  
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TABLE 58:  Q14M.  I am going to read you a list of specific neighborhood services provided by the City of San José.  It is also likely that some of these services 

will need to be reduced next year given the City's projected budget shortfall.  Please tell me whether you would find each of the following neighborhood 
service budget cuts to be completely acceptable, somewhat acceptable, or not at all acceptable as a way of helping to balance the City's budget:  Reducing 
enforcement of building codes 

  
 
  Q24 TYPE OF Q25 Q26 KIDS   
 Q23 YEARS IN SAN JOSE RESIDENCE RESIDENCE AT HOME Q27 EDUCATION Q28 ETHNICITY 
 ----------------------------- ----------- ----------- ----------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------- 
       DETCH MULTI     HS OR SOME COLL POST NON-   NON-    
 Total 0-10 11-20 21-30 31-40 41+ HOUSE UNIT OWN RENT YES NO LESS COLL GRAD GRAD COLL COLL+ WHITE WHITE LATNO ASIAN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 436 104 90 82 84 75 338 81 329 104 171 261 86 108 170 58 194 228 230 196 89 81 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 55% 59% 59% 47% 66% 42% 55% 54% 55% 54% 58% 52% 52% 45% 61% 52% 48% 59% 56% 53% 55% 54% 
Completely acceptable 16  15  15  18  21  9  16  15  17  11  21  12  11  16  15  23  14  17  16  15  17  16  
Somewhat acceptable 39  44  44  29  44  32  39  39  38  44  38  40  41  29  46  29  34  42  40  38  38  38  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 42  35  39  50  32  54  41  44  41  43  39  44  44  48  37  47  46  39  42  41  41  37  
No at all acceptable 42  35  39  50  32  54  41  44  41  43  39  44  44  48  37  47  46  39  42  41  41  37  
 
DK/NA 4  6  2  2  2  4  4  2  4  2  3  4  4  7  2  1  6  2  1  6  4  8  
DK/NA 4  6  2  2  2  4  4  2  4  2  3  4  4  7  2  1  6  2  1  6  4  8  
 
   Q31 REGSTRD Q33 VOTE  
 Q29 AGE Q30 INCOME TO VOTE PROPENSITY GENDER 
 ----------------------------------------------- ----------------------- ----------- ----------------- ----------- 
          $0- $30K- $60K- $100K    ALMST     
 Total 18-29 30-39 40-49 50-64 65-74 75+ 18-49 50+ $30K $60K $100K + YES NO ALWYS ALL MOST MEN WOMEN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 436 50 74 96 125 38 35 219 197 71 79 91 69 176 35 180 150 45 209 227 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 55% 64% 61% 48% 52% 50% 53% 56% 52% 62% 57% 50% 59% 45% 50% 52% 56% 63% 56% 53% 
Completely acceptable 16  7  20  17  16  16  14  16  15  20  14  18  21  9  4  16  18  21  17  14  
Somewhat acceptable 39  57  41  32  36  35  39  41  37  42  43  32  38  36  47  36  39  41  39  39  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 42  25  35  51  45  44  43  40  44  33  40  48  38  52  40  46  40  37  42  42  
No at all acceptable 42  25  35  51  45  44  43  40  44  33  40  48  38  52  40  46  40  37  42  42  
 
DK/NA 4  11  3  1  3  5  3  4  4  5  3  3  3  3  10  2  4  0  2  5  
DK/NA 4  11  3  1  3  5  3  4  4  5  3  3  3  3  10  2  4  0  2  5  
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TABLE 58:  Q14M.  I am going to read you a list of specific neighborhood services provided by the City of San José.  It is also likely that some of these services 

will need to be reduced next year given the City's projected budget shortfall.  Please tell me whether you would find each of the following neighborhood 
service budget cuts to be completely acceptable, somewhat acceptable, or not at all acceptable as a way of helping to balance the City's budget:  Reducing 
enforcement of building codes 

  
 
 LIKELY    
 VOTER PARTY BY AGE ETHNICITY BY AGE ETHNICITY BY GENDER 
 ----------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------------------- 
    DEM DEM REP REP DTS/O DTS/O WHITE WHITE LATNO LATNO ASIAN ASIAN WHITE WHITE LATNO LATNO ASIAN ASIAN  
 Total YES NO 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 436 359 77 103 92 36 57 56 36 96 124 56 28 50 30 104 126 44 45 40 41 
 
TOTAL ACCEPTABLE 55% 55% 52% 54% 49% 71% 45% 55% 70% 58% 55% 60% 44% 53% 55% 58% 55% 54% 56% 62% 47% 
Completely acceptable 16  18  5  18  13  14  16  18  23  19  15  14  18  12  21  15  17  24  10  22  10  
Somewhat acceptable 39  37  47  36  36  57  29  37  47  39  39  46  27  41  34  43  38  30  46  40  37  
 
NOT AT ALL ACCEPTABLE 42  42  43  46  47  29  54  36  27  40  44  38  46  34  43  41  43  44  38  37  38  
No at all acceptable 42  42  43  46  47  29  54  36  27  40  44  38  46  34  43  41  43  44  38  37  38  
 
DK/NA 4  3  5  0  4  0  1  9  3  1  2  2  10  13  2  1  2  3  6  2  15  
DK/NA 4  3  5  0  4  0  1  9  3  1  2  2  10  13  2  1  2  3  6  2  15  
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TABLE 59:  Q15A.  The City currently provides many services to its residents, but will not generate enough revenue to continue providing services at current levels in 

the future.    Please tell me which one of the following three strategies the City of San José should place the highest priority on to address its budget 
shortfall:  Reducing City's employees' compensation and retirement benefits, OR reducing existing City services, OR raising additional revenue, including 
taxes or fees:  First priority 

  
 
  Q5/Q6 COMB 1/4 Q7 SALES TAX SUPPORT GIVEN  
 Q5 INITIAL 1/2 CENT SALES TAX VOTE CENT SALES TX VTE EMPLOYEE COMPENSATION CUTS PARTY BY GENDER 
 ----------------------------------------- ----------------- ----------------------------- ----------------------------------- 
  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  M-MRE SW-MR TOTAL TOTAL NO DF DEM DEM REP REP DTS/O DTS/O  
 Total YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD LIKLY LIKLY M-LKY L-LKY DK/NA MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 241 217 129 273 458 402 42 507 370 25 284 169 453 191 259 173 245 101 93 118 82 
 
REDUCE COMPENSATION 41% 33% 33% 44% 53% 33% 50% 39% 34% 51% 35% 36% 42% 38% 36% 49% 41% 37% 50% 56% 38% 39% 
Reducing comp/retire benefits 41  33  33  44  53  33  50  39  34  51  35  36  42  38  36  49  41  37  50  56  38  39  
 
REDUCE SERVICES 21  14  18  27  28  16  27  4  15  29  7  18  22  20  27  18  14  12  27  22  29  27  
Reduce existing City services 21  14  18  27  28  16  27  4  15  29  7  18  22  20  27  18  14  12  27  22  29  27  
 
RAISING REVENUE 25  41  32  21  7  36  12  35  38  9  22  35  19  29  25  19  27  36  10  14  21  24  
Raising additional revenue 25  41  32  21  7  36  12  35  38  9  22  35  19  29  25  19  27  36  10  14  21  24  
 
ALL/NONE/DK 13  12  17  9  12  14  11  22  14  11  35  11  16  13  12  15  17  15  13  8  11  10  
All 5  4  7  6  4  6  5  10  5  5  17  5  9  6  3  7  5  6  8  5  5  4  
None 5  6  7  3  4  6  3  7  6  3  10  3  7  4  7  4  10  6  2  2  2  4  
DK 3  2  3  0  4  3  3  5  3  3  9  3  1  2  2  4  3  3  3  1  4  3  
 
 Q18 1/2 CNT SALES Q20 FINAL 1/2 CNT   
 TX VOTE AFTER POS SALES TAX VOTE Q8A INITIAL PARKING TAX VOTE GENDER BY AGE 
 ----------------- ----------------- ------------------------------------------ ----------------------- 
  TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  MEN MEN WOMEN WOMEN  
 Total YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 497 384 21 470 410 22 153 183 180 351 336 532 34 231 187 225 219 
 
REDUCE COMPENSATION 41% 32% 52% 35% 32% 50% 46% 37% 35% 36% 49% 36% 45% 25% 34% 50% 36% 44% 
Reducing comp/retire benefits 41  32  52  35  32  50  46  37  35  36  49  36  45  25  34  50  36  44  
 
REDUCE SERVICES 21  15  28  10  14  29  18  15  21  25  21  18  23  12  26  22  20  16  
Reduce existing City services 21  15  28  10  14  29  18  15  21  25  21  18  23  12  26  22  20  16  
 
RAISING REVENUE 25  39  8  21  40  9  21  35  31  22  19  33  20  35  23  19  33  25  
Raising additional revenue 25  39  8  21  40  9  21  35  31  22  19  33  20  35  23  19  33  25  
 
ALL/NONE/DK 13  14  12  34  14  12  14  13  13  16  11  13  12  29  17  9  11  15  
All 5  6  5  13  6  4  8  6  8  6  4  7  4  8  7  5  5  6  
None 5  6  4  7  6  4  0  5  3  7  4  4  5  11  7  2  5  4  
DK 3  2  3  14  2  4  6  2  2  3  3  2  3  9  4  2  1  5  
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TABLE 59:  Q15A.  The City currently provides many services to its residents, but will not generate enough revenue to continue providing services at current levels in 

the future.    Please tell me which one of the following three strategies the City of San José should place the highest priority on to address its budget 
shortfall:  Reducing City's employees' compensation and retirement benefits, OR reducing existing City services, OR raising additional revenue, including 
taxes or fees:  First priority 

  
 
  Q22 BUSINESS TAX   
 Q8B INITIAL BUSINESS TAX VOTE AFTER POSITIVES Q9 CARD ROOM PROPOSAL SAMPLE/PHONE TYPE 
 ----------------------------------------- ----------------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------------- 
  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  STR SMWT STR TOTAL TOTAL  VOTER RDD CELL RDD RDD  
 Total YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD SUPPT SUPPT OPPOS SUPPT OPPOS UNDCD LIST SAMP SAMP CELL LAND  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 203 197 157 267 400 424 78 431 434 38 349 187 229 536 306 60 452 393 57 102 348 
 
REDUCE COMPENSATION 41% 30% 35% 41% 56% 32% 50% 32% 34% 48% 34% 39% 38% 47% 38% 46% 37% 44% 39% 29% 31% 39% 
Reducing comp/retire benefits 41  30  35  41  56  32  50  32  34  48  34  39  38  47  38  46  37  44  39  29  31  39  
 
REDUCE SERVICES 21  21  18  27  18  19  22  20  16  25  22  19  25  21  22  20  17  19  21  26  24  22  
Reduce existing City services 21  21  18  27  18  19  22  20  16  25  22  19  25  21  22  20  17  19  21  26  24  22  
 
RAISING REVENUE 25  38  30  20  14  34  16  28  36  16  19  29  22  19  27  21  36  22  29  28  35  27  
Raising additional revenue 25  38  30  20  14  34  16  28  36  16  19  29  22  19  27  21  36  22  29  28  35  27  
 
ALL/NONE/DK 13  11  17  11  12  14  12  19  14  12  26  13  15  13  13  14  10  15  11  17  11  12  
All 5  4  6  5  6  5  6  6  5  5  11  6  7  5  6  4  4  7  4  7  4  4  
None 5  5  8  4  2  7  3  8  6  4  13  4  7  4  5  5  2  5  4  6  3  5  
DK 3  2  2  2  4  2  3  5  3  3  1  3  1  3  2  4  3  3  3  4  3  3  
 
  Q21 WASTE DISPSAL Q10 CITY BUDGET  
 Q8C INITIAL WASTE DISPOSAL TAX TX AFTR POS & NEG 12 MONTHS FROM PARTY (COMBINED) 
 ----------------------------------------- ----------------- ----------------------------- ----------------- 
  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  SMWT MUCH TOTAL TOTAL NO DF     
 Total YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD WORSE WORSE WORSE BETTR DK/NA DEM REP DTS/O  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 205 204 148 291 409 439 54 429 450 24 131 83 214 196 56 417 195 201 
 
REDUCE COMPENSATION 41% 28% 34% 46% 53% 31% 50% 34% 32% 49% 40% 43% 48% 45% 35% 32% 39% 53% 38% 
Reducing comp/retire benefits 41  28  34  46  53  31  50  34  32  49  40  43  48  45  35  32  39  53  38  
 
REDUCE SERVICES 21  15  23  25  21  19  23  14  20  21  15  29  18  24  20  10  13  25  28  
Reduce existing City services 21  15  23  25  21  19  23  14  20  21  15  29  18  24  20  10  13  25  28  
 
RAISING REVENUE 25  45  27  18  12  36  14  34  35  16  27  17  30  22  34  18  32  12  22  
Raising additional revenue 25  45  27  18  12  36  14  34  35  16  27  17  30  22  34  18  32  12  22  
 
ALL/NONE/DK 13  12  15  12  13  13  13  19  12  14  18  11  5  9  12  40  16  11  11  
All 5  5  6  5  6  5  5  8  6  5  12  3  1  2  9  15  6  7  4  
None 5  5  7  4  4  6  4  5  5  5  1  5  2  4  2  18  8  2  3  
DK 3  2  2  3  3  2  3  6  2  4  6  4  1  3  1  7  3  2  4  
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TABLE 59:  Q15A.  The City currently provides many services to its residents, but will not generate enough revenue to continue providing services at current levels in 

the future.    Please tell me which one of the following three strategies the City of San José should place the highest priority on to address its budget 
shortfall:  Reducing City's employees' compensation and retirement benefits, OR reducing existing City services, OR raising additional revenue, including 
taxes or fees:  First priority 

  
 
 Q11 FEELINGS ABOUT Q15 FIRST CHOICE Q16 RDC SRV  
 THE CITY BUDGET PRT/BDGT SHRTFLL /RAISG REV CITY COUNCIL DISTRICT 
 ----------------------------- ------------------ ----------- ----------------------------------------------------------- 
  SMWT VERY TOTAL TOTAL NTRL/ REDCE REDCE RAISE REDCE RAISE            
 Total NEG NEG NEG POS DK/NA COMP SRVCS RVNUE SRVCS RVNUE 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 113 91 204 107 125 368 185 228 408 344 63 99 60 70 41 95 61 95 106 100 
 
REDUCE COMPENSATION 41% 46% 52% 49% 37% 39% 100% 0% 0% 49% 34% 39% 47% 27% 47% 46% 36% 37% 43% 49% 36% 
Reducing comp/retire benefits 41  46  52  49  37  39  100  0  0  49  34  39  47  27  47  46  36  37  43  49  36  
 
REDUCE SERVICES 21  21  22  21  23  17  0  100  0  32  12  15  18  23  24  27  18  20  21  20  21  
Reduce existing City services 21  21  22  21  23  17  0  100  0  32  12  15  18  23  24  27  18  20  21  20  21  
 
RAISING REVENUE 25  22  19  21  28  26  0  0  100  11  47  25  21  37  24  9  25  32  24  18  28  
Raising additional revenue 25  22  19  21  28  26  0  0  100  11  47  25  21  37  24  9  25  32  24  18  28  
 
ALL/NONE/DK 13  11  8  10  12  18  0  0  0  8  8  21  14  13  5  19  21  10  11  13  16  
All 5  4  4  4  5  5  0  0  0  4  4  10  5  11  4  0  13  3  2  6  7  
None 5  7  3  5  5  6  0  0  0  3  2  6  6  2  0  8  8  5  5  4  7  
DK 3  1  1  1  2  8  0  0  0  1  2  5  3  0  2  11  1  3  4  4  2  
 
 VOTER SALES TAX TARGETS BUSINESS TAX TARGETS WASTE DISPOSAL TARGETS 
 ----------- ----------------------------------------- ----------------------------- ----------------------------- 
   NON- CONS CONS  POS NEG COST COMP CONS CONS  POS NEG CONS CONS  POS NEG  
 Total VOTER VOTER YES NO SWING MOVER MOVER P-MVR P-MVR YES NO SWING MOVER MOVER YES NO SWING MOVER MOVER  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 833 69 378 320 204 88 75 61 136 308 322 272 123 112 310 336 256 118 113 
 
REDUCE COMPENSATION 41% 42% 29% 33% 54% 33% 30% 36% 41% 49% 33% 53% 36% 39% 34% 31% 55% 34% 35% 31% 
Reducing comp/retire benefits 41  42  29  33  54  33  30  36  41  49  33  53  36  39  34  31  55  34  35  31  
 
REDUCE SERVICES 21  19  34  13  29  21  20  28  8  26  17  23  22  15  29  20  22  20  22  19  
Reduce existing City services 21  19  34  13  29  21  20  28  8  26  17  23  22  15  29  20  22  20  22  19  
 
RAISING REVENUE 25  25  28  40  7  27  35  16  44  16  37  12  28  33  27  37  10  31  31  32  
Raising additional revenue 25  25  28  40  7  27  35  16  44  16  37  12  28  33  27  37  10  31  31  32  
 
ALL/NONE/DK 13  14  9  13  10  18  15  19  6  9  14  12  14  14  10  13  13  15  12  18  
All 5  6  3  5  4  9  8  6  4  6  5  6  6  7  4  6  5  5  4  4  
None 5  5  4  6  3  6  6  7  3  3  6  3  5  3  5  5  4  6  5  9  
DK 3  3  2  2  3  4  1  7  0  1  3  4  2  3  1  1  3  4  2  5  
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TABLE 59:  Q15A.  The City currently provides many services to its residents, but will not generate enough revenue to continue providing services at current levels in 

the future.    Please tell me which one of the following three strategies the City of San José should place the highest priority on to address its budget 
shortfall:  Reducing City's employees' compensation and retirement benefits, OR reducing existing City services, OR raising additional revenue, including 
taxes or fees:  First priority 

  
 
  Q24 TYPE OF Q25 Q26 KIDS   
 Q23 YEARS IN SAN JOSE RESIDENCE RESIDENCE AT HOME Q27 EDUCATION Q28 ETHNICITY 
 ----------------------------- ----------- ----------- ----------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------- 
       DETCH MULTI     HS OR SOME COLL POST NON-   NON-    
 Total 0-10 11-20 21-30 31-40 41+ HOUSE UNIT OWN RENT YES NO LESS COLL GRAD GRAD COLL COLL+ WHITE WHITE LATNO ASIAN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 184 210 191 161 151 703 164 672 219 362 533 185 220 351 127 404 477 461 418 187 173 
 
REDUCE COMPENSATION 41% 28% 45% 39% 44% 48% 41% 36% 44% 32% 41% 41% 38% 43% 42% 42% 41% 42% 46% 35% 36% 36% 
Reducing comp/retire benefits 41  28  45  39  44  48  41  36  44  32  41  41  38  43  42  42  41  42  46  35  36  36  
 
REDUCE SERVICES 21  32  15  22  20  14  19  29  19  25  19  22  21  20  22  18  20  21  18  24  23  25  
Reduce existing City services 21  32  15  22  20  14  19  29  19  25  19  22  21  20  22  18  20  21  18  24  23  25  
 
RAISING REVENUE 25  32  25  20  26  24  25  27  25  27  28  24  22  22  25  31  22  27  25  25  22  28  
Raising additional revenue 25  32  25  20  26  24  25  27  25  27  28  24  22  22  25  31  22  27  25  25  22  28  
 
ALL/NONE/DK 13  8  15  19  10  14  15  8  12  15  12  14  18  15  11  9  17  10  11  15  19  11  
All 5  3  4  10  5  6  6  3  5  6  4  6  5  8  4  6  7  4  6  6  8  5  
None 5  2  7  8  2  5  6  3  5  6  5  5  7  5  5  1  6  4  4  6  8  3  
DK 3  3  3  2  3  4  3  2  2  4  3  3  7  2  2  1  4  2  2  4  4  3  
 
   Q31 REGSTRD Q33 VOTE  
 Q29 AGE Q30 INCOME TO VOTE PROPENSITY GENDER 
 ----------------------------------------------- ----------------------- ----------- ----------------- ----------- 
          $0- $30K- $60K- $100K    ALMST     
 Total 18-29 30-39 40-49 50-64 65-74 75+ 18-49 50+ $30K $60K $100K + YES NO ALWYS ALL MOST MEN WOMEN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 104 153 198 257 87 62 455 406 160 160 196 148 381 65 390 277 108 433 469 
 
REDUCE COMPENSATION 41% 17% 41% 40% 47% 40% 55% 35% 47% 40% 40% 36% 39% 39% 25% 43% 44% 38% 41% 40% 
Reducing comp/retire benefits 41  17  41  40  47  40  55  35  47  40  40  36  39  39  25  43  44  38  41  40  
 
REDUCE SERVICES 21  31  24  18  20  18  12  23  19  27  17  24  21  20  36  18  18  23  24  18  
Reduce existing City services 21  31  24  18  20  18  12  23  19  27  17  24  21  20  36  18  18  23  24  18  
 
RAISING REVENUE 25  36  24  26  23  24  18  28  22  19  32  22  32  29  29  26  24  29  21  29  
Raising additional revenue 25  36  24  26  23  24  18  28  22  19  32  22  32  29  29  26  24  29  21  29  
 
ALL/NONE/DK 13  16  11  16  10  18  15  14  12  14  11  18  8  12  10  14  14  11  14  13  
All 5  6  6  6  4  6  9  6  5  6  5  10  3  4  4  6  7  4  6  5  
None 5  9  3  7  2  9  0  6  3  3  4  6  3  5  5  5  5  4  5  5  
DK 3  2  1  3  3  3  6  2  3  5  2  2  2  3  2  3  3  3  3  3  
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TABLE 59:  Q15A.  The City currently provides many services to its residents, but will not generate enough revenue to continue providing services at current levels in 

the future.    Please tell me which one of the following three strategies the City of San José should place the highest priority on to address its budget 
shortfall:  Reducing City's employees' compensation and retirement benefits, OR reducing existing City services, OR raising additional revenue, including 
taxes or fees:  First priority 

  
 
 LIKELY    
 VOTER PARTY BY AGE ETHNICITY BY AGE ETHNICITY BY GENDER 
 ----------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------------------- 
    DEM DEM REP REP DTS/O DTS/O WHITE WHITE LATNO LATNO ASIAN ASIAN WHITE WHITE LATNO LATNO ASIAN ASIAN  
 Total YES NO 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 721 181 210 197 69 115 120 70 189 254 115 63 108 59 213 248 90 96 88 85 
 
REDUCE COMPENSATION 41% 44% 30% 35% 42% 55% 54% 30% 53% 40% 50% 36% 36% 29% 48% 45% 46% 35% 36% 39% 33% 
Reducing comp/retire benefits 41  44  30  35  42  55  54  30  53  40  50  36  36  29  48  45  46  35  36  39  33  
 
REDUCE SERVICES 21  18  31  14  12  22  25  34  20  21  16  23  22  25  27  21  15  26  21  30  20  
Reduce existing City services 21  18  31  14  12  22  25  34  20  21  16  23  22  25  27  21  15  26  21  30  20  
 
RAISING REVENUE 25  25  28  33  32  12  10  24  17  28  23  23  20  32  18  24  27  16  27  20  35  
Raising additional revenue 25  25  28  33  32  12  10  24  17  28  23  23  20  32  18  24  27  16  27  20  35  
 
ALL/NONE/DK 13  14  12  18  14  12  10  12  10  12  11  17  22  14  7  11  12  22  17  11  12  
All 5  6  4  6  6  7  7  6  2  6  6  7  9  7  0  6  5  9  6  4  5  
None 5  5  5  10  4  0  2  2  3  5  3  8  6  6  0  4  4  9  7  3  4  
DK 3  3  3  2  4  4  1  3  5  1  2  3  7  2  7  1  2  3  5  4  3  
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TABLE 60:  Q15B.  The City currently provides many services to its residents, but will not generate enough revenue to continue providing services at current levels in 

the future.    Please tell me which one of the following three strategies the City of San José should place the second highest priority on to address its 
budget shortfall:  Reducing City's employees' compensation and retirement benefits, OR reducing existing City services, OR raising additional revenue, 
including taxes or fees:  Second priority 

  
 
  Q5/Q6 COMB 1/4 Q7 SALES TAX SUPPORT GIVEN  
 Q5 INITIAL 1/2 CENT SALES TAX VOTE CENT SALES TX VTE EMPLOYEE COMPENSATION CUTS PARTY BY GENDER 
 ----------------------------------------- ----------------- ----------------------------- ----------------------------------- 
  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  M-MRE SW-MR TOTAL TOTAL NO DF DEM DEM REP REP DTS/O DTS/O  
 Total YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD LIKLY LIKLY M-LKY L-LKY DK/NA MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 241 217 129 273 458 402 42 507 370 25 284 169 453 191 259 173 245 101 93 118 82 
 
REDUCE COMPENSATION 25% 33% 29% 24% 17% 31% 19% 15% 29% 19% 18% 32% 24% 29% 28% 17% 24% 22% 19% 19% 26% 33% 
Reducing comp/retire benefits 25  33  29  24  17  31  19  15  29  19  18  32  24  29  28  17  24  22  19  19  26  33  
 
REDUCE SERVICES 32  26  24  37  40  26  39  39  29  38  20  28  28  28  36  35  29  33  42  44  29  29  
Reduce existing City services 32  26  24  37  40  26  39  39  29  38  20  28  28  28  36  35  29  33  42  44  29  29  
 
RAISING REVENUE 22  22  21  25  22  22  23  16  21  23  19  23  25  24  18  22  20  24  20  18  28  15  
Raising additional revenue 22  22  21  25  22  22  23  16  21  23  19  23  25  24  18  22  20  24  20  18  28  15  
 
ALL/NONE/DK 21  19  26  14  21  22  19  30  21  20  43  17  23  19  18  26  28  21  19  19  16  23  
All 6  5  8  6  5  6  6  10  6  6  17  6  9  7  3  7  6  7  9  6  5  4  
None 9  9  10  6  10  10  9  11  9  9  14  5  10  7  11  12  16  9  4  6  5  13  
DK 5  5  8  2  5  6  4  9  5  5  12  6  5  5  3  7  5  5  6  6  7  6  
 
 Q18 1/2 CNT SALES Q20 FINAL 1/2 CNT   
 TX VOTE AFTER POS SALES TAX VOTE Q8A INITIAL PARKING TAX VOTE GENDER BY AGE 
 ----------------- ----------------- ------------------------------------------ ----------------------- 
  TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  MEN MEN WOMEN WOMEN  
 Total YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 497 384 21 470 410 22 153 183 180 351 336 532 34 231 187 225 219 
 
REDUCE COMPENSATION 25% 30% 19% 22% 30% 20% 22% 27% 32% 27% 19% 30% 22% 25% 27% 22% 29% 21% 
Reducing comp/retire benefits 25  30  19  22  30  20  22  27  32  27  19  30  22  25  27  22  29  21  
 
REDUCE SERVICES 32  28  38  17  28  37  21  28  27  31  39  28  36  9  29  33  33  35  
Reduce existing City services 32  28  38  17  28  37  21  28  27  31  39  28  36  9  29  33  33  35  
 
RAISING REVENUE 22  21  23  12  21  23  18  26  21  19  23  23  21  18  24  23  21  19  
Raising additional revenue 22  21  23  12  21  23  18  26  21  19  23  23  21  18  24  23  21  19  
 
ALL/NONE/DK 21  21  19  49  21  20  40  18  19  23  19  19  20  48  20  22  17  25  
All 6  6  6  13  7  5  8  8  8  6  4  8  5  8  7  5  6  6  
None 9  10  9  7  9  10  7  7  7  10  9  7  10  26  8  10  8  10  
DK 5  5  4  29  4  5  25  3  4  7  6  3  6  13  4  6  2  8  
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TABLE 60:  Q15B.  The City currently provides many services to its residents, but will not generate enough revenue to continue providing services at current levels in 

the future.    Please tell me which one of the following three strategies the City of San José should place the second highest priority on to address its 
budget shortfall:  Reducing City's employees' compensation and retirement benefits, OR reducing existing City services, OR raising additional revenue, 
including taxes or fees:  Second priority 

  
 
  Q22 BUSINESS TAX   
 Q8B INITIAL BUSINESS TAX VOTE AFTER POSITIVES Q9 CARD ROOM PROPOSAL SAMPLE/PHONE TYPE 
 ----------------------------------------- ----------------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------------- 
  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  STR SMWT STR TOTAL TOTAL  VOTER RDD CELL RDD RDD  
 Total YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD SUPPT SUPPT OPPOS SUPPT OPPOS UNDCD LIST SAMP SAMP CELL LAND  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 203 197 157 267 400 424 78 431 434 38 349 187 229 536 306 60 452 393 57 102 348 
 
REDUCE COMPENSATION 25% 35% 28% 27% 16% 32% 20% 18% 30% 19% 29% 27% 25% 21% 26% 22% 28% 24% 26% 27% 29% 26% 
Reducing comp/retire benefits 25  35  28  27  16  32  20  18  30  19  29  27  25  21  26  22  28  24  26  27  29  26  
 
REDUCE SERVICES 32  21  30  31  44  25  39  27  28  38  14  28  26  41  28  40  29  34  31  25  32  29  
Reduce existing City services 32  21  30  31  44  25  39  27  28  38  14  28  26  41  28  40  29  34  31  25  32  29  
 
RAISING REVENUE 22  26  19  26  18  23  21  23  22  22  19  24  27  18  25  17  23  21  23  23  22  24  
Raising additional revenue 22  26  19  26  18  23  21  23  22  22  19  24  27  18  25  17  23  21  23  23  22  24  
 
ALL/NONE/DK 21  17  23  16  22  20  20  31  20  20  38  21  22  20  21  21  20  22  19  25  17  21  
All 6  5  7  5  7  6  6  6  6  6  14  6  7  6  7  5  4  7  4  9  5  5  
None 9  8  11  7  9  10  8  15  9  9  14  8  11  9  9  10  10  9  9  10  7  10  
DK 5  4  5  4  6  4  5  10  5  5  10  6  3  5  5  6  6  5  6  6  5  6  
 
  Q21 WASTE DISPSAL Q10 CITY BUDGET  
 Q8C INITIAL WASTE DISPOSAL TAX TX AFTR POS & NEG 12 MONTHS FROM PARTY (COMBINED) 
 ----------------------------------------- ----------------- ----------------------------- ----------------- 
  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  SMWT MUCH TOTAL TOTAL NO DF     
 Total YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD WORSE WORSE WORSE BETTR DK/NA DEM REP DTS/O  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 205 204 148 291 409 439 54 429 450 24 131 83 214 196 56 417 195 201 
 
REDUCE COMPENSATION 25% 28% 33% 22% 20% 30% 21% 19% 33% 17% 32% 24% 21% 23% 30% 15% 23% 19% 29% 
Reducing comp/retire benefits 25  28  33  22  20  30  21  19  33  17  32  24  21  23  30  15  23  19  29  
 
REDUCE SERVICES 32  33  25  34  37  29  36  22  26  39  18  28  48  36  32  18  31  43  29  
Reduce existing City services 32  33  25  34  37  29  36  22  26  39  18  28  48  36  32  18  31  43  29  
 
RAISING REVENUE 22  24  20  26  20  22  22  21  22  22  18  25  22  24  22  11  22  19  23  
Raising additional revenue 22  24  20  26  20  22  22  21  22  22  18  25  22  24  22  11  22  19  23  
 
ALL/NONE/DK 21  15  21  18  23  18  21  38  19  22  32  23  9  18  16  56  23  19  19  
All 6  6  6  5  6  6  6  8  6  6  16  4  1  3  9  17  7  8  4  
None 9  6  10  7  11  8  10  18  9  10  1  15  3  10  3  28  12  5  8  
DK 5  3  5  6  5  4  5  12  3  7  14  5  5  5  4  11  5  6  7  
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TABLE 60:  Q15B.  The City currently provides many services to its residents, but will not generate enough revenue to continue providing services at current levels in 

the future.    Please tell me which one of the following three strategies the City of San José should place the second highest priority on to address its 
budget shortfall:  Reducing City's employees' compensation and retirement benefits, OR reducing existing City services, OR raising additional revenue, 
including taxes or fees:  Second priority 

  
 
 Q11 FEELINGS ABOUT Q15 FIRST CHOICE Q16 RDC SRV  
 THE CITY BUDGET PRT/BDGT SHRTFLL /RAISG REV CITY COUNCIL DISTRICT 
 ----------------------------- ------------------ ----------- ----------------------------------------------------------- 
  SMWT VERY TOTAL TOTAL NTRL/ REDCE REDCE RAISE REDCE RAISE            
 Total NEG NEG NEG POS DK/NA COMP SRVCS RVNUE SRVCS RVNUE 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 113 91 204 107 125 368 185 228 408 344 63 99 60 70 41 95 61 95 106 100 
 
REDUCE COMPENSATION 25% 24% 23% 24% 34% 19% 0% 59% 51% 26% 30% 15% 23% 31% 23% 17% 20% 33% 28% 17% 28% 
Reducing comp/retire benefits 25  24  23  24  34  19  0  59  51  26  30  15  23  31  23  17  20  33  28  17  28  
 
REDUCE SERVICES 32  38  39  38  23  31  54  0  40  42  29  30  36  33  38  35  25  34  34  36  28  
Reduce existing City services 32  38  39  38  23  31  54  0  40  42  29  30  36  33  38  35  25  34  34  36  28  
 
RAISING REVENUE 22  21  17  19  26  24  34  39  0  21  28  26  19  19  28  25  21  18  21  24  23  
Raising additional revenue 22  21  17  19  26  24  34  39  0  21  28  26  19  19  28  25  21  18  21  24  23  
 
ALL/NONE/DK 21  17  21  18  17  25  12  2  9  11  13  29  23  16  12  23  33  14  17  22  21  
All 6  4  4  4  5  7  1  0  1  4  5  10  5  11  4  0  14  3  2  6  9  
None 9  11  12  11  9  6  7  1  5  5  6  11  12  5  5  10  14  9  6  8  10  
DK 5  2  4  3  3  12  4  1  2  2  3  8  6  0  2  13  5  3  9  8  2  
 
 VOTER SALES TAX TARGETS BUSINESS TAX TARGETS WASTE DISPOSAL TARGETS 
 ----------- ----------------------------------------- ----------------------------- ----------------------------- 
   NON- CONS CONS  POS NEG COST COMP CONS CONS  POS NEG CONS CONS  POS NEG  
 Total VOTER VOTER YES NO SWING MOVER MOVER P-MVR P-MVR YES NO SWING MOVER MOVER YES NO SWING MOVER MOVER  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 833 69 378 320 204 88 75 61 136 308 322 272 123 112 310 336 256 118 113 
 
REDUCE COMPENSATION 25% 24% 39% 32% 18% 22% 21% 26% 19% 20% 31% 18% 26% 27% 24% 33% 16% 27% 33% 20% 
Reducing comp/retire benefits 25  24  39  32  18  22  21  26  19  20  31  18  26  27  24  33  16  27  33  20  
 
REDUCE SERVICES 32  33  17  27  41  29  35  25  51  37  25  41  29  33  30  27  41  27  23  33  
Reduce existing City services 32  33  17  27  41  29  35  25  51  37  25  41  29  33  30  27  41  27  23  33  
 
RAISING REVENUE 22  22  27  21  23  21  23  24  19  29  24  21  22  18  26  22  22  22  22  22  
Raising additional revenue 22  22  27  21  23  21  23  24  19  29  24  21  22  18  26  22  22  22  22  22  
 
ALL/NONE/DK 21  21  17  20  18  27  20  25  12  14  19  21  23  21  20  18  21  24  22  25  
All 6  6  3  6  5  9  8  6  4  6  5  6  7  7  5  6  6  6  5  5  
None 9  9  12  9  9  9  10  9  5  4  10  9  9  7  9  8  9  11  13  12  
DK 5  6  2  5  4  9  2  11  3  4  4  5  7  7  6  3  6  7  4  8  
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TABLE 60:  Q15B.  The City currently provides many services to its residents, but will not generate enough revenue to continue providing services at current levels in 

the future.    Please tell me which one of the following three strategies the City of San José should place the second highest priority on to address its 
budget shortfall:  Reducing City's employees' compensation and retirement benefits, OR reducing existing City services, OR raising additional revenue, 
including taxes or fees:  Second priority 

  
 
  Q24 TYPE OF Q25 Q26 KIDS   
 Q23 YEARS IN SAN JOSE RESIDENCE RESIDENCE AT HOME Q27 EDUCATION Q28 ETHNICITY 
 ----------------------------- ----------- ----------- ----------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------- 
       DETCH MULTI     HS OR SOME COLL POST NON-   NON-    
 Total 0-10 11-20 21-30 31-40 41+ HOUSE UNIT OWN RENT YES NO LESS COLL GRAD GRAD COLL COLL+ WHITE WHITE LATNO ASIAN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 184 210 191 161 151 703 164 672 219 362 533 185 220 351 127 404 477 461 418 187 173 
 
REDUCE COMPENSATION 25% 39% 23% 20% 28% 15% 24% 30% 23% 32% 26% 25% 27% 24% 24% 28% 25% 25% 22% 29% 29% 29% 
Reducing comp/retire benefits 25  39  23  20  28  15  24  30  23  32  26  25  27  24  24  28  25  25  22  29  29  29  
 
REDUCE SERVICES 32  28  33  30  33  38  33  30  35  25  34  31  23  28  36  40  26  37  38  26  20  32  
Reduce existing City services 32  28  33  30  33  38  33  30  35  25  34  31  23  28  36  40  26  37  38  26  20  32  
 
RAISING REVENUE 22  23  23  22  19  23  20  29  22  22  21  23  24  23  23  18  23  22  22  23  23  23  
Raising additional revenue 22  23  23  22  19  23  20  29  22  22  21  23  24  23  23  18  23  22  22  23  23  23  
 
ALL/NONE/DK 21  10  21  28  20  25  23  10  21  20  20  21  26  25  18  14  26  17  19  22  28  16  
All 6  3  5  10  6  6  7  3  6  7  6  7  5  10  4  7  8  5  6  6  9  5  
None 9  2  11  13  7  12  11  4  10  7  8  10  13  9  10  4  11  8  9  9  12  6  
DK 5  4  4  5  6  7  6  3  5  6  6  5  9  6  4  3  7  4  4  7  7  6  
 
   Q31 REGSTRD Q33 VOTE  
 Q29 AGE Q30 INCOME TO VOTE PROPENSITY GENDER 
 ----------------------------------------------- ----------------------- ----------- ----------------- ----------- 
          $0- $30K- $60K- $100K    ALMST     
 Total 18-29 30-39 40-49 50-64 65-74 75+ 18-49 50+ $30K $60K $100K + YES NO ALWYS ALL MOST MEN WOMEN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 104 153 198 257 87 62 455 406 160 160 196 148 381 65 390 277 108 433 469 
 
REDUCE COMPENSATION 25% 30% 28% 27% 22% 27% 12% 28% 22% 29% 30% 25% 20% 24% 41% 24% 22% 30% 25% 25% 
Reducing comp/retire benefits 25  30  28  27  22  27  12  28  22  29  30  25  20  24  41  24  22  30  25  25  
 
REDUCE SERVICES 32  31  36  27  34  30  39  31  34  28  32  28  39  32  18  32  39  27  30  34  
Reduce existing City services 32  31  36  27  34  30  39  31  34  28  32  28  39  32  18  32  39  27  30  34  
 
RAISING REVENUE 22  21  21  26  24  14  20  23  21  23  21  22  27  23  27  22  18  27  24  21  
Raising additional revenue 22  21  21  26  24  14  20  23  21  23  21  22  27  23  27  22  18  27  24  21  
 
ALL/NONE/DK 21  19  15  21  20  29  29  18  23  20  17  25  14  21  13  22  21  16  21  21  
All 6  6  7  7  4  7  9  7  6  6  6  11  3  5  4  7  7  4  6  6  
None 9  11  5  9  8  16  8  8  10  6  7  9  8  9  7  10  8  8  9  10  
DK 5  2  3  4  7  5  12  3  7  8  3  6  3  6  2  5  6  4  5  5  
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TABLE 60:  Q15B.  The City currently provides many services to its residents, but will not generate enough revenue to continue providing services at current levels in 

the future.    Please tell me which one of the following three strategies the City of San José should place the second highest priority on to address its 
budget shortfall:  Reducing City's employees' compensation and retirement benefits, OR reducing existing City services, OR raising additional revenue, 
including taxes or fees:  Second priority 

  
 
 LIKELY    
 VOTER PARTY BY AGE ETHNICITY BY AGE ETHNICITY BY GENDER 
 ----------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------------------- 
    DEM DEM REP REP DTS/O DTS/O WHITE WHITE LATNO LATNO ASIAN ASIAN WHITE WHITE LATNO LATNO ASIAN ASIAN  
 Total YES NO 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 721 181 210 197 69 115 120 70 189 254 115 63 108 59 213 248 90 96 88 85 
 
REDUCE COMPENSATION 25% 23% 32% 24% 22% 12% 21% 36% 16% 22% 21% 34% 20% 32% 21% 23% 21% 31% 28% 24% 33% 
Reducing comp/retire benefits 25  23  32  24  22  12  21  36  16  22  21  34  20  32  21  23  21  31  28  24  33  
 
REDUCE SERVICES 32  35  21  32  31  45  43  27  30  40  36  18  25  29  37  37  38  13  26  29  35  
Reduce existing City services 32  35  21  32  31  45  43  27  30  40  36  18  25  29  37  37  38  13  26  29  35  
 
RAISING REVENUE 22  21  27  23  21  25  15  20  31  22  22  26  20  21  26  22  22  25  21  29  17  
Raising additional revenue 22  21  27  23  21  25  15  20  31  22  22  26  20  21  26  22  22  25  21  29  17  
 
ALL/NONE/DK 21  21  19  21  26  18  21  18  23  16  21  21  35  17  16  17  20  31  26  17  15  
All 6  7  4  7  6  9  8  6  2  7  6  9  9  7  0  7  6  11  8  4  5  
None 9  9  11  12  12  3  6  6  12  8  10  9  13  7  4  8  10  13  11  6  6  
DK 5  6  4  2  8  5  7  6  9  1  5  4  13  3  12  3  4  6  7  7  4  
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TABLE 61:  Q16.  Even if the City and its employees agree upon substantial reductions to employees' compensation and retirement benefits, San José will still face a 

large budget shortfall.  With that in mind, in making decisions about the budget, should the City of San José place a higher priority on:  Reducing existing 
City services to reduce the need to raise additional revenue, including taxes or fees, OR raising additional revenue, including taxes or fees, to reduce the 
need to cut existing City services. 

  
 
  Q5/Q6 COMB 1/4 Q7 SALES TAX SUPPORT GIVEN  
 Q5 INITIAL 1/2 CENT SALES TAX VOTE CENT SALES TX VTE EMPLOYEE COMPENSATION CUTS PARTY BY GENDER 
 ----------------------------------------- ----------------- ----------------------------- ----------------------------------- 
  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  M-MRE SW-MR TOTAL TOTAL NO DF DEM DEM REP REP DTS/O DTS/O  
 Total YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD LIKLY LIKLY M-LKY L-LKY DK/NA MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 241 217 129 273 458 402 42 507 370 25 284 169 453 191 259 173 245 101 93 118 82 
 
REDUCE SERVICES 45% 31% 35% 54% 64% 33% 61% 29% 32% 64% 34% 36% 49% 41% 54% 47% 38% 37% 75% 59% 46% 41% 
Reduce existing City services 45  31  35  54  64  33  61  29  32  64  34  36  49  41  54  47  38  37  75  59  46  41  
 
RAISE REVENUE 38  55  47  26  20  51  22  44  52  20  36  50  34  44  31  33  44  47  15  32  37  31  
Raising additional revenue 38  55  47  26  20  51  22  44  52  20  36  50  34  44  31  33  44  47  15  32  37  31  
 
BOTH/NEITHER/DK/NA 17  14  17  19  15  16  17  27  16  16  31  14  17  15  15  21  18  16  11  9  17  29  
Both 6  5  6  9  3  6  5  9  6  4  7  5  8  6  5  5  5  4  3  2  9  10  
Neither 7  7  6  8  9  6  9  5  6  10  6  5  7  6  6  11  9  7  6  1  6  17  
DK/NA 4  3  5  2  3  4  3  13  4  3  17  3  2  3  4  5  4  4  2  6  3  2  
 
 Q18 1/2 CNT SALES Q20 FINAL 1/2 CNT   
 TX VOTE AFTER POS SALES TAX VOTE Q8A INITIAL PARKING TAX VOTE GENDER BY AGE 
 ----------------- ----------------- ------------------------------------------ ----------------------- 
  TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  MEN MEN WOMEN WOMEN  
 Total YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 497 384 21 470 410 22 153 183 180 351 336 532 34 231 187 225 219 
 
REDUCE SERVICES 45% 33% 63% 20% 33% 60% 30% 33% 43% 47% 54% 38% 51% 19% 48% 53% 40% 41% 
Reduce existing City services 45  33  63  20  33  60  30  33  43  47  54  38  51  19  48  53  40  41  
 
RAISE REVENUE 38  51  22  38  51  24  38  49  44  35  31  46  32  46  37  32  41  44  
Raising additional revenue 38  51  22  38  51  24  38  49  44  35  31  46  32  46  37  32  41  44  
 
BOTH/NEITHER/DK/NA 17  17  15  42  16  16  32  18  14  18  15  15  16  35  15  15  19  15  
Both 6  7  3  7  7  4  6  7  5  11  3  6  5  3  6  5  8  3  
Neither 7  6  9  16  6  10  0  9  5  6  8  6  7  15  6  7  8  7  
DK/NA 4  4  3  19  3  3  26  2  4  2  4  3  3  18  3  3  3  6  
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TABLE 61:  Q16.  Even if the City and its employees agree upon substantial reductions to employees' compensation and retirement benefits, San José will still face a 

large budget shortfall.  With that in mind, in making decisions about the budget, should the City of San José place a higher priority on:  Reducing existing 
City services to reduce the need to raise additional revenue, including taxes or fees, OR raising additional revenue, including taxes or fees, to reduce the 
need to cut existing City services. 

  
 
  Q22 BUSINESS TAX   
 Q8B INITIAL BUSINESS TAX VOTE AFTER POSITIVES Q9 CARD ROOM PROPOSAL SAMPLE/PHONE TYPE 
 ----------------------------------------- ----------------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------------- 
  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  STR SMWT STR TOTAL TOTAL  VOTER RDD CELL RDD RDD  
 Total YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD SUPPT SUPPT OPPOS SUPPT OPPOS UNDCD LIST SAMP SAMP CELL LAND  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 203 197 157 267 400 424 78 431 434 38 349 187 229 536 306 60 452 393 57 102 348 
 
REDUCE SERVICES 45% 37% 40% 46% 61% 39% 56% 23% 37% 55% 29% 41% 49% 51% 44% 50% 34% 47% 43% 44% 37% 45% 
Reduce existing City services 45  37  40  46  61  39  56  23  37  55  29  41  49  51  44  50  34  47  43  44  37  45  
 
RAISE REVENUE 38  51  45  33  22  48  26  52  48  28  39  43  34  35  40  34  45  37  39  40  45  38  
Raising additional revenue 38  51  45  33  22  48  26  52  48  28  39  43  34  35  40  34  45  37  39  40  45  38  
 
BOTH/NEITHER/DK/NA 17  12  15  21  16  14  18  25  15  17  32  16  17  15  17  16  20  16  18  16  17  17  
Both 6  4  4  9  6  4  7  8  6  5  7  6  4  6  5  6  8  5  7  1  6  6  
Neither 7  5  6  9  8  6  8  10  6  9  10  7  8  6  8  7  8  7  7  11  8  7  
DK/NA 4  3  5  3  3  4  3  7  3  4  15  3  5  3  4  4  5  4  4  4  3  4  
 
  Q21 WASTE DISPSAL Q10 CITY BUDGET  
 Q8C INITIAL WASTE DISPOSAL TAX TX AFTR POS & NEG 12 MONTHS FROM PARTY (COMBINED) 
 ----------------------------------------- ----------------- ----------------------------- ----------------- 
  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  SMWT MUCH TOTAL TOTAL NO DF     
 Total YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD WORSE WORSE WORSE BETTR DK/NA DEM REP DTS/O  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 205 204 148 291 409 439 54 429 450 24 131 83 214 196 56 417 195 201 
 
REDUCE SERVICES 45% 36% 41% 50% 55% 39% 53% 34% 38% 53% 23% 40% 51% 44% 39% 42% 38% 67% 44% 
Reduce existing City services 45  36  41  50  55  39  53  34  38  53  23  40  51  44  39  42  38  67  44  
 
RAISE REVENUE 38  52  41  30  30  46  30  40  48  29  35  38  33  36  48  28  45  23  34  
Raising additional revenue 38  52  41  30  30  46  30  40  48  29  35  38  33  36  48  28  45  23  34  
 
BOTH/NEITHER/DK/NA 17  13  17  20  15  15  17  26  14  18  42  22  16  20  13  30  17  10  22  
Both 6  5  6  7  3  5  5  14  5  5  21  7  7  7  4  11  5  3  9  
Neither 7  6  5  12  8  5  9  6  6  9  7  10  6  9  5  16  8  4  10  
DK/NA 4  2  7  1  4  4  3  6  3  4  14  4  4  4  3  3  4  4  2  
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TABLE 61:  Q16.  Even if the City and its employees agree upon substantial reductions to employees' compensation and retirement benefits, San José will still face a 

large budget shortfall.  With that in mind, in making decisions about the budget, should the City of San José place a higher priority on:  Reducing existing 
City services to reduce the need to raise additional revenue, including taxes or fees, OR raising additional revenue, including taxes or fees, to reduce the 
need to cut existing City services. 

  
 
 Q11 FEELINGS ABOUT Q15 FIRST CHOICE Q16 RDC SRV  
 THE CITY BUDGET PRT/BDGT SHRTFLL /RAISG REV CITY COUNCIL DISTRICT 
 ----------------------------- ------------------ ----------- ----------------------------------------------------------- 
  SMWT VERY TOTAL TOTAL NTRL/ REDCE REDCE RAISE REDCE RAISE            
 Total NEG NEG NEG POS DK/NA COMP SRVCS RVNUE SRVCS RVNUE 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 113 91 204 107 125 368 185 228 408 344 63 99 60 70 41 95 61 95 106 100 
 
REDUCE SERVICES 45% 55% 57% 56% 48% 38% 54% 70% 20% 100% 0% 39% 51% 31% 60% 48% 42% 48% 55% 44% 45% 
Reduce existing City services 45  55  57  56  48  38  54  70  20  100  0  39  51  31  60  48  42  48  55  44  45  
 
RAISE REVENUE 38  34  28  31  44  38  32  22  70  0  100  38  39  52  28  32  41  41  34  34  34  
Raising additional revenue 38  34  28  31  44  38  32  22  70  0  100  38  39  52  28  32  41  41  34  34  34  
 
BOTH/NEITHER/DK/NA 17  11  15  13  9  25  14  7  10  0  0  23  10  17  12  20  17  11  11  21  21  
Both 6  2  3  2  3  10  4  3  6  0  0  8  2  12  3  0  3  2  3  4  11  
Neither 7  6  11  8  3  7  8  3  1  0  0  9  2  5  7  4  10  10  4  13  8  
DK/NA 4  3  1  2  2  8  3  1  2  0  0  6  6  0  2  15  4  0  5  4  2  
 
 VOTER SALES TAX TARGETS BUSINESS TAX TARGETS WASTE DISPOSAL TARGETS 
 ----------- ----------------------------------------- ----------------------------- ----------------------------- 
   NON- CONS CONS  POS NEG COST COMP CONS CONS  POS NEG CONS CONS  POS NEG  
 Total VOTER VOTER YES NO SWING MOVER MOVER P-MVR P-MVR YES NO SWING MOVER MOVER YES NO SWING MOVER MOVER  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 833 69 378 320 204 88 75 61 136 308 322 272 123 112 310 336 256 118 113 
 
REDUCE SERVICES 45% 46% 41% 32% 66% 37% 37% 40% 25% 52% 36% 60% 38% 39% 40% 38% 57% 38% 39% 40% 
Reduce existing City services 45  46  41  32  66  37  37  40  25  52  36  60  38  39  40  38  57  38  39  40  
 
RAISE REVENUE 38  38  42  54  20  37  40  36  53  31  52  23  40  38  44  50  26  39  43  37  
Raising additional revenue 38  38  42  54  20  37  40  36  53  31  52  23  40  38  44  50  26  39  43  37  
 
BOTH/NEITHER/DK/NA 17  17  16  14  15  26  24  24  22  17  12  17  22  23  16  12  17  22  18  23  
Both 6  6  5  5  3  10  15  6  13  9  3  5  9  13  4  4  4  9  7  9  
Neither 7  7  6  5  9  10  6  11  3  6  6  9  7  7  6  5  10  7  7  7  
DK/NA 4  4  5  4  3  6  3  6  6  2  3  3  6  3  6  3  3  6  4  7  
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TABLE 61:  Q16.  Even if the City and its employees agree upon substantial reductions to employees' compensation and retirement benefits, San José will still face a 

large budget shortfall.  With that in mind, in making decisions about the budget, should the City of San José place a higher priority on:  Reducing existing 
City services to reduce the need to raise additional revenue, including taxes or fees, OR raising additional revenue, including taxes or fees, to reduce the 
need to cut existing City services. 

  
 
  Q24 TYPE OF Q25 Q26 KIDS   
 Q23 YEARS IN SAN JOSE RESIDENCE RESIDENCE AT HOME Q27 EDUCATION Q28 ETHNICITY 
 ----------------------------- ----------- ----------- ----------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------- 
       DETCH MULTI     HS OR SOME COLL POST NON-   NON-    
 Total 0-10 11-20 21-30 31-40 41+ HOUSE UNIT OWN RENT YES NO LESS COLL GRAD GRAD COLL COLL+ WHITE WHITE LATNO ASIAN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 184 210 191 161 151 703 164 672 219 362 533 185 220 351 127 404 477 461 418 187 173 
 
REDUCE SERVICES 45% 43% 43% 48% 48% 45% 44% 49% 47% 40% 45% 46% 38% 45% 50% 47% 42% 49% 48% 43% 36% 45% 
Reduce existing City services 45  43  43  48  48  45  44  49  47  40  45  46  38  45  50  47  42  49  48  43  36  45  
 
RAISE REVENUE 38  43  39  31  40  37  38  39  38  41  40  37  41  33  37  43  37  39  38  39  43  37  
Raising additional revenue 38  43  39  31  40  37  38  39  38  41  40  37  41  33  37  43  37  39  38  39  43  37  
 
BOTH/NEITHER/DK/NA 17  14  18  21  11  18  18  12  16  19  15  17  21  22  13  10  21  13  14  19  21  18  
Both 6  4  5  8  3  6  6  2  6  5  6  5  5  7  5  5  6  5  5  7  6  10  
Neither 7  5  10  9  5  6  8  5  7  8  7  7  9  9  7  2  9  6  6  9  12  6  
DK/NA 4  5  3  4  3  5  4  5  3  6  3  5  7  6  1  3  6  2  4  3  3  2  
 
   Q31 REGSTRD Q33 VOTE  
 Q29 AGE Q30 INCOME TO VOTE PROPENSITY GENDER 
 ----------------------------------------------- ----------------------- ----------- ----------------- ----------- 
          $0- $30K- $60K- $100K    ALMST     
 Total 18-29 30-39 40-49 50-64 65-74 75+ 18-49 50+ $30K $60K $100K + YES NO ALWYS ALL MOST MEN WOMEN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 104 153 198 257 87 62 455 406 160 160 196 148 381 65 390 277 108 433 469 
 
REDUCE SERVICES 45% 32% 50% 46% 46% 48% 44% 44% 46% 42% 42% 46% 47% 43% 43% 46% 45% 50% 50% 40% 
Reduce existing City services 45  32  50  46  46  48  44  44  46  42  42  46  47  43  43  46  45  50  50  40  
 
RAISE REVENUE 38  46  38  35  39  35  40  39  38  39  44  36  44  39  44  39  37  40  34  42  
Raising additional revenue 38  46  38  35  39  35  40  39  38  39  44  36  44  39  44  39  37  40  34  42  
 
BOTH/NEITHER/DK/NA 17  22  12  19  15  16  17  17  15  18  14  17  9  18  12  15  18  10  15  18  
Both 6  6  6  8  3  6  5  7  4  6  4  8  2  6  6  5  7  3  6  5  
Neither 7  13  5  5  8  5  6  7  7  5  7  8  4  8  1  6  9  4  7  8  
DK/NA 4  2  1  6  3  6  6  3  4  7  3  2  2  4  6  4  2  3  3  5  
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TABLE 61:  Q16.  Even if the City and its employees agree upon substantial reductions to employees' compensation and retirement benefits, San José will still face a 

large budget shortfall.  With that in mind, in making decisions about the budget, should the City of San José place a higher priority on:  Reducing existing 
City services to reduce the need to raise additional revenue, including taxes or fees, OR raising additional revenue, including taxes or fees, to reduce the 
need to cut existing City services. 

  
 
 LIKELY    
 VOTER PARTY BY AGE ETHNICITY BY AGE ETHNICITY BY GENDER 
 ----------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------------------- 
    DEM DEM REP REP DTS/O DTS/O WHITE WHITE LATNO LATNO ASIAN ASIAN WHITE WHITE LATNO LATNO ASIAN ASIAN  
 Total YES NO 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 721 181 210 197 69 115 120 70 189 254 115 63 108 59 213 248 90 96 88 85 
 
REDUCE SERVICES 45% 46% 43% 36% 39% 69% 65% 45% 40% 49% 48% 35% 37% 44% 48% 54% 43% 38% 34% 52% 38% 
Reduce existing City services 45  46  43  36  39  69  65  45  40  49  48  35  37  44  48  54  43  38  34  52  38  
 
RAISE REVENUE 38  38  39  47  44  20  25  32  39  38  38  46  43  34  41  33  41  40  46  33  42  
Raising additional revenue 38  38  39  47  44  20  25  32  39  38  38  46  43  34  41  33  41  40  46  33  42  
 
BOTH/NEITHER/DK/NA 17  16  18  17  17  11  10  22  21  13  14  20  20  22  11  13  15  22  20  15  20  
Both 6  6  4  5  5  4  3  12  5  5  4  5  5  14  3  5  4  8  4  9  10  
Neither 7  7  7  8  7  5  3  8  14  6  5  11  11  5  8  5  6  11  14  4  7  
DK/NA 4  3  6  4  5  3  4  2  3  2  5  3  4  3  0  3  5  4  2  1  3  
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TABLE 62:  Q17A.  I am going to read you some statements from people who support the first measure I read to you, the measure that would enact a one-half cent sales 

tax to protect and maintain essential City services like police patrols, fire protection, street repair, parks and libraries.  After hearing each statement, 
please tell me whether you find it very convincing, somewhat convincing, or not convincing as a reason to support such a measure:  Over the past eight years, 
the City has eliminated nearly one thousand full time employee positions to address its budget deficit.  The City cannot make any more cuts to its workforce 
without reducing vital services 

  
 
  Q5/Q6 COMB 1/4 Q7 SALES TAX SUPPORT GIVEN  
 Q5 INITIAL 1/2 CENT SALES TAX VOTE CENT SALES TX VTE EMPLOYEE COMPENSATION CUTS PARTY BY GENDER 
 ----------------------------------------- ----------------- ----------------------------- ----------------------------------- 
  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  M-MRE SW-MR TOTAL TOTAL NO DF DEM DEM REP REP DTS/O DTS/O  
 Total YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD LIKLY LIKLY M-LKY L-LKY DK/NA MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 241 217 129 273 458 402 42 507 370 25 284 169 453 191 259 173 245 101 93 118 82 
 
VERY/SMWT CONVINCING 57% 78% 73% 53% 31% 75% 38% 35% 73% 34% 50% 74% 70% 72% 41% 41% 63% 65% 35% 45% 50% 65% 
Very convincing 23  44  26  14  10  35  11  8  34  9  18  35  21  30  15  17  31  27  8  19  17  29  
Somewhat convincing 33  34  47  38  21  40  26  27  40  25  32  38  49  42  26  24  32  38  27  26  33  37  
 
NOT CONVINCING 30  14  18  33  49  16  44  44  18  46  21  16  19  17  45  40  26  22  55  40  29  23  
Not convincing 30  14  18  33  49  16  44  44  18  46  21  16  19  17  45  40  26  22  55  40  29  23  
 
DON'T BEL/DK/NA 14  9  10  14  20  9  18  21  9  19  29  10  10  10  15  19  11  13  10  14  21  12  
Don't believe 11  6  8  14  18  7  17  11  7  17  16  8  9  9  11  16  8  11  8  13  20  7  
DK/NA 2  3  2  0  2  2  2  10  2  2  12  2  1  2  3  3  3  2  2  2  1  5  
 
 Q18 1/2 CNT SALES Q20 FINAL 1/2 CNT   
 TX VOTE AFTER POS SALES TAX VOTE Q8A INITIAL PARKING TAX VOTE GENDER BY AGE 
 ----------------- ----------------- ------------------------------------------ ----------------------- 
  TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  MEN MEN WOMEN WOMEN  
 Total YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 497 384 21 470 410 22 153 183 180 351 336 532 34 231 187 225 219 
 
VERY/SMWT CONVINCING 57% 80% 29% 15% 80% 31% 43% 71% 70% 56% 44% 70% 48% 60% 58% 46% 61% 61% 
Very convincing 23  37  6  13  37  7  11  38  23  22  17  30  18  30  23  18  25  25  
Somewhat convincing 33  43  23  2  42  24  32  32  46  34  27  40  30  29  35  28  35  36  
 
NOT CONVINCING 30  13  50  40  13  49  36  17  19  35  38  18  37  22  29  38  27  24  
Not convincing 30  13  50  40  13  49  36  17  19  35  38  18  37  22  29  38  27  24  
 
DON'T BEL/DK/NA 14  7  21  44  8  20  21  12  11  9  18  12  15  19  13  16  12  14  
Don't believe 11  6  19  16  6  18  13  9  8  8  16  9  13  18  10  15  10  11  
DK/NA 2  2  2  28  2  3  8  3  3  2  2  3  2  1  3  1  1  3  
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TABLE 62:  Q17A.  I am going to read you some statements from people who support the first measure I read to you, the measure that would enact a one-half cent sales 

tax to protect and maintain essential City services like police patrols, fire protection, street repair, parks and libraries.  After hearing each statement, 
please tell me whether you find it very convincing, somewhat convincing, or not convincing as a reason to support such a measure:  Over the past eight 
years, the City has eliminated nearly one thousand full time employee positions to address its budget deficit.  The City cannot make any more cuts to its 
workforce without reducing vital services 

  
 
  Q22 BUSINESS TAX   
 Q8B INITIAL BUSINESS TAX VOTE AFTER POSITIVES Q9 CARD ROOM PROPOSAL SAMPLE/PHONE TYPE 
 ----------------------------------------- ----------------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------------- 
  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  STR SMWT STR TOTAL TOTAL  VOTER RDD CELL RDD RDD  
 Total YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD SUPPT SUPPT OPPOS SUPPT OPPOS UNDCD LIST SAMP SAMP CELL LAND  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 203 197 157 267 400 424 78 431 434 38 349 187 229 536 306 60 452 393 57 102 348 
 
VERY/SMWT CONVINCING 57% 75% 72% 51% 35% 74% 41% 54% 77% 37% 50% 63% 64% 43% 63% 44% 64% 51% 60% 74% 63% 62% 
Very convincing 23  38  26  17  14  32  15  20  35  12  14  30  20  18  26  18  21  20  25  34  28  25  
Somewhat convincing 33  37  46  34  21  41  26  34  42  25  36  33  44  25  37  26  44  31  35  40  35  36  
 
NOT CONVINCING 30  12  19  31  48  15  42  36  13  46  33  25  24  40  25  40  22  34  26  24  33  23  
Not convincing 30  12  19  31  48  15  42  36  13  46  33  25  24  40  25  40  22  34  26  24  33  23  
 
DON'T BEL/DK/NA 14  13  9  17  17  11  17  10  10  18  17  12  12  16  12  16  14  15  14  2  4  15  
Don't believe 11  10  7  13  16  9  15  8  8  15  11  10  10  16  10  15  8  13  11  2  3  12  
DK/NA 2  3  2  4  1  3  2  2  2  3  6  3  2  1  2  2  6  2  3  0  1  3  
 
  Q21 WASTE DISPSAL Q10 CITY BUDGET  
 Q8C INITIAL WASTE DISPOSAL TAX TX AFTR POS & NEG 12 MONTHS FROM PARTY (COMBINED) 
 ----------------------------------------- ----------------- ----------------------------- ----------------- 
  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  SMWT MUCH TOTAL TOTAL NO DF     
 Total YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD WORSE WORSE WORSE BETTR DK/NA DEM REP DTS/O  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 205 204 148 291 409 439 54 429 450 24 131 83 214 196 56 417 195 201 
 
VERY/SMWT CONVINCING 57% 68% 70% 52% 42% 69% 45% 57% 72% 43% 43% 49% 42% 46% 70% 47% 64% 40% 56% 
Very convincing 23  35  25  16  17  30  17  20  30  17  20  18  25  21  28  20  28  13  22  
Somewhat convincing 33  32  45  36  24  39  28  37  42  26  23  30  18  25  42  27  36  27  34  
 
NOT CONVINCING 30  17  20  30  45  19  40  27  18  40  42  38  35  37  18  37  23  48  26  
Not convincing 30  17  20  30  45  19  40  27  18  40  42  38  35  37  18  37  23  48  26  
 
DON'T BEL/DK/NA 14  15  10  17  14  12  15  16  10  17  15  13  22  16  12  16  12  12  18  
Don't believe 11  11  7  14  13  9  13  13  8  15  8  9  21  14  11  5  10  10  15  
DK/NA 2  4  2  3  1  3  2  3  2  2  7  4  1  3  1  10  2  2  3  
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TABLE 62:  Q17A.  I am going to read you some statements from people who support the first measure I read to you, the measure that would enact a one-half cent sales 

tax to protect and maintain essential City services like police patrols, fire protection, street repair, parks and libraries.  After hearing each statement, 
please tell me whether you find it very convincing, somewhat convincing, or not convincing as a reason to support such a measure:  Over the past eight 
years, the City has eliminated nearly one thousand full time employee positions to address its budget deficit.  The City cannot make any more cuts to its 
workforce without reducing vital services 

  
 
 Q11 FEELINGS ABOUT Q15 FIRST CHOICE Q16 RDC SRV  
 THE CITY BUDGET PRT/BDGT SHRTFLL /RAISG REV CITY COUNCIL DISTRICT 
 ----------------------------- ------------------ ----------- ----------------------------------------------------------- 
  SMWT VERY TOTAL TOTAL NTRL/ REDCE REDCE RAISE REDCE RAISE            
 Total NEG NEG NEG POS DK/NA COMP SRVCS RVNUE SRVCS RVNUE 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 113 91 204 107 125 368 185 228 408 344 63 99 60 70 41 95 61 95 106 100 
 
VERY/SMWT CONVINCING 57% 54% 42% 49% 75% 54% 46% 47% 80% 47% 72% 61% 64% 57% 62% 53% 48% 53% 51% 59% 55% 
Very convincing 23  17  20  19  27  25  19  17  37  15  34  26  32  15  23  19  18  29  22  31  18  
Somewhat convincing 33  36  22  30  48  29  28  30  43  32  38  35  31  42  39  34  31  24  29  28  36  
 
NOT CONVINCING 30  30  43  36  21  29  37  35  13  37  18  26  27  34  23  26  37  33  39  23  27  
Not convincing 30  30  43  36  21  29  37  35  13  37  18  26  27  34  23  26  37  33  39  23  27  
 
DON'T BEL/DK/NA 14  16  15  16  4  17  16  17  7  16  10  13  9  9  15  21  15  15  10  18  19  
Don't believe 11  15  14  15  4  11  15  15  7  15  8  10  8  7  11  15  14  12  9  16  15  
DK/NA 2  1  0  1  0  5  2  3  1  1  2  3  2  2  4  6  1  2  1  2  4  
 
 VOTER SALES TAX TARGETS BUSINESS TAX TARGETS WASTE DISPOSAL TARGETS 
 ----------- ----------------------------------------- ----------------------------- ----------------------------- 
   NON- CONS CONS  POS NEG COST COMP CONS CONS  POS NEG CONS CONS  POS NEG  
 Total VOTER VOTER YES NO SWING MOVER MOVER P-MVR P-MVR YES NO SWING MOVER MOVER YES NO SWING MOVER MOVER  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 833 69 378 320 204 88 75 61 136 308 322 272 123 112 310 336 256 118 113 
 
VERY/SMWT CONVINCING 57% 57% 58% 82% 28% 55% 74% 40% 54% 56% 80% 33% 58% 70% 49% 73% 38% 61% 69% 57% 
Very convincing 23  23  25  39  5  23  32  17  20  17  36  11  23  32  16  31  14  26  27  25  
Somewhat convincing 33  34  33  43  23  33  42  23  34  39  44  22  35  37  33  42  24  36  43  31  
 
NOT CONVINCING 30  30  24  10  50  32  21  44  39  31  11  48  29  19  38  16  44  27  23  29  
Not convincing 30  30  24  10  50  32  21  44  39  31  11  48  29  19  38  16  44  27  23  29  
 
DON'T BEL/DK/NA 14  13  19  8  21  12  4  16  7  13  9  19  13  12  13  11  18  11  8  15  
Don't believe 11  11  16  6  20  8  3  11  7  13  7  17  10  10  10  8  16  10  8  13  
DK/NA 2  2  2  2  2  5  1  5  0  0  2  2  3  1  3  3  2  1  0  1  
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TABLE 62:  Q17A.  I am going to read you some statements from people who support the first measure I read to you, the measure that would enact a one-half cent sales 

tax to protect and maintain essential City services like police patrols, fire protection, street repair, parks and libraries.  After hearing each statement, 
please tell me whether you find it very convincing, somewhat convincing, or not convincing as a reason to support such a measure:  Over the past eight 
years, the City has eliminated nearly one thousand full time employee positions to address its budget deficit.  The City cannot make any more cuts to its 
workforce without reducing vital services 

  
 
  Q24 TYPE OF Q25 Q26 KIDS   
 Q23 YEARS IN SAN JOSE RESIDENCE RESIDENCE AT HOME Q27 EDUCATION Q28 ETHNICITY 
 ----------------------------- ----------- ----------- ----------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------- 
       DETCH MULTI     HS OR SOME COLL POST NON-   NON-    
 Total 0-10 11-20 21-30 31-40 41+ HOUSE UNIT OWN RENT YES NO LESS COLL GRAD GRAD COLL COLL+ WHITE WHITE LATNO ASIAN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 184 210 191 161 151 703 164 672 219 362 533 185 220 351 127 404 477 461 418 187 173 
 
VERY/SMWT CONVINCING 57% 62% 53% 60% 50% 58% 57% 55% 56% 59% 57% 57% 51% 63% 55% 60% 58% 57% 59% 55% 61% 49% 
Very convincing 23  29  23  18  19  27  23  23  22  25  25  22  21  25  21  29  23  23  23  24  28  18  
Somewhat convincing 33  34  30  42  31  32  34  32  34  33  32  35  30  38  34  31  34  33  36  31  34  30  
 
NOT CONVINCING 30  26  32  30  30  29  30  29  31  26  29  29  30  23  33  27  26  31  28  30  25  35  
Not convincing 30  26  32  30  30  29  30  29  31  26  29  29  30  23  33  27  26  31  28  30  25  35  
 
DON'T BEL/DK/NA 14  12  15  10  20  13  13  16  13  15  14  14  19  14  12  13  16  12  13  15  14  17  
Don't believe 11  9  13  9  17  10  11  14  12  12  11  12  14  11  11  11  12  11  12  11  10  13  
DK/NA 2  3  2  1  2  3  2  2  2  4  3  2  5  3  1  2  4  1  1  4  4  4  
 
   Q31 REGSTRD Q33 VOTE  
 Q29 AGE Q30 INCOME TO VOTE PROPENSITY GENDER 
 ----------------------------------------------- ----------------------- ----------- ----------------- ----------- 
          $0- $30K- $60K- $100K    ALMST     
 Total 18-29 30-39 40-49 50-64 65-74 75+ 18-49 50+ $30K $60K $100K + YES NO ALWYS ALL MOST MEN WOMEN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 104 153 198 257 87 62 455 406 160 160 196 148 381 65 390 277 108 433 469 
 
VERY/SMWT CONVINCING 57% 62% 57% 61% 54% 58% 51% 60% 54% 48% 57% 64% 59% 63% 61% 53% 60% 58% 53% 60% 
Very convincing 23  30  26  20  21  25  22  24  22  21  23  23  30  26  26  22  24  25  21  25  
Somewhat convincing 33  31  32  40  33  33  29  35  33  28  34  41  29  36  35  31  36  33  31  35  
 
NOT CONVINCING 30  27  32  25  31  29  33  28  31  35  29  26  26  26  23  33  29  25  33  26  
Not convincing 30  27  32  25  31  29  33  28  31  35  29  26  26  26  23  33  29  25  33  26  
 
DON'T BEL/DK/NA 14  11  11  14  16  13  15  12  15  16  15  10  15  12  16  14  11  16  14  14  
Don't believe 11  9  11  10  14  10  10  10  13  13  13  8  14  9  14  12  9  15  12  11  
DK/NA 2  2  0  4  1  3  5  2  2  4  2  3  2  2  2  2  2  2  2  3  
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TABLE 62:  Q17A.  I am going to read you some statements from people who support the first measure I read to you, the measure that would enact a one-half cent sales 

tax to protect and maintain essential City services like police patrols, fire protection, street repair, parks and libraries.  After hearing each statement, 
please tell me whether you find it very convincing, somewhat convincing, or not convincing as a reason to support such a measure:  Over the past eight 
years, the City has eliminated nearly one thousand full time employee positions to address its budget deficit.  The City cannot make any more cuts to its 
workforce without reducing vital services 

  
 
 LIKELY    
 VOTER PARTY BY AGE ETHNICITY BY AGE ETHNICITY BY GENDER 
 ----------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------------------- 
    DEM DEM REP REP DTS/O DTS/O WHITE WHITE LATNO LATNO ASIAN ASIAN WHITE WHITE LATNO LATNO ASIAN ASIAN  
 Total YES NO 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 721 181 210 197 69 115 120 70 189 254 115 63 108 59 213 248 90 96 88 85 
 
VERY/SMWT CONVINCING 57% 56% 58% 67% 62% 35% 43% 59% 53% 63% 57% 63% 63% 54% 38% 54% 63% 61% 62% 46% 52% 
Very convincing 23  23  25  30  26  7  17  25  18  24  22  30  25  17  17  22  23  29  26  15  22  
Somewhat convincing 33  34  33  37  36  28  26  34  35  38  35  33  38  37  21  32  40  32  36  31  30  
 
NOT CONVINCING 30  31  25  23  23  51  45  25  26  28  28  25  22  29  45  33  24  25  24  36  33  
Not convincing 30  31  25  23  23  51  45  25  26  28  28  25  22  29  45  33  24  25  24  36  33  
 
DON'T BEL/DK/NA 14  13  17  10  15  14  11  16  21  9  15  13  15  17  17  12  13  14  14  18  16  
Don't believe 11  11  14  8  13  11  10  13  18  9  13  7  13  14  11  12  11  6  13  16  9  
DK/NA 2  2  3  2  2  3  2  3  2  0  1  6  2  3  6  0  2  8  1  1  6  
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TABLE 63:  Q17B.  I am going to read you some statements from people who support the first measure I read to you, the measure that would enact a one-half cent sales 

tax to protect and maintain essential City services like police patrols, fire protection, street repair, parks and libraries.  After hearing each statement, 
please tell me whether you find it very convincing, somewhat convincing, or not convincing as a reason to support such a measure:  To help address the City's 
budget deficit, City employees are in discussions with the City to voluntarily reduce their compensation by five percent even in these difficult economic 
times.  This ballot measure is needed to fill the rest of the budget gap and avoid drastic cuts to services 

  
 
  Q5/Q6 COMB 1/4 Q7 SALES TAX SUPPORT GIVEN  
 Q5 INITIAL 1/2 CENT SALES TAX VOTE CENT SALES TX VTE EMPLOYEE COMPENSATION CUTS PARTY BY GENDER 
 ----------------------------------------- ----------------- ----------------------------- ----------------------------------- 
  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  M-MRE SW-MR TOTAL TOTAL NO DF DEM DEM REP REP DTS/O DTS/O  
 Total YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD LIKLY LIKLY M-LKY L-LKY DK/NA MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 241 217 129 273 458 402 42 507 370 25 284 169 453 191 259 173 245 101 93 118 82 
 
VERY/SMWT CONVINCING 62% 82% 77% 59% 36% 79% 44% 52% 77% 41% 74% 82% 78% 81% 46% 42% 65% 71% 43% 56% 55% 68% 
Very convincing 25  47  26  12  13  37  13  7  35  12  11  43  22  35  15  14  34  29  9  14  27  23  
Somewhat convincing 37  34  51  47  23  42  31  44  42  29  62  39  57  46  31  28  31  42  34  42  28  45  
 
NOT CONVINCING 28  11  18  31  49  14  43  42  16  45  20  14  17  15  39  43  28  23  45  36  31  20  
Not convincing 28  11  18  31  49  14  43  42  16  45  20  14  17  15  39  43  28  23  45  36  31  20  
 
DON'T BEL/DK/NA 9  7  5  10  15  6  13  6  6  14  7  4  4  4  15  15  7  6  12  8  14  12  
Don't believe 6  4  2  7  12  3  10  3  4  11  2  3  4  3  11  9  2  5  10  8  11  6  
DK/NA 3  3  3  3  3  3  3  4  3  3  5  1  1  1  4  6  5  1  2  1  3  5  
 
 Q18 1/2 CNT SALES Q20 FINAL 1/2 CNT   
 TX VOTE AFTER POS SALES TAX VOTE Q8A INITIAL PARKING TAX VOTE GENDER BY AGE 
 ----------------- ----------------- ------------------------------------------ ----------------------- 
  TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  MEN MEN WOMEN WOMEN  
 Total YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 497 384 21 470 410 22 153 183 180 351 336 532 34 231 187 225 219 
 
VERY/SMWT CONVINCING 62% 81% 39% 44% 81% 40% 67% 80% 74% 62% 49% 77% 53% 63% 61% 54% 68% 65% 
Very convincing 25  37  10  11  37  12  4  41  30  20  19  35  19  18  28  23  25  23  
Somewhat convincing 37  44  28  34  44  28  63  39  44  42  30  42  34  45  33  31  43  43  
 
NOT CONVINCING 28  13  48  29  13  46  26  15  17  28  39  17  35  35  29  35  27  23  
Not convincing 28  13  48  29  13  46  26  15  17  28  39  17  35  35  29  35  27  23  
 
DON'T BEL/DK/NA 9  5  14  27  6  14  7  5  9  10  13  7  12  2  10  11  6  12  
Don't believe 6  3  11  5  3  10  0  4  5  6  10  4  8  0  5  9  4  9  
DK/NA 3  2  3  22  2  3  7  1  4  4  3  2  3  2  5  2  2  3  
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TABLE 63:  Q17B.  I am going to read you some statements from people who support the first measure I read to you, the measure that would enact a one-half cent sales 

tax to protect and maintain essential City services like police patrols, fire protection, street repair, parks and libraries.  After hearing each statement, 
please tell me whether you find it very convincing, somewhat convincing, or not convincing as a reason to support such a measure:  To help address the 
City's budget deficit, City employees are in discussions with the City to voluntarily reduce their compensation by five percent even in these difficult 
economic times.  This ballot measure is needed to fill the rest of the budget gap and avoid drastic cuts to services 

  
 
  Q22 BUSINESS TAX   
 Q8B INITIAL BUSINESS TAX VOTE AFTER POSITIVES Q9 CARD ROOM PROPOSAL SAMPLE/PHONE TYPE 
 ----------------------------------------- ----------------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------------- 
  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  STR SMWT STR TOTAL TOTAL  VOTER RDD CELL RDD RDD  
 Total YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD SUPPT SUPPT OPPOS SUPPT OPPOS UNDCD LIST SAMP SAMP CELL LAND  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 203 197 157 267 400 424 78 431 434 38 349 187 229 536 306 60 452 393 57 102 348 
 
VERY/SMWT CONVINCING 62% 79% 79% 59% 43% 79% 49% 49% 80% 44% 63% 68% 68% 52% 68% 52% 62% 59% 64% 73% 61% 67% 
Very convincing 25  44  25  16  16  35  16  23  36  15  16  33  17  24  28  21  21  21  27  37  34  27  
Somewhat convincing 37  35  53  44  27  44  33  27  44  29  46  35  52  29  41  31  41  38  37  36  27  40  
 
NOT CONVINCING 28  14  17  31  45  15  40  33  13  44  23  22  24  38  23  37  31  32  25  21  24  24  
Not convincing 28  14  17  31  45  15  40  33  13  44  23  22  24  38  23  37  31  32  25  21  24  24  
 
DON'T BEL/DK/NA 9  8  5  9  12  6  11  18  7  12  15  9  8  10  9  11  7  9  11  5  15  9  
Don't believe 6  7  3  7  9  5  8  7  4  9  0  6  4  9  5  9  3  7  6  3  10  5  
DK/NA 3  1  2  3  3  2  3  11  3  2  15  3  4  1  4  2  5  2  5  2  5  4  
 
  Q21 WASTE DISPSAL Q10 CITY BUDGET  
 Q8C INITIAL WASTE DISPOSAL TAX TX AFTR POS & NEG 12 MONTHS FROM PARTY (COMBINED) 
 ----------------------------------------- ----------------- ----------------------------- ----------------- 
  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  SMWT MUCH TOTAL TOTAL NO DF     
 Total YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD WORSE WORSE WORSE BETTR DK/NA DEM REP DTS/O  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 205 204 148 291 409 439 54 429 450 24 131 83 214 196 56 417 195 201 
 
VERY/SMWT CONVINCING 62% 71% 74% 61% 47% 73% 52% 65% 76% 49% 65% 56% 52% 55% 74% 44% 69% 49% 60% 
Very convincing 25  39  24  19  19  32  19  20  31  19  29  24  31  27  28  19  31  11  25  
Somewhat convincing 37  33  50  42  28  41  33  44  45  30  35  32  21  28  47  25  38  37  35  
 
NOT CONVINCING 28  22  16  29  42  19  38  26  17  39  17  31  36  33  20  42  25  41  26  
Not convincing 28  22  16  29  42  19  38  26  17  39  17  31  36  33  20  42  25  41  26  
 
DON'T BEL/DK/NA 9  7  10  10  11  8  11  9  6  12  18  12  12  12  6  15  6  10  13  
Don't believe 6  6  3  6  9  5  8  7  3  10  13  6  8  6  4  5  4  9  9  
DK/NA 3  1  6  4  2  4  3  2  3  3  5  7  5  6  1  9  3  1  4  
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TABLE 63:  Q17B.  I am going to read you some statements from people who support the first measure I read to you, the measure that would enact a one-half cent sales 

tax to protect and maintain essential City services like police patrols, fire protection, street repair, parks and libraries.  After hearing each statement, 
please tell me whether you find it very convincing, somewhat convincing, or not convincing as a reason to support such a measure:  To help address the 
City's budget deficit, City employees are in discussions with the City to voluntarily reduce their compensation by five percent even in these difficult 
economic times.  This ballot measure is needed to fill the rest of the budget gap and avoid drastic cuts to services 

  
 
 Q11 FEELINGS ABOUT Q15 FIRST CHOICE Q16 RDC SRV  
 THE CITY BUDGET PRT/BDGT SHRTFLL /RAISG REV CITY COUNCIL DISTRICT 
 ----------------------------- ------------------ ----------- ----------------------------------------------------------- 
  SMWT VERY TOTAL TOTAL NTRL/ REDCE REDCE RAISE REDCE RAISE            
 Total NEG NEG NEG POS DK/NA COMP SRVCS RVNUE SRVCS RVNUE 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 113 91 204 107 125 368 185 228 408 344 63 99 60 70 41 95 61 95 106 100 
 
VERY/SMWT CONVINCING 62% 65% 45% 56% 82% 57% 56% 55% 79% 53% 78% 70% 61% 68% 59% 50% 61% 62% 61% 70% 66% 
Very convincing 25  19  18  18  26  30  23  18  39  19  36  21  31  32  19  22  21  25  24  33  23  
Somewhat convincing 37  46  27  38  56  27  33  37  40  35  42  50  31  36  39  28  40  37  37  37  43  
 
NOT CONVINCING 28  26  37  31  15  35  35  32  14  36  18  20  31  24  30  38  36  24  33  22  24  
Not convincing 28  26  37  31  15  35  35  32  14  36  18  20  31  24  30  38  36  24  33  22  24  
 
DON'T BEL/DK/NA 9  10  17  13  3  8  9  13  7  11  4  9  7  7  11  12  3  14  6  8  9  
Don't believe 6  8  17  12  3  5  8  8  5  9  3  9  5  1  10  5  2  11  6  6  6  
DK/NA 3  2  1  2  0  3  2  5  2  2  1  0  2  6  1  7  1  3  0  3  3  
 
 VOTER SALES TAX TARGETS BUSINESS TAX TARGETS WASTE DISPOSAL TARGETS 
 ----------- ----------------------------------------- ----------------------------- ----------------------------- 
   NON- CONS CONS  POS NEG COST COMP CONS CONS  POS NEG CONS CONS  POS NEG  
 Total VOTER VOTER YES NO SWING MOVER MOVER P-MVR P-MVR YES NO SWING MOVER MOVER YES NO SWING MOVER MOVER  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 833 69 378 320 204 88 75 61 136 308 322 272 123 112 310 336 256 118 113 
 
VERY/SMWT CONVINCING 62% 62% 66% 83% 36% 64% 74% 57% 57% 63% 82% 39% 66% 75% 59% 76% 44% 70% 77% 63% 
Very convincing 25  25  25  40  9  22  26  26  22  22  37  10  29  33  29  31  16  29  31  28  
Somewhat convincing 37  37  41  44  27  42  48  31  35  41  46  29  37  42  30  45  28  40  46  35  
 
NOT CONVINCING 28  29  23  11  49  27  22  34  33  29  13  49  22  14  30  17  44  21  18  25  
Not convincing 28  29  23  11  49  27  22  34  33  29  13  49  22  14  30  17  44  21  18  25  
 
DON'T BEL/DK/NA 9  9  11  6  15  8  4  9  10  8  5  12  12  12  11  7  12  9  5  12  
Don't believe 6  6  7  4  12  2  1  4  5  7  3  9  6  6  10  3  10  6  2  9  
DK/NA 3  3  5  2  2  6  3  5  5  1  1  3  5  6  1  4  3  3  3  2  
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TABLE 63:  Q17B.  I am going to read you some statements from people who support the first measure I read to you, the measure that would enact a one-half cent sales 

tax to protect and maintain essential City services like police patrols, fire protection, street repair, parks and libraries.  After hearing each statement, 
please tell me whether you find it very convincing, somewhat convincing, or not convincing as a reason to support such a measure:  To help address the 
City's budget deficit, City employees are in discussions with the City to voluntarily reduce their compensation by five percent even in these difficult 
economic times.  This ballot measure is needed to fill the rest of the budget gap and avoid drastic cuts to services 

  
 
  Q24 TYPE OF Q25 Q26 KIDS   
 Q23 YEARS IN SAN JOSE RESIDENCE RESIDENCE AT HOME Q27 EDUCATION Q28 ETHNICITY 
 ----------------------------- ----------- ----------- ----------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------- 
       DETCH MULTI     HS OR SOME COLL POST NON-   NON-    
 Total 0-10 11-20 21-30 31-40 41+ HOUSE UNIT OWN RENT YES NO LESS COLL GRAD GRAD COLL COLL+ WHITE WHITE LATNO ASIAN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 184 210 191 161 151 703 164 672 219 362 533 185 220 351 127 404 477 461 418 187 173 
 
VERY/SMWT CONVINCING 62% 64% 63% 60% 60% 65% 62% 63% 61% 65% 65% 61% 60% 65% 60% 72% 62% 63% 62% 64% 69% 59% 
Very convincing 25  27  21  27  23  27  24  26  23  29  27  24  27  23  24  31  25  26  23  27  26  23  
Somewhat convincing 37  36  42  33  37  38  38  36  38  36  38  37  32  42  36  41  37  38  38  38  43  36  
 
NOT CONVINCING 28  26  30  32  27  24  29  25  30  22  27  29  28  25  32  22  26  29  30  26  24  25  
Not convincing 28  26  30  32  27  24  29  25  30  22  27  29  28  25  32  22  26  29  30  26  24  25  
 
DON'T BEL/DK/NA 9  10  7  8  13  11  9  12  8  13  8  10  13  10  8  6  11  8  8  10  7  16  
Don't believe 6  4  5  5  9  10  7  7  6  8  5  8  4  8  7  5  6  6  7  6  3  11  
DK/NA 3  6  2  2  3  2  2  5  2  5  4  2  8  2  2  1  5  1  2  4  4  5  
 
   Q31 REGSTRD Q33 VOTE  
 Q29 AGE Q30 INCOME TO VOTE PROPENSITY GENDER 
 ----------------------------------------------- ----------------------- ----------- ----------------- ----------- 
          $0- $30K- $60K- $100K    ALMST     
 Total 18-29 30-39 40-49 50-64 65-74 75+ 18-49 50+ $30K $60K $100K + YES NO ALWYS ALL MOST MEN WOMEN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 104 153 198 257 87 62 455 406 160 160 196 148 381 65 390 277 108 433 469 
 
VERY/SMWT CONVINCING 62% 66% 62% 65% 58% 63% 64% 64% 60% 53% 68% 64% 62% 65% 69% 59% 65% 65% 58% 66% 
Very convincing 25  33  22  27  23  22  24  27  23  25  24  26  24  29  26  25  22  29  26  24  
Somewhat convincing 37  33  40  39  35  40  41  38  37  28  44  39  38  36  44  35  43  36  32  42  
 
NOT CONVINCING 28  27  32  25  28  30  30  28  29  30  26  30  27  25  19  32  26  27  32  25  
Not convincing 28  27  32  25  28  30  30  28  29  30  26  30  27  25  19  32  26  27  32  25  
 
DON'T BEL/DK/NA 9  7  6  10  14  7  5  8  11  17  6  6  11  10  11  9  9  8  10  9  
Don't believe 6  3  4  5  11  6  5  4  9  10  5  2  10  6  7  6  7  7  7  6  
DK/NA 3  4  2  4  3  1  0  3  2  7  1  3  1  4  4  3  2  1  4  3  



FAIRBANK, MASLIN, MAULLIN, METZ & ASSOCIATES 
2010 CITY OF SAN JOSÉ COMMUNITY BUDGET SURVEY - 320-422 - (JANUARY 13-21, 2010) 

311 

 
TABLE 63:  Q17B.  I am going to read you some statements from people who support the first measure I read to you, the measure that would enact a one-half cent sales 

tax to protect and maintain essential City services like police patrols, fire protection, street repair, parks and libraries.  After hearing each statement, 
please tell me whether you find it very convincing, somewhat convincing, or not convincing as a reason to support such a measure:  To help address the 
City's budget deficit, City employees are in discussions with the City to voluntarily reduce their compensation by five percent even in these difficult 
economic times.  This ballot measure is needed to fill the rest of the budget gap and avoid drastic cuts to services 

  
 
 LIKELY    
 VOTER PARTY BY AGE ETHNICITY BY AGE ETHNICITY BY GENDER 
 ----------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------------------- 
    DEM DEM REP REP DTS/O DTS/O WHITE WHITE LATNO LATNO ASIAN ASIAN WHITE WHITE LATNO LATNO ASIAN ASIAN  
 Total YES NO 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 721 181 210 197 69 115 120 70 189 254 115 63 108 59 213 248 90 96 88 85 
 
VERY/SMWT CONVINCING 62% 62% 64% 71% 66% 46% 49% 61% 62% 62% 62% 69% 69% 64% 48% 57% 66% 68% 70% 58% 59% 
Very convincing 25  23  31  32  29  7  14  28  20  24  24  28  23  27  13  23  24  31  22  27  18  
Somewhat convincing 37  38  33  39  37  39  35  33  43  38  38  41  46  37  34  34  43  37  48  31  41  
 
NOT CONVINCING 28  30  23  24  25  45  39  28  23  31  29  23  24  24  28  34  26  24  25  26  24  
Not convincing 28  30  23  24  25  45  39  28  23  31  29  23  24  24  28  34  26  24  25  26  24  
 
DON'T BEL/DK/NA 9  9  13  4  9  9  12  12  15  7  10  8  7  12  24  9  8  9  5  15  17  
Don't believe 6  6  7  2  6  6  11  7  12  5  9  3  3  7  19  8  6  2  3  12  10  
DK/NA 3  2  6  3  3  3  1  5  3  2  1  5  3  6  5  2  1  6  2  4  7  
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TABLE 64:  Q17C.  I am going to read you some statements from people who support the first measure I read to you, the measure that would enact a one-half cent sales 

tax to protect and maintain essential City services like police patrols, fire protection, street repair, parks and libraries.  After hearing each statement, 
please tell me whether you find it very convincing, somewhat convincing, or not convincing as a reason to support such a measure:  This measure would create 
guaranteed local funding for our vital city services that cannot be taken by Sacramento, ensuring our tax dollars are spent locally for San José residents 

  
 
  Q5/Q6 COMB 1/4 Q7 SALES TAX SUPPORT GIVEN  
 Q5 INITIAL 1/2 CENT SALES TAX VOTE CENT SALES TX VTE EMPLOYEE COMPENSATION CUTS PARTY BY GENDER 
 ----------------------------------------- ----------------- ----------------------------- ----------------------------------- 
  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  M-MRE SW-MR TOTAL TOTAL NO DF DEM DEM REP REP DTS/O DTS/O  
 Total YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD LIKLY LIKLY M-LKY L-LKY DK/NA MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 241 217 129 273 458 402 42 507 370 25 284 169 453 191 259 173 245 101 93 118 82 
 
VERY/SMWT CONVINCING 63% 87% 82% 48% 35% 85% 39% 48% 82% 37% 53% 82% 74% 79% 46% 47% 70% 69% 44% 55% 58% 64% 
Very convincing 30  59  35  11  11  47  11  11  44  11  14  50  27  42  16  18  42  33  11  16  25  34  
Somewhat convincing 33  28  47  38  23  37  28  36  38  26  40  31  47  37  30  29  27  36  33  40  33  30  
 
NOT CONVINCING 26  6  11  41  45  9  43  38  11  45  36  13  18  15  35  37  21  19  44  35  25  25  
Not convincing 26  6  11  41  45  9  43  38  11  45  36  13  18  15  35  37  21  19  44  35  25  25  
 
DON'T BEL/DK/NA 12  7  6  11  20  6  17  15  7  18  11  5  8  6  19  16  10  12  13  9  17  11  
Don't believe 10  4  5  8  19  4  16  8  5  17  2  4  6  5  18  12  9  8  12  8  16  7  
DK/NA 2  3  2  3  1  2  2  7  2  2  9  1  2  1  1  4  1  3  1  2  1  5  
 
 Q18 1/2 CNT SALES Q20 FINAL 1/2 CNT   
 TX VOTE AFTER POS SALES TAX VOTE Q8A INITIAL PARKING TAX VOTE GENDER BY AGE 
 ----------------- ----------------- ------------------------------------------ ----------------------- 
  TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  MEN MEN WOMEN WOMEN  
 Total YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 497 384 21 470 410 22 153 183 180 351 336 532 34 231 187 225 219 
 
VERY/SMWT CONVINCING 63% 85% 34% 55% 85% 37% 67% 75% 77% 62% 49% 76% 53% 74% 63% 59% 66% 61% 
Very convincing 30  47  8  15  46  12  6  45  39  23  21  42  22  27  32  27  26  33  
Somewhat convincing 33  39  26  40  39  25  61  30  38  39  28  34  31  47  32  31  40  29  
 
NOT CONVINCING 26  9  47  23  9  45  18  19  13  28  34  16  32  20  27  26  23  27  
Not convincing 26  9  47  23  9  45  18  19  13  28  34  16  32  20  27  26  23  27  
 
DON'T BEL/DK/NA 12  5  19  22  6  18  16  6  9  10  17  8  15  6  9  16  10  12  
Don't believe 10  4  17  0  4  16  5  4  7  7  15  6  12  3  8  14  8  8  
DK/NA 2  1  3  22  2  2  10  2  2  3  2  2  2  2  1  1  3  4  
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TABLE 64:  Q17C.  I am going to read you some statements from people who support the first measure I read to you, the measure that would enact a one-half cent sales 

tax to protect and maintain essential City services like police patrols, fire protection, street repair, parks and libraries.  After hearing each statement, 
please tell me whether you find it very convincing, somewhat convincing, or not convincing as a reason to support such a measure:  This measure would create 
guaranteed local funding for our vital city services that cannot be taken by Sacramento, ensuring our tax dollars are spent locally for San José residents 

  
 
  Q22 BUSINESS TAX   
 Q8B INITIAL BUSINESS TAX VOTE AFTER POSITIVES Q9 CARD ROOM PROPOSAL SAMPLE/PHONE TYPE 
 ----------------------------------------- ----------------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------------- 
  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  STR SMWT STR TOTAL TOTAL  VOTER RDD CELL RDD RDD  
 Total YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD SUPPT SUPPT OPPOS SUPPT OPPOS UNDCD LIST SAMP SAMP CELL LAND  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 203 197 157 267 400 424 78 431 434 38 349 187 229 536 306 60 452 393 57 102 348 
 
VERY/SMWT CONVINCING 63% 82% 76% 60% 41% 79% 48% 57% 80% 46% 65% 69% 64% 53% 67% 54% 69% 58% 67% 68% 65% 68% 
Very convincing 30  52  34  25  15  43  19  22  42  17  26  41  19  25  33  24  26  28  31  36  33  31  
Somewhat convincing 33  31  43  35  26  37  30  35  37  28  39  28  45  28  34  30  43  30  37  31  31  37  
 
NOT CONVINCING 26  11  14  27  42  13  37  30  12  38  28  21  24  34  22  33  18  29  23  15  21  22  
Not convincing 26  11  14  27  42  13  37  30  12  38  28  21  24  34  22  33  18  29  23  15  21  22  
 
DON'T BEL/DK/NA 12  6  9  13  17  8  15  13  8  16  7  10  12  14  11  13  14  13  10  17  14  10  
Don't believe 10  5  7  12  15  6  14  5  6  14  1  7  10  12  8  12  11  11  7  12  9  8  
DK/NA 2  1  3  1  1  2  1  8  2  2  6  3  2  2  3  1  3  1  3  5  5  2  
 
  Q21 WASTE DISPSAL Q10 CITY BUDGET  
 Q8C INITIAL WASTE DISPOSAL TAX TX AFTR POS & NEG 12 MONTHS FROM PARTY (COMBINED) 
 ----------------------------------------- ----------------- ----------------------------- ----------------- 
  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  SMWT MUCH TOTAL TOTAL NO DF     
 Total YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD WORSE WORSE WORSE BETTR DK/NA DEM REP DTS/O  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 205 204 148 291 409 439 54 429 450 24 131 83 214 196 56 417 195 201 
 
VERY/SMWT CONVINCING 63% 76% 75% 61% 45% 76% 51% 63% 77% 50% 54% 50% 59% 54% 77% 60% 69% 49% 61% 
Very convincing 30  45  30  25  20  38  22  32  38  21  34  17  40  26  31  25  37  13  29  
Somewhat convincing 33  31  45  36  25  38  29  31  39  29  20  33  20  28  45  34  32  36  32  
 
NOT CONVINCING 26  14  17  28  38  16  34  27  15  35  36  31  26  29  16  31  20  40  25  
Not convincing 26  14  17  28  38  16  34  27  15  35  36  31  26  29  16  31  20  40  25  
 
DON'T BEL/DK/NA 12  9  8  11  17  9  15  10  9  15  10  19  15  17  7  9  11  11  15  
Don't believe 10  8  6  8  15  7  12  8  6  13  7  14  13  14  5  3  8  10  12  
DK/NA 2  1  2  3  2  2  2  2  2  2  3  5  2  3  2  6  2  1  3  
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TABLE 64:  Q17C.  I am going to read you some statements from people who support the first measure I read to you, the measure that would enact a one-half cent sales 

tax to protect and maintain essential City services like police patrols, fire protection, street repair, parks and libraries.  After hearing each statement, 
please tell me whether you find it very convincing, somewhat convincing, or not convincing as a reason to support such a measure:  This measure would create 
guaranteed local funding for our vital city services that cannot be taken by Sacramento, ensuring our tax dollars are spent locally for San José residents 

  
 
 Q11 FEELINGS ABOUT Q15 FIRST CHOICE Q16 RDC SRV  
 THE CITY BUDGET PRT/BDGT SHRTFLL /RAISG REV CITY COUNCIL DISTRICT 
 ----------------------------- ------------------ ----------- ----------------------------------------------------------- 
  SMWT VERY TOTAL TOTAL NTRL/ REDCE REDCE RAISE REDCE RAISE            
 Total NEG NEG NEG POS DK/NA COMP SRVCS RVNUE SRVCS RVNUE 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 113 91 204 107 125 368 185 228 408 344 63 99 60 70 41 95 61 95 106 100 
 
VERY/SMWT CONVINCING 63% 64% 36% 51% 78% 63% 55% 54% 82% 54% 77% 70% 65% 59% 60% 66% 59% 76% 62% 67% 59% 
Very convincing 30  26  19  23  39  39  25  20  49  21  42  34  42  32  23  33  27  42  29  27  22  
Somewhat convincing 33  38  17  29  40  24  30  34  33  34  34  36  24  27  37  32  32  35  33  39  36  
 
NOT CONVINCING 26  26  45  34  15  27  33  28  11  31  16  23  21  31  27  19  33  19  28  17  28  
Not convincing 26  26  45  34  15  27  33  28  11  31  16  23  21  31  27  19  33  19  28  17  28  
 
DON'T BEL/DK/NA 12  10  20  15  7  10  12  17  7  15  7  7  14  10  13  15  8  5  10  16  13  
Don't believe 10  10  18  14  5  9  10  14  5  13  5  5  11  3  12  15  7  2  10  15  11  
DK/NA 2  0  2  1  2  1  1  3  1  1  3  2  2  7  1  0  2  3  0  2  2  
 
 VOTER SALES TAX TARGETS BUSINESS TAX TARGETS WASTE DISPOSAL TARGETS 
 ----------- ----------------------------------------- ----------------------------- ----------------------------- 
   NON- CONS CONS  POS NEG COST COMP CONS CONS  POS NEG CONS CONS  POS NEG  
 Total VOTER VOTER YES NO SWING MOVER MOVER P-MVR P-MVR YES NO SWING MOVER MOVER YES NO SWING MOVER MOVER  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 833 69 378 320 204 88 75 61 136 308 322 272 123 112 310 336 256 118 113 
 
VERY/SMWT CONVINCING 63% 62% 66% 88% 31% 65% 72% 63% 61% 55% 82% 40% 68% 73% 63% 77% 44% 70% 75% 68% 
Very convincing 30  29  32  51  8  24  25  32  18  20  45  13  32  34  31  37  17  37  41  33  
Somewhat convincing 33  33  34  37  23  42  48  30  43  35  37  27  36  39  32  40  27  33  34  35  
 
NOT CONVINCING 26  26  22  6  49  25  24  27  29  37  10  43  22  18  25  14  39  22  17  24  
Not convincing 26  26  22  6  49  25  24  27  29  37  10  43  22  18  25  14  39  22  17  24  
 
DON'T BEL/DK/NA 12  12  11  6  21  9  4  10  10  8  8  17  10  9  11  9  17  8  8  8  
Don't believe 10  10  9  4  19  4  3  7  7  7  6  16  6  7  7  7  14  6  5  8  
DK/NA 2  2  2  1  1  5  1  4  2  1  2  1  4  3  4  2  2  2  2  0  
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TABLE 64:  Q17C.  I am going to read you some statements from people who support the first measure I read to you, the measure that would enact a one-half cent sales 

tax to protect and maintain essential City services like police patrols, fire protection, street repair, parks and libraries.  After hearing each statement, 
please tell me whether you find it very convincing, somewhat convincing, or not convincing as a reason to support such a measure:  This measure would create 
guaranteed local funding for our vital city services that cannot be taken by Sacramento, ensuring our tax dollars are spent locally for San José residents 

  
 
  Q24 TYPE OF Q25 Q26 KIDS   
 Q23 YEARS IN SAN JOSE RESIDENCE RESIDENCE AT HOME Q27 EDUCATION Q28 ETHNICITY 
 ----------------------------- ----------- ----------- ----------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------- 
       DETCH MULTI     HS OR SOME COLL POST NON-   NON-    
 Total 0-10 11-20 21-30 31-40 41+ HOUSE UNIT OWN RENT YES NO LESS COLL GRAD GRAD COLL COLL+ WHITE WHITE LATNO ASIAN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 184 210 191 161 151 703 164 672 219 362 533 185 220 351 127 404 477 461 418 187 173 
 
VERY/SMWT CONVINCING 63% 64% 63% 65% 56% 65% 62% 66% 61% 67% 65% 62% 66% 67% 58% 68% 67% 61% 61% 66% 74% 60% 
Very convincing 30  31  26  29  27  37  30  29  28  35  32  28  32  29  28  35  30  30  28  32  38  24  
Somewhat convincing 33  33  37  37  29  28  33  37  34  32  33  33  34  38  30  33  36  31  33  34  37  36  
 
NOT CONVINCING 26  28  27  24  24  22  26  24  27  21  27  24  24  21  29  20  23  27  28  22  16  27  
Not convincing 26  28  27  24  24  22  26  24  27  21  27  24  24  21  29  20  23  27  28  22  16  27  
 
DON'T BEL/DK/NA 12  7  10  11  19  13  12  10  12  12  8  14  10  12  13  12  11  13  11  12  10  13  
Don't believe 10  5  8  9  17  10  10  6  10  7  7  11  7  10  12  8  9  11  10  9  8  9  
DK/NA 2  2  2  2  3  3  2  4  1  4  1  3  2  2  2  3  2  2  1  3  2  4  
 
   Q31 REGSTRD Q33 VOTE  
 Q29 AGE Q30 INCOME TO VOTE PROPENSITY GENDER 
 ----------------------------------------------- ----------------------- ----------- ----------------- ----------- 
          $0- $30K- $60K- $100K    ALMST     
 Total 18-29 30-39 40-49 50-64 65-74 75+ 18-49 50+ $30K $60K $100K + YES NO ALWYS ALL MOST MEN WOMEN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 104 153 198 257 87 62 455 406 160 160 196 148 381 65 390 277 108 433 469 
 
VERY/SMWT CONVINCING 63% 72% 61% 64% 56% 65% 70% 65% 60% 55% 67% 68% 62% 68% 70% 59% 64% 73% 61% 64% 
Very convincing 30  29  26  31  28  32  35  29  30  28  30  33  30  31  34  30  28  30  30  29  
Somewhat convincing 33  43  35  32  28  32  35  36  30  27  36  35  32  36  36  29  36  44  31  35  
 
NOT CONVINCING 26  18  30  26  29  22  19  25  26  31  23  22  24  22  22  29  24  15  27  24  
Not convincing 26  18  30  26  29  22  19  25  26  31  23  22  24  22  22  29  24  15  27  24  
 
DON'T BEL/DK/NA 12  10  9  11  15  14  10  10  14  14  10  9  14  11  8  11  11  12  12  11  
Don't believe 10  7  7  9  12  11  9  8  11  12  8  9  14  8  7  10  9  8  11  8  
DK/NA 2  3  1  2  3  3  1  2  3  2  2  1  0  3  2  1  2  4  1  3  
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TABLE 64:  Q17C.  I am going to read you some statements from people who support the first measure I read to you, the measure that would enact a one-half cent sales 

tax to protect and maintain essential City services like police patrols, fire protection, street repair, parks and libraries.  After hearing each statement, 
please tell me whether you find it very convincing, somewhat convincing, or not convincing as a reason to support such a measure:  This measure would create 
guaranteed local funding for our vital city services that cannot be taken by Sacramento, ensuring our tax dollars are spent locally for San José residents 

  
 
 LIKELY    
 VOTER PARTY BY AGE ETHNICITY BY AGE ETHNICITY BY GENDER 
 ----------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------------------- 
    DEM DEM REP REP DTS/O DTS/O WHITE WHITE LATNO LATNO ASIAN ASIAN WHITE WHITE LATNO LATNO ASIAN ASIAN  
 Total YES NO 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 721 181 210 197 69 115 120 70 189 254 115 63 108 59 213 248 90 96 88 85 
 
VERY/SMWT CONVINCING 63% 62% 67% 69% 69% 45% 50% 66% 52% 62% 60% 72% 77% 66% 47% 57% 64% 78% 71% 64% 56% 
Very convincing 30  29  31  32  41  9  17  32  22  27  30  36  44  25  21  27  29  45  31  28  21  
Somewhat convincing 33  32  36  36  28  36  33  34  30  35  30  37  34  42  26  31  35  33  40  36  36  
 
NOT CONVINCING 26  27  19  22  18  49  35  19  33  30  26  19  14  22  37  30  26  15  17  24  31  
Not convincing 26  27  19  22  18  49  35  19  33  30  26  19  14  22  37  30  26  15  17  24  31  
 
DON'T BEL/DK/NA 12  11  14  9  13  6  15  15  15  8  14  9  9  11  17  13  9  8  12  13  13  
Don't believe 10  10  9  7  10  6  14  12  12  8  11  8  6  9  12  12  7  6  10  11  7  
DK/NA 2  1  5  2  3  0  2  3  3  0  2  1  3  3  5  1  2  1  2  1  6  
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TABLE 65:  Q17D.  I am going to read you some statements from people who support the first measure I read to you, the measure that would enact a one-half cent sales 

tax to protect and maintain essential City services like police patrols, fire protection, street repair, parks and libraries.  After hearing each statement, 
please tell me whether you find it very convincing, somewhat convincing, or not convincing as a reason to support such a measure:  All funds raised by this 
measure will be subject to existing audits and full public review of all spending, to ensure that the money is spent properly 

  
 
  Q5/Q6 COMB 1/4 Q7 SALES TAX SUPPORT GIVEN  
 Q5 INITIAL 1/2 CENT SALES TAX VOTE CENT SALES TX VTE EMPLOYEE COMPENSATION CUTS PARTY BY GENDER 
 ----------------------------------------- ----------------- ----------------------------- ----------------------------------- 
  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  M-MRE SW-MR TOTAL TOTAL NO DF DEM DEM REP REP DTS/O DTS/O  
 Total YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD LIKLY LIKLY M-LKY L-LKY DK/NA MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 241 217 129 273 458 402 42 507 370 25 284 169 453 191 259 173 245 101 93 118 82 
 
VERY/SMWT CONVINCING 61% 88% 75% 52% 33% 81% 39% 46% 79% 37% 56% 78% 70% 75% 47% 47% 67% 70% 41% 56% 56% 63% 
Very convincing 31  58  37  21  12  48  15  13  44  15  17  46  32  41  20  23  40  34  17  24  30  27  
Somewhat convincing 30  30  38  31  22  34  25  34  35  22  40  32  38  34  27  24  27  36  24  31  26  35  
 
NOT CONVINCING 26  5  15  37  45  10  43  37  13  43  33  15  24  19  28  37  21  22  42  36  29  19  
Not convincing 26  5  15  37  45  10  43  37  13  43  33  15  24  19  28  37  21  22  42  36  29  19  
 
DON'T BEL/DK/NA 13  7  10  11  22  9  18  16  8  20  11  7  6  7  24  16  12  8  17  9  16  18  
Don't believe 11  4  8  9  20  6  16  10  5  19  6  5  4  5  19  15  9  5  17  9  15  13  
DK/NA 2  4  2  1  2  3  2  7  3  1  5  2  2  2  5  2  3  3  0  0  1  5  
 
 Q18 1/2 CNT SALES Q20 FINAL 1/2 CNT   
 TX VOTE AFTER POS SALES TAX VOTE Q8A INITIAL PARKING TAX VOTE GENDER BY AGE 
 ----------------- ----------------- ------------------------------------------ ----------------------- 
  TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  MEN MEN WOMEN WOMEN  
 Total YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 497 384 21 470 410 22 153 183 180 351 336 532 34 231 187 225 219 
 
VERY/SMWT CONVINCING 61% 83% 33% 54% 83% 35% 59% 75% 74% 58% 49% 75% 52% 63% 59% 56% 65% 64% 
Very convincing 31  47  12  16  47  14  18  44  41  24  24  42  24  39  32  33  27  34  
Somewhat convincing 30  36  21  38  37  21  42  32  33  33  26  32  28  24  27  24  38  29  
 
NOT CONVINCING 26  10  47  19  10  44  19  17  15  26  35  16  32  31  27  28  25  23  
Not convincing 26  10  47  19  10  44  19  17  15  26  35  16  32  31  27  28  25  23  
 
DON'T BEL/DK/NA 13  7  20  27  6  21  22  8  11  17  16  9  16  6  13  15  11  13  
Don't believe 11  4  19  11  3  19  12  5  10  13  13  7  13  4  12  14  8  9  
DK/NA 2  3  2  16  3  1  10  3  1  4  2  2  3  2  2  1  3  4  
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TABLE 65:  Q17D.  I am going to read you some statements from people who support the first measure I read to you, the measure that would enact a one-half cent sales 

tax to protect and maintain essential City services like police patrols, fire protection, street repair, parks and libraries.  After hearing each statement, 
please tell me whether you find it very convincing, somewhat convincing, or not convincing as a reason to support such a measure:  All funds raised by this 
measure will be subject to existing audits and full public review of all spending, to ensure that the money is spent properly 

  
 
  Q22 BUSINESS TAX   
 Q8B INITIAL BUSINESS TAX VOTE AFTER POSITIVES Q9 CARD ROOM PROPOSAL SAMPLE/PHONE TYPE 
 ----------------------------------------- ----------------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------------- 
  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  STR SMWT STR TOTAL TOTAL  VOTER RDD CELL RDD RDD  
 Total YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD SUPPT SUPPT OPPOS SUPPT OPPOS UNDCD LIST SAMP SAMP CELL LAND  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 203 197 157 267 400 424 78 431 434 38 349 187 229 536 306 60 452 393 57 102 348 
 
VERY/SMWT CONVINCING 61% 79% 77% 57% 40% 78% 46% 55% 79% 43% 64% 67% 65% 50% 67% 51% 63% 58% 63% 66% 59% 65% 
Very convincing 31  50  33  30  17  42  22  29  42  21  22  37  30  27  35  26  27  28  33  41  38  33  
Somewhat convincing 30  29  44  27  22  36  24  25  37  22  42  30  35  22  32  25  36  30  30  25  21  32  
 
NOT CONVINCING 26  12  15  28  43  13  38  28  13  40  12  24  21  34  23  34  15  29  23  24  23  23  
Not convincing 26  12  15  28  43  13  38  28  13  40  12  24  21  34  23  34  15  29  23  24  23  23  
 
DON'T BEL/DK/NA 13  10  8  15  17  9  16  17  8  17  24  9  13  16  11  16  22  13  14  10  18  12  
Don't believe 11  8  6  12  16  7  15  10  5  16  15  7  10  15  8  14  12  11  11  8  10  10  
DK/NA 2  2  3  3  1  2  2  7  3  1  10  2  3  1  2  1  9  2  4  2  8  2  
 
  Q21 WASTE DISPSAL Q10 CITY BUDGET  
 Q8C INITIAL WASTE DISPOSAL TAX TX AFTR POS & NEG 12 MONTHS FROM PARTY (COMBINED) 
 ----------------------------------------- ----------------- ----------------------------- ----------------- 
  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  SMWT MUCH TOTAL TOTAL NO DF     
 Total YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD WORSE WORSE WORSE BETTR DK/NA DEM REP DTS/O  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 205 204 148 291 409 439 54 429 450 24 131 83 214 196 56 417 195 201 
 
VERY/SMWT CONVINCING 61% 70% 75% 59% 47% 73% 51% 56% 76% 47% 60% 47% 57% 51% 77% 57% 68% 48% 58% 
Very convincing 31  42  31  29  26  37  27  25  37  25  40  25  39  31  36  34  36  20  29  
Somewhat convincing 30  28  44  30  21  36  24  31  39  21  20  22  18  20  41  22  32  28  30  
 
NOT CONVINCING 26  19  15  28  37  17  34  26  15  36  18  33  29  31  15  29  22  39  25  
Not convincing 26  19  15  28  37  17  34  26  15  36  18  33  29  31  15  29  22  39  25  
 
DON'T BEL/DK/NA 13  11  9  14  16  10  15  18  9  17  22  20  14  18  8  15  10  13  17  
Don't believe 11  8  5  11  15  7  14  16  5  15  15  16  7  13  7  9  7  13  14  
DK/NA 2  3  4  3  1  4  1  2  4  1  7  4  6  5  2  6  3  0  3  
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TABLE 65:  Q17D.  I am going to read you some statements from people who support the first measure I read to you, the measure that would enact a one-half cent sales 

tax to protect and maintain essential City services like police patrols, fire protection, street repair, parks and libraries.  After hearing each statement, 
please tell me whether you find it very convincing, somewhat convincing, or not convincing as a reason to support such a measure:  All funds raised by this 
measure will be subject to existing audits and full public review of all spending, to ensure that the money is spent properly 

  
 
 Q11 FEELINGS ABOUT Q15 FIRST CHOICE Q16 RDC SRV  
 THE CITY BUDGET PRT/BDGT SHRTFLL /RAISG REV CITY COUNCIL DISTRICT 
 ----------------------------- ------------------ ----------- ----------------------------------------------------------- 
  SMWT VERY TOTAL TOTAL NTRL/ REDCE REDCE RAISE REDCE RAISE            
 Total NEG NEG NEG POS DK/NA COMP SRVCS RVNUE SRVCS RVNUE 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 113 91 204 107 125 368 185 228 408 344 63 99 60 70 41 95 61 95 106 100 
 
VERY/SMWT CONVINCING 61% 56% 47% 52% 78% 56% 52% 51% 80% 50% 75% 61% 61% 69% 64% 55% 56% 59% 62% 69% 64% 
Very convincing 31  28  22  25  36  30  25  27  48  22  44  31  34  42  29  28  25  35  31  41  29  
Somewhat convincing 30  28  24  26  41  26  27  24  32  28  31  30  27  27  35  27  32  23  31  27  35  
 
NOT CONVINCING 26  26  34  30  18  33  32  31  14  34  17  33  28  25  18  26  35  27  21  18  29  
Not convincing 26  26  34  30  18  33  32  31  14  34  17  33  28  25  18  26  35  27  21  18  29  
 
DON'T BEL/DK/NA 13  18  19  19  4  11  16  18  6  16  8  6  12  6  18  19  9  14  17  14  7  
Don't believe 11  17  18  17  4  9  15  14  4  15  6  5  11  4  14  12  9  14  16  11  6  
DK/NA 2  1  2  1  0  2  1  4  2  1  2  2  1  2  3  7  0  0  1  3  1  
 
 VOTER SALES TAX TARGETS BUSINESS TAX TARGETS WASTE DISPOSAL TARGETS 
 ----------- ----------------------------------------- ----------------------------- ----------------------------- 
   NON- CONS CONS  POS NEG COST COMP CONS CONS  POS NEG CONS CONS  POS NEG  
 Total VOTER VOTER YES NO SWING MOVER MOVER P-MVR P-MVR YES NO SWING MOVER MOVER YES NO SWING MOVER MOVER  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 833 69 378 320 204 88 75 61 136 308 322 272 123 112 310 336 256 118 113 
 
VERY/SMWT CONVINCING 61% 61% 59% 86% 29% 65% 76% 56% 55% 49% 81% 37% 66% 72% 61% 76% 43% 67% 76% 60% 
Very convincing 31  31  37  51  10  29  31  32  15  21  45  18  32  35  32  35  22  39  41  36  
Somewhat convincing 30  30  23  35  19  36  46  25  40  28  36  19  35  37  30  40  21  28  34  23  
 
NOT CONVINCING 26  26  19  8  49  23  21  25  38  41  12  45  19  16  24  15  39  22  17  28  
Not convincing 26  26  19  8  49  23  21  25  38  41  12  45  19  16  24  15  39  22  17  28  
 
DON'T BEL/DK/NA 13  12  21  6  22  11  3  18  8  10  7  18  15  12  14  9  18  11  8  12  
Don't believe 11  10  18  4  21  8  0  17  1  9  4  17  10  6  14  6  17  8  5  11  
DK/NA 2  2  3  3  1  4  3  1  6  1  2  1  4  6  0  4  1  3  3  1  
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TABLE 65:  Q17D.  I am going to read you some statements from people who support the first measure I read to you, the measure that would enact a one-half cent sales 

tax to protect and maintain essential City services like police patrols, fire protection, street repair, parks and libraries.  After hearing each statement, 
please tell me whether you find it very convincing, somewhat convincing, or not convincing as a reason to support such a measure:  All funds raised by this 
measure will be subject to existing audits and full public review of all spending, to ensure that the money is spent properly 

  
 
  Q24 TYPE OF Q25 Q26 KIDS   
 Q23 YEARS IN SAN JOSE RESIDENCE RESIDENCE AT HOME Q27 EDUCATION Q28 ETHNICITY 
 ----------------------------- ----------- ----------- ----------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------- 
       DETCH MULTI     HS OR SOME COLL POST NON-   NON-    
 Total 0-10 11-20 21-30 31-40 41+ HOUSE UNIT OWN RENT YES NO LESS COLL GRAD GRAD COLL COLL+ WHITE WHITE LATNO ASIAN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 184 210 191 161 151 703 164 672 219 362 533 185 220 351 127 404 477 461 418 187 173 
 
VERY/SMWT CONVINCING 61% 61% 60% 62% 59% 65% 60% 65% 59% 65% 62% 61% 67% 60% 58% 65% 63% 60% 61% 62% 68% 58% 
Very convincing 31  33  27  32  27  40  30  37  28  41  33  30  37  30  27  38  33  30  31  32  36  23  
Somewhat convincing 30  28  32  30  32  25  30  28  32  24  29  30  30  29  31  27  30  30  30  31  32  35  
 
NOT CONVINCING 26  26  29  27  23  21  27  21  28  19  26  25  17  26  29  26  22  28  28  22  20  23  
Not convincing 26  26  29  27  23  21  27  21  28  19  26  25  17  26  29  26  22  28  28  22  20  23  
 
DON'T BEL/DK/NA 13  13  12  11  18  14  13  14  13  15  12  14  16  14  13  9  15  12  11  15  11  19  
Don't believe 11  8  10  8  17  12  11  12  11  11  10  11  9  13  12  6  11  10  10  11  9  12  
DK/NA 2  5  1  3  2  2  2  2  2  4  2  3  7  1  1  2  4  1  1  4  2  7  
 
   Q31 REGSTRD Q33 VOTE  
 Q29 AGE Q30 INCOME TO VOTE PROPENSITY GENDER 
 ----------------------------------------------- ----------------------- ----------- ----------------- ----------- 
          $0- $30K- $60K- $100K    ALMST     
 Total 18-29 30-39 40-49 50-64 65-74 75+ 18-49 50+ $30K $60K $100K + YES NO ALWYS ALL MOST MEN WOMEN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 104 153 198 257 87 62 455 406 160 160 196 148 381 65 390 277 108 433 469 
 
VERY/SMWT CONVINCING 61% 67% 56% 64% 58% 64% 65% 62% 61% 56% 64% 66% 60% 64% 63% 59% 62% 65% 57% 64% 
Very convincing 31  32  28  29  31  39  38  30  34  33  40  29  28  34  39  33  27  31  32  31  
Somewhat convincing 30  35  28  35  27  25  27  32  27  23  24  36  31  31  24  26  35  34  25  34  
 
NOT CONVINCING 26  24  32  23  26  23  26  26  26  26  22  25  28  23  18  28  26  25  28  24  
Not convincing 26  24  32  23  26  23  26  26  26  26  22  25  28  23  18  28  26  25  28  24  
 
DON'T BEL/DK/NA 13  9  12  14  15  13  10  12  14  19  14  10  12  12  19  12  13  10  14  12  
Don't believe 11  5  11  11  12  11  6  10  11  12  12  8  12  9  16  9  12  9  13  9  
DK/NA 2  4  1  3  3  2  3  2  3  7  2  1  0  3  3  3  0  1  2  3  
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TABLE 65:  Q17D.  I am going to read you some statements from people who support the first measure I read to you, the measure that would enact a one-half cent sales 

tax to protect and maintain essential City services like police patrols, fire protection, street repair, parks and libraries.  After hearing each statement, 
please tell me whether you find it very convincing, somewhat convincing, or not convincing as a reason to support such a measure:  All funds raised by this 
measure will be subject to existing audits and full public review of all spending, to ensure that the money is spent properly 

  
 
 LIKELY    
 VOTER PARTY BY AGE ETHNICITY BY AGE ETHNICITY BY GENDER 
 ----------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------------------- 
    DEM DEM REP REP DTS/O DTS/O WHITE WHITE LATNO LATNO ASIAN ASIAN WHITE WHITE LATNO LATNO ASIAN ASIAN  
 Total YES NO 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 721 181 210 197 69 115 120 70 189 254 115 63 108 59 213 248 90 96 88 85 
 
VERY/SMWT CONVINCING 61% 60% 63% 73% 63% 36% 56% 57% 61% 61% 61% 62% 83% 67% 42% 57% 65% 65% 71% 61% 56% 
Very convincing 31  30  36  32  40  12  27  29  27  27  35  34  42  22  21  31  32  42  30  27  18  
Somewhat convincing 30  30  27  40  23  24  30  28  34  34  26  28  41  45  21  26  33  23  41  33  38  
 
NOT CONVINCING 26  27  21  21  23  50  31  24  26  30  27  25  11  18  30  29  27  23  18  23  22  
Not convincing 26  27  21  21  23  50  31  24  26  30  27  25  11  18  30  29  27  23  18  23  22  
 
DON'T BEL/DK/NA 13  12  16  6  14  13  12  19  13  9  12  13  6  15  28  14  9  12  11  16  22  
Don't believe 11  10  12  5  9  13  12  14  12  8  10  10  6  10  17  14  7  8  11  15  10  
DK/NA 2  2  4  2  4  0  0  4  1  1  2  3  0  5  11  1  2  4  0  1  13  
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TABLE 66:  Q18.  Now that you have heard more about it, let me ask you again about the measure that would enact a one-half cent sales tax to protect and maintain 

essential City services like police patrols, fire protection, street repair, parks and libraries.  Do you think you would you vote yes in favor of this 
measure or no to oppose it? 

  
 
  Q5/Q6 COMB 1/4 Q7 SALES TAX SUPPORT GIVEN  
 Q5 INITIAL 1/2 CENT SALES TAX VOTE CENT SALES TX VTE EMPLOYEE COMPENSATION CUTS PARTY BY GENDER 
 ----------------------------------------- ----------------- ----------------------------- ----------------------------------- 
  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  M-MRE SW-MR TOTAL TOTAL NO DF DEM DEM REP REP DTS/O DTS/O  
 Total YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD LIKLY LIKLY M-LKY L-LKY DK/NA MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 241 217 129 273 458 402 42 507 370 25 284 169 453 191 259 173 245 101 93 118 82 
 
TOTAL YES 55% 90% 88% 33% 9% 89% 17% 48% 87% 13% 36% 84% 63% 76% 33% 34% 64% 67% 21% 44% 46% 57% 
Definitely yes 27  71  24  4  5  49  4  6  45  3  8  53  14  38  18  14  44  32  6  12  19  28  
Probably yes 19  15  48  17  3  31  7  8  29  7  12  22  37  28  7  13  16  24  8  22  18  19  
Undecided, lean yes 9  3  17  13  2  10  5  34  13  3  15  8  12  10  8  7  4  11  7  10  9  11  
 
TOTAL NO 43  9  11  66  90  10  82  23  11  86  28  15  35  23  66  61  33  31  77  53  52  41  
Undecided, lean no 4  0  3  14  1  2  5  9  2  6  11  1  8  4  2  5  1  4  4  7  2  3  
Probably no 10  3  4  33  11  4  18  3  4  18  14  4  12  7  12  14  4  8  16  12  16  11  
Definitely no 29  5  3  19  78  4  59  11  5  63  4  10  15  12  51  42  28  18  56  35  33  28  
 
UNDECIDED 2  1  1  1  1  1  1  29  2  1  36  1  2  2  1  5  3  2  2  2  2  1  
DK/NA 2  1  1  1  1  1  1  29  2  1  36  1  2  2  1  5  3  2  2  2  2  1  
 
 Q18 1/2 CNT SALES Q20 FINAL 1/2 CNT   
 TX VOTE AFTER POS SALES TAX VOTE Q8A INITIAL PARKING TAX VOTE GENDER BY AGE 
 ----------------- ----------------- ------------------------------------------ ----------------------- 
  TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  MEN MEN WOMEN WOMEN  
 Total YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 497 384 21 470 410 22 153 183 180 351 336 532 34 231 187 225 219 
 
TOTAL YES 55% 100% 0% 0% 95% 10% 40% 74% 70% 56% 38% 72% 44% 65% 57% 40% 65% 56% 
Definitely yes 27  49  0  0  49  2  15  49  25  24  20  36  21  35  30  23  24  30  
Probably yes 19  35  0  0  32  4  17  21  33  23  9  28  14  18  20  12  28  17  
Undecided, lean yes 9  16  0  0  14  3  9  4  11  9  9  8  9  12  6  6  13  10  
 
TOTAL NO 43  0  100  0  4  89  5  23  29  42  61  26  55  14  42  57  33  40  
Undecided, lean no 4  0  9  0  1  7  0  2  4  5  3  3  4  10  1  2  5  5  
Probably no 10  0  24  0  1  21  5  5  11  19  9  8  12  0  13  9  9  10  
Definitely no 29  0  67  0  2  61  0  16  14  18  50  15  39  5  27  46  19  25  
 
UNDECIDED 2  0  0  100  1  1  54  3  1  2  1  2  1  20  2  3  2  3  
DK/NA 2  0  0  100  1  1  54  3  1  2  1  2  1  20  2  3  2  3  
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TABLE 66:  Q18.  Now that you have heard more about it, let me ask you again about the measure that would enact a one-half cent sales tax to protect and maintain 

essential City services like police patrols, fire protection, street repair, parks and libraries.  Do you think you would you vote yes in favor of this 
measure or no to oppose it? 

  
 
  Q22 BUSINESS TAX   
 Q8B INITIAL BUSINESS TAX VOTE AFTER POSITIVES Q9 CARD ROOM PROPOSAL SAMPLE/PHONE TYPE 
 ----------------------------------------- ----------------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------------- 
  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  STR SMWT STR TOTAL TOTAL  VOTER RDD CELL RDD RDD  
 Total YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD SUPPT SUPPT OPPOS SUPPT OPPOS UNDCD LIST SAMP SAMP CELL LAND  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 203 197 157 267 400 424 78 431 434 38 349 187 229 536 306 60 452 393 57 102 348 
 
TOTAL YES 55% 79% 73% 45% 25% 76% 33% 68% 84% 27% 55% 63% 60% 40% 62% 42% 63% 49% 61% 59% 65% 60% 
Definitely yes 27  52  29  16  13  40  14  29  44  11  19  38  16  23  30  22  23  23  31  31  38  30  
Probably yes 19  21  36  20  6  28  11  15  30  8  26  16  32  10  22  13  29  16  22  21  17  24  
Undecided, lean yes 9  7  8  8  6  8  7  24  10  8  10  9  11  7  10  7  10  10  7  7  10  6  
 
TOTAL NO 43  19  24  53  73  22  66  24  15  71  20  35  38  58  36  56  31  48  37  39  31  39  
Undecided, lean no 4  2  7  6  2  4  3  3  2  5  8  3  6  1  4  4  1  4  4  1  2  4  
Probably no 10  4  10  23  10  7  15  4  6  15  4  10  10  9  10  12  5  10  11  6  5  12  
Definitely no 29  14  8  24  61  11  48  17  7  52  8  23  22  48  22  41  24  35  21  32  24  22  
 
UNDECIDED 2  2  2  2  1  2  2  8  1  2  25  2  2  2  2  2  7  2  2  2  4  2  
DK/NA 2  2  2  2  1  2  2  8  1  2  25  2  2  2  2  2  7  2  2  2  4  2  
 
  Q21 WASTE DISPSAL Q10 CITY BUDGET  
 Q8C INITIAL WASTE DISPOSAL TAX TX AFTR POS & NEG 12 MONTHS FROM PARTY (COMBINED) 
 ----------------------------------------- ----------------- ----------------------------- ----------------- 
  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  SMWT MUCH TOTAL TOTAL NO DF     
 Total YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD WORSE WORSE WORSE BETTR DK/NA DEM REP DTS/O  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 205 204 148 291 409 439 54 429 450 24 131 83 214 196 56 417 195 201 
 
TOTAL YES 55% 78% 69% 50% 29% 74% 36% 68% 78% 33% 56% 42% 48% 45% 63% 60% 66% 32% 51% 
Definitely yes 27  50  25  17  16  37  17  33  39  15  34  18  32  24  32  18  37  9  23  
Probably yes 19  18  35  22  8  26  13  20  30  10  10  16  7  13  22  33  20  14  18  
Undecided, lean yes 9  11  10  10  5  10  7  15  9  8  12  8  9  8  9  8  8  9  10  
 
TOTAL NO 43  20  27  48  69  24  62  26  20  65  23  54  50  53  34  33  32  66  48  
Undecided, lean no 4  2  6  5  3  4  3  5  2  5  6  4  0  2  3  3  3  6  3  
Probably no 10  4  14  20  8  9  12  5  9  12  2  15  4  11  11  4  7  14  14  
Definitely no 29  14  7  24  59  11  47  16  9  48  15  35  47  40  20  26  22  46  31  
 
UNDECIDED 2  2  4  2  2  3  2  6  2  1  21  4  1  3  3  8  3  2  1  
DK/NA 2  2  4  2  2  3  2  6  2  1  21  4  1  3  3  8  3  2  1  
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TABLE 66:  Q18.  Now that you have heard more about it, let me ask you again about the measure that would enact a one-half cent sales tax to protect and maintain 

essential City services like police patrols, fire protection, street repair, parks and libraries.  Do you think you would you vote yes in favor of this 
measure or no to oppose it? 

  
 
 Q11 FEELINGS ABOUT Q15 FIRST CHOICE Q16 RDC SRV  
 THE CITY BUDGET PRT/BDGT SHRTFLL /RAISG REV CITY COUNCIL DISTRICT 
 ----------------------------- ------------------ ----------- ----------------------------------------------------------- 
  SMWT VERY TOTAL TOTAL NTRL/ REDCE REDCE RAISE REDCE RAISE            
 Total NEG NEG NEG POS DK/NA COMP SRVCS RVNUE SRVCS RVNUE 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 113 91 204 107 125 368 185 228 408 344 63 99 60 70 41 95 61 95 106 100 
 
TOTAL YES 55% 48% 35% 42% 74% 64% 43% 40% 85% 40% 73% 58% 58% 64% 56% 45% 48% 67% 42% 59% 52% 
Definitely yes 27  20  22  21  36  31  21  16  49  18  41  28  36  27  19  20  22  31  23  27  29  
Probably yes 19  19  8  14  30  19  16  19  22  16  23  26  13  18  28  17  18  28  14  22  13  
Undecided, lean yes 9  8  4  7  8  14  7  5  14  6  9  4  8  19  10  8  8  9  5  9  9  
 
TOTAL NO 43  52  62  56  26  34  54  59  13  59  25  42  39  34  40  55  48  32  56  39  47  
Undecided, lean no 4  8  3  6  3  4  3  8  2  5  3  3  4  7  2  6  5  0  2  2  5  
Probably no 10  12  13  12  11  7  11  15  4  12  7  12  8  7  10  5  11  8  18  5  9  
Definitely no 29  32  46  38  12  23  41  36  7  43  14  26  28  21  28  43  32  25  37  31  33  
 
UNDECIDED 2  0  3  2  0  2  2  1  2  1  2  0  3  2  4  0  4  1  1  3  1  
DK/NA 2  0  3  2  0  2  2  1  2  1  2  0  3  2  4  0  4  1  1  3  1  
 
 VOTER SALES TAX TARGETS BUSINESS TAX TARGETS WASTE DISPOSAL TARGETS 
 ----------- ----------------------------------------- ----------------------------- ----------------------------- 
   NON- CONS CONS  POS NEG COST COMP CONS CONS  POS NEG CONS CONS  POS NEG  
 Total VOTER VOTER YES NO SWING MOVER MOVER P-MVR P-MVR YES NO SWING MOVER MOVER YES NO SWING MOVER MOVER  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 833 69 378 320 204 88 75 61 136 308 322 272 123 112 310 336 256 118 113 
 
TOTAL YES 55% 54% 66% 100% 0% 58% 100% 35% 62% 38% 86% 19% 63% 78% 50% 78% 25% 67% 78% 58% 
Definitely yes 27  27  31  57  0  14  23  8  15  9  45  6  32  43  25  38  11  35  41  29  
Probably yes 19  18  28  34  0  22  38  15  11  15  32  7  18  22  11  31  8  20  27  15  
Undecided, lean yes 9  9  7  9  0  22  40  13  35  14  9  6  13  13  14  9  6  12  10  14  
 
TOTAL NO 43  44  30  0  100  31  0  61  31  59  13  80  32  21  48  19  73  30  20  42  
Undecided, lean no 4  4  3  0  6  6  0  13  3  8  2  4  5  1  8  2  4  6  2  9  
Probably no 10  10  7  0  22  11  0  21  13  16  5  16  8  8  9  9  13  8  6  10  
Definitely no 29  29  20  0  72  14  0  28  16  35  6  59  19  11  30  8  57  17  12  23  
 
UNDECIDED 2  2  4  0  0  10  0  3  7  3  1  2  5  2  2  3  2  3  2  0  
DK/NA 2  2  4  0  0  10  0  3  7  3  1  2  5  2  2  3  2  3  2  0  
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TABLE 66:  Q18.  Now that you have heard more about it, let me ask you again about the measure that would enact a one-half cent sales tax to protect and maintain 

essential City services like police patrols, fire protection, street repair, parks and libraries.  Do you think you would you vote yes in favor of this 
measure or no to oppose it? 

  
 
  Q24 TYPE OF Q25 Q26 KIDS   
 Q23 YEARS IN SAN JOSE RESIDENCE RESIDENCE AT HOME Q27 EDUCATION Q28 ETHNICITY 
 ----------------------------- ----------- ----------- ----------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------- 
       DETCH MULTI     HS OR SOME COLL POST NON-   NON-    
 Total 0-10 11-20 21-30 31-40 41+ HOUSE UNIT OWN RENT YES NO LESS COLL GRAD GRAD COLL COLL+ WHITE WHITE LATNO ASIAN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 184 210 191 161 151 703 164 672 219 362 533 185 220 351 127 404 477 461 418 187 173 
 
TOTAL YES 55% 62% 59% 52% 47% 55% 54% 60% 51% 66% 59% 53% 60% 59% 48% 56% 60% 50% 52% 59% 64% 55% 
Definitely yes 27  32  20  25  26  34  27  26  25  32  29  26  34  25  25  27  29  25  25  30  31  25  
Probably yes 19  20  28  17  14  14  20  20  18  22  23  17  17  25  18  18  21  18  18  22  26  20  
Undecided, lean yes 9  9  10  10  6  7  8  14  8  12  7  10  8  9  6  10  9  7  10  8  7  10  
 
TOTAL NO 43  36  38  47  51  42  44  37  46  31  40  44  35  40  50  40  38  48  46  38  33  42  
Undecided, lean no 4  4  3  4  5  3  4  1  5  1  5  3  2  5  3  7  3  4  4  3  3  4  
Probably no 10  12  11  13  10  5  10  7  11  9  11  10  9  10  11  11  10  11  12  9  8  11  
Definitely no 29  20  24  30  36  35  29  28  31  21  24  31  24  25  37  22  25  33  30  26  22  27  
 
UNDECIDED 2  3  3  1  3  3  2  4  2  3  2  3  5  1  1  5  3  2  2  3  2  3  
DK/NA 2  3  3  1  3  3  2  4  2  3  2  3  5  1  1  5  3  2  2  3  2  3  
 
   Q31 REGSTRD Q33 VOTE  
 Q29 AGE Q30 INCOME TO VOTE PROPENSITY GENDER 
 ----------------------------------------------- ----------------------- ----------- ----------------- ----------- 
          $0- $30K- $60K- $100K    ALMST     
 Total 18-29 30-39 40-49 50-64 65-74 75+ 18-49 50+ $30K $60K $100K + YES NO ALWYS ALL MOST MEN WOMEN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 104 153 198 257 87 62 455 406 160 160 196 148 381 65 390 277 108 433 469 
 
TOTAL YES 55% 73% 57% 57% 45% 56% 53% 61% 49% 57% 62% 57% 52% 60% 70% 50% 55% 66% 49% 61% 
Definitely yes 27  31  21  30  26  30  25  27  27  32  26  25  27  31  33  29  23  30  27  27  
Probably yes 19  21  28  21  12  19  19  24  14  16  26  24  16  21  29  13  23  24  16  23  
Undecided, lean yes 9  20  8  5  8  7  8  10  8  9  11  8  9  7  8  8  9  12  6  11  
 
TOTAL NO 43  26  40  41  52  41  42  37  48  41  36  42  45  38  26  47  44  34  49  37  
Undecided, lean no 4  0  4  3  5  3  1  3  4  2  2  3  3  4  4  4  5  0  2  5  
Probably no 10  6  11  14  12  5  8  11  10  9  12  11  10  11  7  9  11  13  11  9  
Definitely no 29  21  25  24  36  33  33  23  35  30  22  28  32  23  16  35  28  21  36  22  
 
UNDECIDED 2  1  2  2  3  3  5  2  3  2  2  1  2  2  4  3  1  0  2  3  
DK/NA 2  1  2  2  3  3  5  2  3  2  2  1  2  2  4  3  1  0  2  3  
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TABLE 66:  Q18.  Now that you have heard more about it, let me ask you again about the measure that would enact a one-half cent sales tax to protect and maintain 

essential City services like police patrols, fire protection, street repair, parks and libraries.  Do you think you would you vote yes in favor of this 
measure or no to oppose it? 

  
 
 LIKELY    
 VOTER PARTY BY AGE ETHNICITY BY AGE ETHNICITY BY GENDER 
 ----------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------------------- 
    DEM DEM REP REP DTS/O DTS/O WHITE WHITE LATNO LATNO ASIAN ASIAN WHITE WHITE LATNO LATNO ASIAN ASIAN  
 Total YES NO 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 721 181 210 197 69 115 120 70 189 254 115 63 108 59 213 248 90 96 88 85 
 
TOTAL YES 55% 53% 64% 70% 61% 30% 33% 56% 42% 58% 49% 65% 65% 63% 37% 43% 60% 67% 62% 49% 61% 
Definitely yes 27  26  32  35  39  7  10  25  18  23  26  30  34  26  22  24  25  35  27  25  26  
Probably yes 19  18  24  24  15  14  15  22  14  22  14  31  18  23  14  11  23  29  24  16  24  
Undecided, lean yes 9  9  8  10  7  9  9  9  10  12  9  4  13  14  2  8  12  3  11  7  12  
 
TOTAL NO 43  45  32  28  37  66  66  43  55  41  49  32  33  34  58  56  37  30  36  50  33  
Undecided, lean no 4  4  2  3  3  5  5  2  2  4  4  1  3  3  5  3  5  3  3  0  8  
Probably no 10  10  11  6  8  20  11  16  14  14  10  10  5  11  11  14  10  8  8  11  10  
Definitely no 29  31  19  19  26  42  50  25  39  24  35  21  25  20  41  39  22  19  26  39  16  
 
UNDECIDED 2  2  4  2  3  4  1  1  3  1  2  3  2  3  5  1  2  4  1  1  6  
DK/NA 2  2  4  2  3  4  1  1  3  1  2  3  2  3  5  1  2  4  1  1  6  
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TABLE 67:  Q19A.  I am going to read you some statements from people who oppose the measure to enact a one-half cent sales tax to protect and maintain essential City 

services like police patrols, fire protection, street repair, parks and libraries.  After hearing each statement, please tell me whether you find it very 
convincing, somewhat convincing, or not convincing as a reason to oppose such a measure:  With more people getting laid-off every day, the worst economy in a 
generation, and the state sales tax recently increasing, this is not the right time to raise taxes 

  
 
  Q5/Q6 COMB 1/4 Q7 SALES TAX SUPPORT GIVEN  
 Q5 INITIAL 1/2 CENT SALES TAX VOTE CENT SALES TX VTE EMPLOYEE COMPENSATION CUTS PARTY BY GENDER 
 ----------------------------------------- ----------------- ----------------------------- ----------------------------------- 
  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  M-MRE SW-MR TOTAL TOTAL NO DF DEM DEM REP REP DTS/O DTS/O  
 Total YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD LIKLY LIKLY M-LKY L-LKY DK/NA MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 241 217 129 273 458 402 42 507 370 25 284 169 453 191 259 173 245 101 93 118 82 
 
VERY/SMWT CONVINCING 72% 51% 65% 86% 89% 58% 88% 81% 61% 88% 67% 61% 78% 67% 75% 79% 60% 67% 88% 90% 76% 75% 
Very convincing 47  24  22  62  79  23  73  66  28  74  49  37  34  36  56  62  39  42  63  66  50  51  
Somewhat convincing 25  27  43  24  11  34  15  15  33  15  18  24  44  32  18  18  21  25  25  24  25  24  
 
NOT CONVINCING 21  38  28  11  7  33  8  16  31  9  26  32  19  27  18  15  32  27  9  10  19  17  
Not convincing 21  38  28  11  7  33  8  16  31  9  26  32  19  27  18  15  32  27  9  10  19  17  
 
DON'T BEL/DK/NA 6  11  7  3  3  9  3  3  9  3  7  8  3  6  7  5  8  6  3  0  5  8  
Don't believe 4  8  5  3  2  6  2  2  6  2  7  5  2  4  5  4  6  5  3  0  4  2  
DK/NA 2  3  2  0  1  3  1  1  3  1  0  2  1  2  3  1  1  1  0  0  1  6  
 
 Q18 1/2 CNT SALES Q20 FINAL 1/2 CNT   
 TX VOTE AFTER POS SALES TAX VOTE Q8A INITIAL PARKING TAX VOTE GENDER BY AGE 
 ----------------- ----------------- ------------------------------------------ ----------------------- 
  TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  MEN MEN WOMEN WOMEN  
 Total YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 497 384 21 470 410 22 153 183 180 351 336 532 34 231 187 225 219 
 
VERY/SMWT CONVINCING 72% 58% 92% 58% 56% 92% 69% 62% 73% 70% 80% 68% 76% 52% 73% 70% 72% 74% 
Very convincing 47  26  77  33  22  77  38  35  33  42  66  34  57  24  45  51  48  48  
Somewhat convincing 25  33  15  26  34  14  32  27  40  28  14  34  19  28  28  19  24  27  
 
NOT CONVINCING 21  33  6  23  35  6  26  30  22  24  14  25  17  48  22  23  21  19  
Not convincing 21  33  6  23  35  6  26  30  22  24  14  25  17  48  22  23  21  19  
 
DON'T BEL/DK/NA 6  9  2  18  10  2  5  8  5  7  6  7  6  0  6  6  7  6  
Don't believe 4  6  2  18  6  2  5  7  4  4  3  6  4  0  4  6  5  4  
DK/NA 2  3  1  0  3  0  0  1  1  2  3  1  3  0  2  1  2  2  



FAIRBANK, MASLIN, MAULLIN, METZ & ASSOCIATES 
2010 CITY OF SAN JOSÉ COMMUNITY BUDGET SURVEY - 320-422 - (JANUARY 13-21, 2010) 

328 

 
TABLE 67:  Q19A.  I am going to read you some statements from people who oppose the measure to enact a one-half cent sales tax to protect and maintain essential City 

services like police patrols, fire protection, street repair, parks and libraries.  After hearing each statement, please tell me whether you find it very 
convincing, somewhat convincing, or not convincing as a reason to oppose such a measure:  With more people getting laid-off every day, the worst economy in 
a generation, and the state sales tax recently increasing, this is not the right time to raise taxes 

  
 
  Q22 BUSINESS TAX   
 Q8B INITIAL BUSINESS TAX VOTE AFTER POSITIVES Q9 CARD ROOM PROPOSAL SAMPLE/PHONE TYPE 
 ----------------------------------------- ----------------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------------- 
  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  STR SMWT STR TOTAL TOTAL  VOTER RDD CELL RDD RDD  
 Total YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD SUPPT SUPPT OPPOS SUPPT OPPOS UNDCD LIST SAMP SAMP CELL LAND  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 203 197 157 267 400 424 78 431 434 38 349 187 229 536 306 60 452 393 57 102 348 
 
VERY/SMWT CONVINCING 72% 63% 67% 74% 86% 65% 82% 60% 60% 86% 57% 67% 82% 74% 72% 75% 58% 75% 70% 68% 59% 73% 
Very convincing 47  36  33  44  70  35  60  44  30  66  36  44  48  55  45  54  35  52  41  57  44  43  
Somewhat convincing 25  27  34  30  16  30  21  16  30  20  20  23  34  18  27  22  23  23  29  11  14  30  
 
NOT CONVINCING 21  29  26  25  10  27  15  25  31  11  36  26  14  20  21  19  33  20  22  30  32  20  
Not convincing 21  29  26  25  10  27  15  25  31  11  36  26  14  20  21  19  33  20  22  30  32  20  
 
DON'T BEL/DK/NA 6  8  7  1  4  8  3  15  9  3  7  7  4  7  6  5  9  5  8  2  10  7  
Don't believe 4  7  4  1  3  5  2  10  6  2  6  5  2  5  4  4  9  4  5  2  7  4  
DK/NA 2  2  3  0  1  2  1  5  3  1  1  2  2  2  2  2  0  1  3  0  2  3  
 
  Q21 WASTE DISPSAL Q10 CITY BUDGET  
 Q8C INITIAL WASTE DISPOSAL TAX TX AFTR POS & NEG 12 MONTHS FROM PARTY (COMBINED) 
 ----------------------------------------- ----------------- ----------------------------- ----------------- 
  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  SMWT MUCH TOTAL TOTAL NO DF     
 Total YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD WORSE WORSE WORSE BETTR DK/NA DEM REP DTS/O  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 205 204 148 291 409 439 54 429 450 24 131 83 214 196 56 417 195 201 
 
VERY/SMWT CONVINCING 72% 60% 74% 73% 81% 67% 78% 65% 63% 82% 60% 78% 65% 73% 70% 63% 64% 89% 75% 
Very convincing 47  36  33  46  68  35  61  37  32  63  30  55  49  53  43  37  41  65  51  
Somewhat convincing 25  24  41  27  13  32  18  28  30  19  30  23  16  20  27  25  23  24  25  
 
NOT CONVINCING 21  31  20  22  14  25  17  30  30  13  29  16  29  21  24  27  29  10  18  
Not convincing 21  31  20  22  14  25  17  30  30  13  29  16  29  21  24  27  29  10  18  
 
DON'T BEL/DK/NA 6  9  6  5  5  8  5  5  7  5  11  6  7  6  6  10  7  2  6  
Don't believe 4  6  4  4  4  5  4  1  5  3  4  3  5  4  5  5  5  2  4  
DK/NA 2  2  3  1  1  2  1  4  2  1  8  3  1  3  1  5  1  0  3  
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TABLE 67:  Q19A.  I am going to read you some statements from people who oppose the measure to enact a one-half cent sales tax to protect and maintain essential City 

services like police patrols, fire protection, street repair, parks and libraries.  After hearing each statement, please tell me whether you find it very 
convincing, somewhat convincing, or not convincing as a reason to oppose such a measure:  With more people getting laid-off every day, the worst economy in 
a generation, and the state sales tax recently increasing, this is not the right time to raise taxes 

  
 
 Q11 FEELINGS ABOUT Q15 FIRST CHOICE Q16 RDC SRV  
 THE CITY BUDGET PRT/BDGT SHRTFLL /RAISG REV CITY COUNCIL DISTRICT 
 ----------------------------- ------------------ ----------- ----------------------------------------------------------- 
  SMWT VERY TOTAL TOTAL NTRL/ REDCE REDCE RAISE REDCE RAISE            
 Total NEG NEG NEG POS DK/NA COMP SRVCS RVNUE SRVCS RVNUE 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 113 91 204 107 125 368 185 228 408 344 63 99 60 70 41 95 61 95 106 100 
 
VERY/SMWT CONVINCING 72% 79% 73% 77% 74% 72% 80% 84% 52% 84% 58% 65% 71% 67% 79% 71% 72% 84% 77% 72% 77% 
Very convincing 47  55  64  59  34  43  57  61  25  61  31  38  54  45  52  51  51  47  54  46  48  
Somewhat convincing 25  24  9  17  40  29  23  23  27  23  27  26  17  22  28  21  22  37  23  27  29  
 
NOT CONVINCING 21  17  20  18  22  20  16  11  39  13  33  26  24  23  20  16  21  12  21  25  15  
Not convincing 21  17  20  18  22  20  16  11  39  13  33  26  24  23  20  16  21  12  21  25  15  
 
DON'T BEL/DK/NA 6  4  7  5  4  8  4  4  10  3  9  9  4  10  1  12  6  4  3  3  8  
Don't believe 4  3  6  4  3  5  2  3  9  2  7  3  3  10  0  7  5  4  2  3  6  
DK/NA 2  0  1  1  2  3  2  1  1  1  2  6  2  0  1  6  1  0  1  0  2  
 
 VOTER SALES TAX TARGETS BUSINESS TAX TARGETS WASTE DISPOSAL TARGETS 
 ----------- ----------------------------------------- ----------------------------- ----------------------------- 
   NON- CONS CONS  POS NEG COST COMP CONS CONS  POS NEG CONS CONS  POS NEG  
 Total VOTER VOTER YES NO SWING MOVER MOVER P-MVR P-MVR YES NO SWING MOVER MOVER YES NO SWING MOVER MOVER  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 833 69 378 320 204 88 75 61 136 308 322 272 123 112 310 336 256 118 113 
 
VERY/SMWT CONVINCING 72% 72% 71% 52% 92% 79% 76% 92% 84% 89% 60% 86% 70% 61% 84% 64% 83% 69% 60% 81% 
Very convincing 47  48  38  16  80  55  55  69  64  65  28  68  45  34  59  29  66  46  40  55  
Somewhat convincing 25  24  33  36  12  24  21  23  20  23  31  18  25  27  25  34  17  24  21  26  
 
NOT CONVINCING 21  22  18  38  5  16  19  7  8  9  31  11  23  29  11  29  13  24  33  14  
Not convincing 21  22  18  38  5  16  19  7  8  9  31  11  23  29  11  29  13  24  33  14  
 
DON'T BEL/DK/NA 6  6  11  10  2  5  5  1  7  2  9  3  7  10  4  8  5  6  7  5  
Don't believe 4  4  6  7  2  3  2  1  3  1  6  2  5  7  3  6  4  4  4  3  
DK/NA 2  2  5  3  1  2  3  0  4  2  3  0  2  4  1  2  1  3  3  2  
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TABLE 67:  Q19A.  I am going to read you some statements from people who oppose the measure to enact a one-half cent sales tax to protect and maintain essential City 

services like police patrols, fire protection, street repair, parks and libraries.  After hearing each statement, please tell me whether you find it very 
convincing, somewhat convincing, or not convincing as a reason to oppose such a measure:  With more people getting laid-off every day, the worst economy in 
a generation, and the state sales tax recently increasing, this is not the right time to raise taxes 

  
 
  Q24 TYPE OF Q25 Q26 KIDS   
 Q23 YEARS IN SAN JOSE RESIDENCE RESIDENCE AT HOME Q27 EDUCATION Q28 ETHNICITY 
 ----------------------------- ----------- ----------- ----------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------- 
       DETCH MULTI     HS OR SOME COLL POST NON-   NON-    
 Total 0-10 11-20 21-30 31-40 41+ HOUSE UNIT OWN RENT YES NO LESS COLL GRAD GRAD COLL COLL+ WHITE WHITE LATNO ASIAN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 184 210 191 161 151 703 164 672 219 362 533 185 220 351 127 404 477 461 418 187 173 
 
VERY/SMWT CONVINCING 72% 65% 71% 79% 79% 66% 72% 72% 73% 69% 70% 74% 67% 74% 75% 71% 71% 74% 74% 70% 72% 68% 
Very convincing 47  46  42  51  51  48  48  45  49  42  44  50  47  46  50  44  46  48  49  45  46  41  
Somewhat convincing 25  20  29  28  28  18  24  27  24  27  27  24  20  28  25  27  24  26  25  25  27  27  
 
NOT CONVINCING 21  27  24  16  15  26  22  22  21  23  24  20  24  21  20  22  22  21  22  22  22  23  
Not convincing 21  27  24  16  15  26  22  22  21  23  24  20  24  21  20  22  22  21  22  22  22  23  
 
DON'T BEL/DK/NA 6  8  6  4  5  8  6  6  5  9  6  6  9  6  4  7  7  5  5  8  6  9  
Don't believe 4  4  5  3  5  6  4  6  4  6  4  5  6  5  3  4  5  3  3  5  4  6  
DK/NA 2  4  1  2  0  3  2  0  2  3  2  2  3  1  1  3  2  2  1  2  2  3  
 
   Q31 REGSTRD Q33 VOTE  
 Q29 AGE Q30 INCOME TO VOTE PROPENSITY GENDER 
 ----------------------------------------------- ----------------------- ----------- ----------------- ----------- 
          $0- $30K- $60K- $100K    ALMST     
 Total 18-29 30-39 40-49 50-64 65-74 75+ 18-49 50+ $30K $60K $100K + YES NO ALWYS ALL MOST MEN WOMEN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 104 153 198 257 87 62 455 406 160 160 196 148 381 65 390 277 108 433 469 
 
VERY/SMWT CONVINCING 72% 74% 73% 71% 75% 65% 70% 72% 72% 71% 69% 76% 70% 70% 70% 72% 71% 80% 72% 73% 
Very convincing 47  42  51  45  52  46  44  46  49  51  44  48  49  44  35  50  46  49  48  47  
Somewhat convincing 25  32  22  25  24  20  27  26  23  19  24  29  22  26  35  22  25  31  24  25  
 
NOT CONVINCING 21  23  22  20  19  31  18  21  21  19  25  19  26  24  19  22  25  16  22  21  
Not convincing 21  23  22  20  19  31  18  21  21  19  25  19  26  24  19  22  25  16  22  21  
 
DON'T BEL/DK/NA 6  3  4  10  6  4  12  6  6  10  6  5  4  7  11  6  4  4  6  6  
Don't believe 4  1  3  7  5  3  8  4  5  7  5  5  2  5  7  4  3  4  4  4  
DK/NA 2  2  2  3  1  1  5  2  2  3  1  0  2  2  5  2  1  0  2  2  
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TABLE 67:  Q19A.  I am going to read you some statements from people who oppose the measure to enact a one-half cent sales tax to protect and maintain essential City 

services like police patrols, fire protection, street repair, parks and libraries.  After hearing each statement, please tell me whether you find it very 
convincing, somewhat convincing, or not convincing as a reason to oppose such a measure:  With more people getting laid-off every day, the worst economy in 
a generation, and the state sales tax recently increasing, this is not the right time to raise taxes 

  
 
 LIKELY    
 VOTER PARTY BY AGE ETHNICITY BY AGE ETHNICITY BY GENDER 
 ----------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------------------- 
    DEM DEM REP REP DTS/O DTS/O WHITE WHITE LATNO LATNO ASIAN ASIAN WHITE WHITE LATNO LATNO ASIAN ASIAN  
 Total YES NO 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 721 181 210 197 69 115 120 70 189 254 115 63 108 59 213 248 90 96 88 85 
 
VERY/SMWT CONVINCING 72% 72% 73% 65% 64% 96% 84% 73% 80% 73% 74% 72% 72% 70% 68% 72% 76% 65% 80% 77% 59% 
Very convincing 47  49  42  44  37  65  68  47  56  50  49  44  47  38  47  50  48  35  55  50  32  
Somewhat convincing 25  23  31  21  27  31  17  26  24  24  24  28  25  32  21  21  28  30  25  28  27  
 
NOT CONVINCING 21  22  19  28  29  4  14  21  13  23  20  20  24  22  20  24  20  26  17  17  29  
Not convincing 21  22  19  28  29  4  14  21  13  23  20  20  24  22  20  24  20  26  17  17  29  
 
DON'T BEL/DK/NA 6  6  9  7  7  1  2  7  7  3  6  8  4  8  13  5  5  9  3  6  12  
Don't believe 4  4  6  6  6  1  2  4  3  2  5  4  4  5  8  5  2  4  3  5  7  
DK/NA 2  2  3  2  1  0  0  3  4  1  1  3  0  3  4  0  2  4  0  1  5  
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TABLE 68:  Q19B.  I am going to read you some statements from people who oppose the measure to enact a one-half cent sales tax to protect and maintain essential City 

services like police patrols, fire protection, street repair, parks and libraries.  After hearing each statement, please tell me whether you find it very 
convincing, somewhat convincing, or not convincing as a reason to oppose such a measure:  The City should cut wasteful spending and reduce city bureaucracy 
instead of raising taxes on hard-working San José residents 

  
 
  Q5/Q6 COMB 1/4 Q7 SALES TAX SUPPORT GIVEN  
 Q5 INITIAL 1/2 CENT SALES TAX VOTE CENT SALES TX VTE EMPLOYEE COMPENSATION CUTS PARTY BY GENDER 
 ----------------------------------------- ----------------- ----------------------------- ----------------------------------- 
  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  M-MRE SW-MR TOTAL TOTAL NO DF DEM DEM REP REP DTS/O DTS/O  
 Total YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD LIKLY LIKLY M-LKY L-LKY DK/NA MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 241 217 129 273 458 402 42 507 370 25 284 169 453 191 259 173 245 101 93 118 82 
 
VERY/SMWT CONVINCING 76% 60% 71% 83% 88% 65% 87% 88% 68% 86% 76% 69% 79% 73% 76% 81% 69% 76% 84% 87% 78% 73% 
Very convincing 47  28  29  51  73  28  66  63  32  67  44  40  34  37  53  59  42  46  57  58  49  44  
Somewhat convincing 29  33  42  32  15  37  20  25  36  19  31  30  46  36  22  22  27  30  27  29  29  29  
 
NOT CONVINCING 17  29  21  13  7  25  9  9  24  8  17  22  17  20  14  13  22  19  12  10  17  16  
Not convincing 17  29  21  13  7  25  9  9  24  8  17  22  17  20  14  13  22  19  12  10  17  16  
 
DON'T BEL/DK/NA 7  11  8  4  5  10  4  3  8  5  7  8  4  7  10  5  9  5  4  3  5  11  
Don't believe 5  9  5  2  2  7  2  0  6  3  0  7  3  6  5  3  8  4  4  2  3  6  
DK/NA 2  2  3  1  2  2  2  3  2  2  7  1  0  1  5  2  2  1  1  1  2  5  
 
 Q18 1/2 CNT SALES Q20 FINAL 1/2 CNT   
 TX VOTE AFTER POS SALES TAX VOTE Q8A INITIAL PARKING TAX VOTE GENDER BY AGE 
 ----------------- ----------------- ------------------------------------------ ----------------------- 
  TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  MEN MEN WOMEN WOMEN  
 Total YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 497 384 21 470 410 22 153 183 180 351 336 532 34 231 187 225 219 
 
VERY/SMWT CONVINCING 76% 67% 88% 77% 65% 88% 81% 71% 73% 74% 82% 72% 79% 61% 78% 72% 78% 74% 
Very convincing 47  28  72  35  25  72  39  38  30  46  62  34  57  25  46  48  44  49  
Somewhat convincing 29  39  15  41  40  16  42  33  42  28  20  38  23  36  32  24  34  25  
 
NOT CONVINCING 17  25  8  5  26  7  2  19  22  18  12  21  14  34  17  19  14  19  
Not convincing 17  25  8  5  26  7  2  19  22  18  12  21  14  34  17  19  14  19  
 
DON'T BEL/DK/NA 7  8  5  18  8  5  17  10  5  8  6  8  7  6  5  9  8  7  
Don't believe 5  6  3  11  6  3  10  9  5  5  3  6  4  3  4  7  5  4  
DK/NA 2  2  2  7  2  2  7  2  1  3  3  1  3  3  1  2  4  2  



FAIRBANK, MASLIN, MAULLIN, METZ & ASSOCIATES 
2010 CITY OF SAN JOSÉ COMMUNITY BUDGET SURVEY - 320-422 - (JANUARY 13-21, 2010) 

333 

 
TABLE 68:  Q19B.  I am going to read you some statements from people who oppose the measure to enact a one-half cent sales tax to protect and maintain essential City 

services like police patrols, fire protection, street repair, parks and libraries.  After hearing each statement, please tell me whether you find it very 
convincing, somewhat convincing, or not convincing as a reason to oppose such a measure:  The City should cut wasteful spending and reduce city bureaucracy 
instead of raising taxes on hard-working San José residents 

  
 
  Q22 BUSINESS TAX   
 Q8B INITIAL BUSINESS TAX VOTE AFTER POSITIVES Q9 CARD ROOM PROPOSAL SAMPLE/PHONE TYPE 
 ----------------------------------------- ----------------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------------- 
  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  STR SMWT STR TOTAL TOTAL  VOTER RDD CELL RDD RDD  
 Total YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD SUPPT SUPPT OPPOS SUPPT OPPOS UNDCD LIST SAMP SAMP CELL LAND  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 203 197 157 267 400 424 78 431 434 38 349 187 229 536 306 60 452 393 57 102 348 
 
VERY/SMWT CONVINCING 76% 65% 72% 78% 87% 69% 83% 72% 66% 86% 72% 72% 81% 78% 75% 80% 64% 75% 75% 86% 76% 77% 
Very convincing 47  37  32  45  67  35  59  44  29  66  42  48  43  52  46  50  36  47  44  61  47  46  
Somewhat convincing 29  29  39  33  19  34  24  28  37  21  30  24  38  26  29  29  28  28  31  26  29  31  
 
NOT CONVINCING 17  24  21  14  10  22  11  21  25  9  15  21  14  15  18  14  21  18  17  10  12  17  
Not convincing 17  24  21  14  10  22  11  21  25  9  15  21  14  15  18  14  21  18  17  10  12  17  
 
DON'T BEL/DK/NA 7  11  8  8  3  9  5  7  9  4  14  7  5  7  7  6  15  7  8  4  12  6  
Don't believe 5  9  5  5  1  7  3  3  7  2  11  5  2  6  4  5  9  4  6  4  8  5  
DK/NA 2  1  3  3  2  2  2  4  2  2  3  2  3  1  2  1  6  3  2  0  4  1  
 
  Q21 WASTE DISPSAL Q10 CITY BUDGET  
 Q8C INITIAL WASTE DISPOSAL TAX TX AFTR POS & NEG 12 MONTHS FROM PARTY (COMBINED) 
 ----------------------------------------- ----------------- ----------------------------- ----------------- 
  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  SMWT MUCH TOTAL TOTAL NO DF     
 Total YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD WORSE WORSE WORSE BETTR DK/NA DEM REP DTS/O  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 205 204 148 291 409 439 54 429 450 24 131 83 214 196 56 417 195 201 
 
VERY/SMWT CONVINCING 76% 70% 76% 71% 84% 73% 80% 69% 66% 86% 62% 82% 74% 79% 73% 60% 73% 85% 76% 
Very convincing 47  38  33  45  66  36  59  33  29  64  43  56  51  54  43  44  44  57  47  
Somewhat convincing 29  32  43  25  18  37  20  37  37  21  20  26  22  25  30  16  29  28  29  
 
NOT CONVINCING 17  22  15  20  13  18  15  23  24  11  16  10  17  13  19  27  20  11  17  
Not convincing 17  22  15  20  13  18  15  23  24  11  16  10  17  13  19  27  20  11  17  
 
DON'T BEL/DK/NA 7  9  9  9  3  9  5  8  10  4  21  8  9  9  8  12  7  4  8  
Don't believe 5  6  6  6  2  6  3  3  8  2  4  3  5  4  7  4  5  3  4  
DK/NA 2  2  2  3  1  2  2  5  2  2  18  5  4  4  1  8  2  1  4  
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TABLE 68:  Q19B.  I am going to read you some statements from people who oppose the measure to enact a one-half cent sales tax to protect and maintain essential City 

services like police patrols, fire protection, street repair, parks and libraries.  After hearing each statement, please tell me whether you find it very 
convincing, somewhat convincing, or not convincing as a reason to oppose such a measure:  The City should cut wasteful spending and reduce city bureaucracy 
instead of raising taxes on hard-working San José residents 

  
 
 Q11 FEELINGS ABOUT Q15 FIRST CHOICE Q16 RDC SRV  
 THE CITY BUDGET PRT/BDGT SHRTFLL /RAISG REV CITY COUNCIL DISTRICT 
 ----------------------------- ------------------ ----------- ----------------------------------------------------------- 
  SMWT VERY TOTAL TOTAL NTRL/ REDCE REDCE RAISE REDCE RAISE            
 Total NEG NEG NEG POS DK/NA COMP SRVCS RVNUE SRVCS RVNUE 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 113 91 204 107 125 368 185 228 408 344 63 99 60 70 41 95 61 95 106 100 
 
VERY/SMWT CONVINCING 76% 82% 83% 82% 73% 75% 83% 80% 60% 86% 65% 62% 74% 76% 78% 72% 74% 83% 80% 80% 82% 
Very convincing 47  47  66  55  28  45  58  52  26  59  32  35  50  46  44  46  50  47  56  50  47  
Somewhat convincing 29  35  17  27  45  29  25  28  34  26  34  26  23  30  35  25  24  36  24  30  35  
 
NOT CONVINCING 17  17  12  15  23  16  12  11  30  12  24  31  20  19  15  8  20  11  16  15  13  
Not convincing 17  17  12  15  23  16  12  11  30  12  24  31  20  19  15  8  20  11  16  15  13  
 
DON'T BEL/DK/NA 7  1  5  3  4  9  4  9  11  2  10  8  6  4  6  21  5  5  4  5  5  
Don't believe 5  1  5  3  4  6  3  6  8  1  9  5  5  4  1  15  5  5  2  3  3  
DK/NA 2  0  0  0  0  3  2  3  2  1  1  3  2  0  6  6  0  0  2  2  2  
 
 VOTER SALES TAX TARGETS BUSINESS TAX TARGETS WASTE DISPOSAL TARGETS 
 ----------- ----------------------------------------- ----------------------------- ----------------------------- 
   NON- CONS CONS  POS NEG COST COMP CONS CONS  POS NEG CONS CONS  POS NEG  
 Total VOTER VOTER YES NO SWING MOVER MOVER P-MVR P-MVR YES NO SWING MOVER MOVER YES NO SWING MOVER MOVER  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 833 69 378 320 204 88 75 61 136 308 322 272 123 112 310 336 256 118 113 
 
VERY/SMWT CONVINCING 76% 76% 73% 63% 89% 80% 81% 85% 87% 89% 65% 88% 74% 67% 82% 68% 84% 76% 64% 91% 
Very convincing 47  48  38  23  74  48  39  66  58  58  29  68  42  27  59  28  67  44  32  57  
Somewhat convincing 29  28  36  40  14  32  42  20  29  31  36  20  31  40  23  39  17  32  32  34  
 
NOT CONVINCING 17  17  14  28  7  12  15  7  13  11  25  8  20  26  14  23  12  17  27  6  
Not convincing 17  17  14  28  7  12  15  7  13  11  25  8  20  26  14  23  12  17  27  6  
 
DON'T BEL/DK/NA 7  7  12  9  4  8  4  8  1  0  10  4  7  7  4  10  4  8  10  3  
Don't believe 5  5  5  7  2  5  1  7  0  0  8  2  4  4  1  7  2  5  8  2  
DK/NA 2  2  7  2  2  3  2  1  1  0  2  2  2  2  3  2  2  3  1  1  
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TABLE 68:  Q19B.  I am going to read you some statements from people who oppose the measure to enact a one-half cent sales tax to protect and maintain essential City 

services like police patrols, fire protection, street repair, parks and libraries.  After hearing each statement, please tell me whether you find it very 
convincing, somewhat convincing, or not convincing as a reason to oppose such a measure:  The City should cut wasteful spending and reduce city bureaucracy 
instead of raising taxes on hard-working San José residents 

  
 
  Q24 TYPE OF Q25 Q26 KIDS   
 Q23 YEARS IN SAN JOSE RESIDENCE RESIDENCE AT HOME Q27 EDUCATION Q28 ETHNICITY 
 ----------------------------- ----------- ----------- ----------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------- 
       DETCH MULTI     HS OR SOME COLL POST NON-   NON-    
 Total 0-10 11-20 21-30 31-40 41+ HOUSE UNIT OWN RENT YES NO LESS COLL GRAD GRAD COLL COLL+ WHITE WHITE LATNO ASIAN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 184 210 191 161 151 703 164 672 219 362 533 185 220 351 127 404 477 461 418 187 173 
 
VERY/SMWT CONVINCING 76% 72% 78% 79% 80% 69% 77% 76% 76% 76% 79% 74% 74% 77% 78% 73% 76% 76% 75% 77% 78% 75% 
Very convincing 47  46  38  49  57  47  47  46  48  42  43  49  47  45  49  43  46  47  47  46  44  44  
Somewhat convincing 29  26  41  29  23  22  30  30  27  34  35  25  27  32  29  30  30  29  28  31  34  30  
 
NOT CONVINCING 17  19  15  17  13  22  16  20  18  15  15  18  14  15  19  19  15  19  20  14  13  15  
Not convincing 17  19  15  17  13  22  16  20  18  15  15  18  14  15  19  19  15  19  20  14  13  15  
 
DON'T BEL/DK/NA 7  9  6  4  7  9  7  4  6  8  6  8  12  8  3  8  10  4  5  9  9  11  
Don't believe 5  4  6  2  6  8  5  2  5  4  4  5  8  5  2  6  7  3  4  6  8  4  
DK/NA 2  5  1  3  1  1  2  2  2  4  2  2  3  3  1  2  3  1  1  3  1  7  
 
   Q31 REGSTRD Q33 VOTE  
 Q29 AGE Q30 INCOME TO VOTE PROPENSITY GENDER 
 ----------------------------------------------- ----------------------- ----------- ----------------- ----------- 
          $0- $30K- $60K- $100K    ALMST     
 Total 18-29 30-39 40-49 50-64 65-74 75+ 18-49 50+ $30K $60K $100K + YES NO ALWYS ALL MOST MEN WOMEN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 104 153 198 257 87 62 455 406 160 160 196 148 381 65 390 277 108 433 469 
 
VERY/SMWT CONVINCING 76% 82% 86% 70% 76% 67% 70% 78% 73% 71% 80% 76% 70% 77% 73% 73% 81% 78% 76% 76% 
Very convincing 47  42  49  44  50  45  49  45  49  47  45  48  42  48  35  48  49  48  48  46  
Somewhat convincing 29  40  37  26  26  23  21  33  25  24  34  28  29  29  38  26  32  30  28  30  
 
NOT CONVINCING 17  11  8  23  17  23  22  15  19  15  17  17  24  16  14  20  16  16  18  16  
Not convincing 17  11  8  23  17  23  22  15  19  15  17  17  24  16  14  20  16  16  18  16  
 
DON'T BEL/DK/NA 7  7  5  7  8  9  7  7  8  14  4  7  6  6  13  7  3  6  7  7  
Don't believe 5  5  4  4  5  7  7  4  6  9  3  5  3  5  6  5  2  6  5  4  
DK/NA 2  2  1  3  3  3  1  2  2  5  0  2  2  1  7  2  1  0  2  3  
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TABLE 68:  Q19B.  I am going to read you some statements from people who oppose the measure to enact a one-half cent sales tax to protect and maintain essential City 

services like police patrols, fire protection, street repair, parks and libraries.  After hearing each statement, please tell me whether you find it very 
convincing, somewhat convincing, or not convincing as a reason to oppose such a measure:  The City should cut wasteful spending and reduce city bureaucracy 
instead of raising taxes on hard-working San José residents 

  
 
 LIKELY    
 VOTER PARTY BY AGE ETHNICITY BY AGE ETHNICITY BY GENDER 
 ----------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------------------- 
    DEM DEM REP REP DTS/O DTS/O WHITE WHITE LATNO LATNO ASIAN ASIAN WHITE WHITE LATNO LATNO ASIAN ASIAN  
 Total YES NO 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 721 181 210 197 69 115 120 70 189 254 115 63 108 59 213 248 90 96 88 85 
 
VERY/SMWT CONVINCING 76% 76% 74% 76% 70% 95% 78% 74% 76% 74% 75% 82% 69% 78% 70% 71% 78% 72% 83% 83% 66% 
Very convincing 47  48  43  44  45  64  55  42  53  45  49  43  43  42  51  46  47  40  49  51  38  
Somewhat convincing 29  28  31  32  26  30  23  32  23  29  26  39  26  37  19  25  30  33  35  33  28  
 
NOT CONVINCING 17  18  15  17  23  3  17  19  14  21  19  10  20  14  12  23  17  14  13  13  16  
Not convincing 17  18  15  17  23  3  17  19  14  21  19  10  20  14  12  23  17  14  13  13  16  
 
DON'T BEL/DK/NA 7  6  11  7  7  2  5  7  10  5  6  8  11  8  18  6  5  14  4  4  18  
Don't believe 5  4  8  5  6  1  4  3  6  4  4  6  11  2  8  5  3  11  4  1  7  
DK/NA 2  2  3  2  1  1  1  4  4  1  1  2  0  6  10  1  1  3  0  2  11  
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TABLE 69:  Q19C.  I am going to read you some statements from people who oppose the measure to enact a one-half cent sales tax to protect and maintain essential City 

services like police patrols, fire protection, street repair, parks and libraries.  After hearing each statement, please tell me whether you find it very 
convincing, somewhat convincing, or not convincing as a reason to oppose such a measure:  We cannot trust City government to spend the money from a sales tax 
increase appropriately.  The money will end up being wasted 

  
 
  Q5/Q6 COMB 1/4 Q7 SALES TAX SUPPORT GIVEN  
 Q5 INITIAL 1/2 CENT SALES TAX VOTE CENT SALES TX VTE EMPLOYEE COMPENSATION CUTS PARTY BY GENDER 
 ----------------------------------------- ----------------- ----------------------------- ----------------------------------- 
  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  M-MRE SW-MR TOTAL TOTAL NO DF DEM DEM REP REP DTS/O DTS/O  
 Total YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD LIKLY LIKLY M-LKY L-LKY DK/NA MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 241 217 129 273 458 402 42 507 370 25 284 169 453 191 259 173 245 101 93 118 82 
 
VERY/SMWT CONVINCING 61% 41% 53% 65% 82% 46% 77% 62% 49% 78% 52% 50% 59% 53% 68% 68% 54% 58% 78% 65% 62% 62% 
Very convincing 35  21  15  38  62  18  54  43  21  56  32  27  24  26  47  43  33  31  49  33  44  28  
Somewhat convincing 25  20  38  27  20  29  22  19  28  22  21  22  36  27  21  25  21  27  28  32  18  34  
 
NOT CONVINCING 26  41  29  22  12  35  15  25  34  14  40  34  27  31  21  20  32  27  18  25  24  24  
Not convincing 26  41  29  22  12  35  15  25  34  14  40  34  27  31  21  20  32  27  18  25  24  24  
 
DON'T BEL/DK/NA 13  18  18  13  6  18  8  13  18  8  8  16  14  15  11  11  15  15  4  10  14  13  
Don't believe 10  16  13  9  4  15  6  10  14  6  8  14  11  13  7  9  13  12  4  8  9  8  
DK/NA 3  2  5  4  2  3  2  3  4  2  0  2  3  3  4  2  2  2  0  2  5  6  
 
 Q18 1/2 CNT SALES Q20 FINAL 1/2 CNT   
 TX VOTE AFTER POS SALES TAX VOTE Q8A INITIAL PARKING TAX VOTE GENDER BY AGE 
 ----------------- ----------------- ------------------------------------------ ----------------------- 
  TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  MEN MEN WOMEN WOMEN  
 Total YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 497 384 21 470 410 22 153 183 180 351 336 532 34 231 187 225 219 
 
VERY/SMWT CONVINCING 61% 47% 80% 32% 44% 81% 38% 53% 50% 62% 71% 52% 68% 33% 61% 60% 62% 58% 
Very convincing 35  16  62  10  15  61  4  30  23  31  48  26  42  20  37  43  30  33  
Somewhat convincing 25  31  19  22  29  20  34  24  27  30  24  25  26  13  25  17  32  25  
 
NOT CONVINCING 26  36  12  40  38  12  39  30  31  26  19  31  21  56  26  27  26  27  
Not convincing 26  36  12  40  38  12  39  30  31  26  19  31  21  56  26  27  26  27  
 
DON'T BEL/DK/NA 13  17  8  29  18  7  23  16  19  12  10  18  11  11  13  13  13  15  
Don't believe 10  14  6  24  15  5  13  15  15  8  8  15  8  5  9  12  9  12  
DK/NA 3  3  2  5  3  2  10  1  4  4  2  3  3  7  4  1  4  3  
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TABLE 69:  Q19C.  I am going to read you some statements from people who oppose the measure to enact a one-half cent sales tax to protect and maintain essential City 

services like police patrols, fire protection, street repair, parks and libraries.  After hearing each statement, please tell me whether you find it very 
convincing, somewhat convincing, or not convincing as a reason to oppose such a measure:  We cannot trust City government to spend the money from a sales 
tax increase appropriately.  The money will end up being wasted 

  
 
  Q22 BUSINESS TAX   
 Q8B INITIAL BUSINESS TAX VOTE AFTER POSITIVES Q9 CARD ROOM PROPOSAL SAMPLE/PHONE TYPE 
 ----------------------------------------- ----------------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------------- 
  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  STR SMWT STR TOTAL TOTAL  VOTER RDD CELL RDD RDD  
 Total YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD SUPPT SUPPT OPPOS SUPPT OPPOS UNDCD LIST SAMP SAMP CELL LAND  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 203 197 157 267 400 424 78 431 434 38 349 187 229 536 306 60 452 393 57 102 348 
 
VERY/SMWT CONVINCING 61% 50% 57% 62% 75% 53% 70% 48% 46% 77% 38% 53% 59% 70% 55% 71% 55% 61% 58% 82% 62% 60% 
Very convincing 35  30  17  39  52  24  47  32  20  52  12  32  32  48  32  44  21  36  31  58  42  32  
Somewhat convincing 25  20  40  23  23  30  23  16  26  25  25  22  26  22  23  27  34  24  27  24  20  28  
 
NOT CONVINCING 26  31  27  29  18  29  22  33  35  16  41  33  26  19  30  18  28  28  25  16  27  23  
Not convincing 26  31  27  29  18  29  22  33  35  16  41  33  26  19  30  18  28  28  25  16  27  23  
 
DON'T BEL/DK/NA 13  19  16  10  7  18  8  20  19  7  21  14  15  11  14  11  17  11  18  2  11  17  
Don't believe 10  18  10  7  6  14  6  14  15  5  15  12  11  9  12  9  9  10  13  0  6  13  
DK/NA 3  1  6  2  2  3  2  5  4  2  6  2  5  2  3  2  8  2  5  2  5  4  
 
  Q21 WASTE DISPSAL Q10 CITY BUDGET  
 Q8C INITIAL WASTE DISPOSAL TAX TX AFTR POS & NEG 12 MONTHS FROM PARTY (COMBINED) 
 ----------------------------------------- ----------------- ----------------------------- ----------------- 
  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  SMWT MUCH TOTAL TOTAL NO DF     
 Total YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD WORSE WORSE WORSE BETTR DK/NA DEM REP DTS/O  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 205 204 148 291 409 439 54 429 450 24 131 83 214 196 56 417 195 201 
 
VERY/SMWT CONVINCING 61% 51% 49% 65% 74% 50% 71% 56% 47% 74% 47% 64% 61% 63% 56% 49% 56% 72% 62% 
Very convincing 35  32  17  37  51  24  47  28  21  50  24  42  47  44  28  24  32  41  38  
Somewhat convincing 25  20  32  28  23  26  24  27  26  25  22  23  13  19  28  25  24  30  24  
 
NOT CONVINCING 26  33  31  22  17  32  19  35  34  17  42  24  26  25  27  37  29  22  24  
Not convincing 26  33  31  22  17  32  19  35  34  17  42  24  26  25  27  37  29  22  24  
 
DON'T BEL/DK/NA 13  16  20  12  9  18  10  9  18  9  11  12  13  12  17  14  15  7  14  
Don't believe 10  14  13  11  7  13  8  6  15  7  7  6  9  7  16  10  13  6  8  
DK/NA 3  2  7  2  1  4  1  3  4  2  5  6  5  5  1  4  2  1  5  
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TABLE 69:  Q19C.  I am going to read you some statements from people who oppose the measure to enact a one-half cent sales tax to protect and maintain essential City 

services like police patrols, fire protection, street repair, parks and libraries.  After hearing each statement, please tell me whether you find it very 
convincing, somewhat convincing, or not convincing as a reason to oppose such a measure:  We cannot trust City government to spend the money from a sales 
tax increase appropriately.  The money will end up being wasted 

  
 
 Q11 FEELINGS ABOUT Q15 FIRST CHOICE Q16 RDC SRV  
 THE CITY BUDGET PRT/BDGT SHRTFLL /RAISG REV CITY COUNCIL DISTRICT 
 ----------------------------- ------------------ ----------- ----------------------------------------------------------- 
  SMWT VERY TOTAL TOTAL NTRL/ REDCE REDCE RAISE REDCE RAISE            
 Total NEG NEG NEG POS DK/NA COMP SRVCS RVNUE SRVCS RVNUE 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 113 91 204 107 125 368 185 228 408 344 63 99 60 70 41 95 61 95 106 100 
 
VERY/SMWT CONVINCING 61% 67% 76% 71% 49% 63% 68% 67% 45% 71% 49% 52% 51% 61% 68% 70% 59% 54% 75% 63% 60% 
Very convincing 35  35  54  43  21  37  44  46  19  46  24  25  28  46  42  52  33  24  46  38  32  
Somewhat convincing 25  32  22  28  28  25  24  20  26  25  24  27  23  15  25  18  26  29  30  25  28  
 
NOT CONVINCING 26  26  18  22  35  19  21  22  36  19  34  32  31  22  23  15  28  33  17  30  28  
Not convincing 26  26  18  22  35  19  21  22  36  19  34  32  31  22  23  15  28  33  17  30  28  
 
DON'T BEL/DK/NA 13  7  6  6  16  19  11  12  19  10  18  16  18  17  10  16  13  14  8  7  12  
Don't believe 10  5  4  5  16  13  9  8  16  8  15  10  14  13  9  8  12  14  7  7  8  
DK/NA 3  2  1  2  0  6  2  4  3  2  3  6  4  4  1  7  1  0  1  0  4  
 
 VOTER SALES TAX TARGETS BUSINESS TAX TARGETS WASTE DISPOSAL TARGETS 
 ----------- ----------------------------------------- ----------------------------- ----------------------------- 
   NON- CONS CONS  POS NEG COST COMP CONS CONS  POS NEG CONS CONS  POS NEG  
 Total VOTER VOTER YES NO SWING MOVER MOVER P-MVR P-MVR YES NO SWING MOVER MOVER YES NO SWING MOVER MOVER  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 833 69 378 320 204 88 75 61 136 308 322 272 123 112 310 336 256 118 113 
 
VERY/SMWT CONVINCING 61% 61% 57% 41% 82% 64% 62% 77% 61% 69% 46% 77% 58% 45% 80% 44% 76% 61% 56% 70% 
Very convincing 35  35  35  13  64  33  24  52  43  46  19  54  32  25  47  19  52  34  28  43  
Somewhat convincing 25  26  22  29  18  31  39  25  18  23  28  22  26  20  33  26  24  27  28  27  
 
NOT CONVINCING 26  26  27  39  11  24  28  14  24  23  33  17  28  39  11  37  17  25  28  19  
Not convincing 26  26  27  39  11  24  28  14  24  23  33  17  28  39  11  37  17  25  28  19  
 
DON'T BEL/DK/NA 13  13  17  19  7  12  9  9  15  8  20  6  14  16  9  19  8  14  16  12  
Don't believe 10  10  14  16  5  8  6  5  9  6  17  5  11  12  7  15  6  10  13  8  
DK/NA 3  3  3  3  2  4  3  3  7  2  4  2  3  4  2  4  1  4  3  4  
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TABLE 69:  Q19C.  I am going to read you some statements from people who oppose the measure to enact a one-half cent sales tax to protect and maintain essential City 

services like police patrols, fire protection, street repair, parks and libraries.  After hearing each statement, please tell me whether you find it very 
convincing, somewhat convincing, or not convincing as a reason to oppose such a measure:  We cannot trust City government to spend the money from a sales 
tax increase appropriately.  The money will end up being wasted 

  
 
  Q24 TYPE OF Q25 Q26 KIDS   
 Q23 YEARS IN SAN JOSE RESIDENCE RESIDENCE AT HOME Q27 EDUCATION Q28 ETHNICITY 
 ----------------------------- ----------- ----------- ----------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------- 
       DETCH MULTI     HS OR SOME COLL POST NON-   NON-    
 Total 0-10 11-20 21-30 31-40 41+ HOUSE UNIT OWN RENT YES NO LESS COLL GRAD GRAD COLL COLL+ WHITE WHITE LATNO ASIAN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 184 210 191 161 151 703 164 672 219 362 533 185 220 351 127 404 477 461 418 187 173 
 
VERY/SMWT CONVINCING 61% 61% 56% 66% 62% 58% 61% 58% 61% 58% 63% 59% 59% 65% 63% 49% 62% 59% 60% 60% 61% 58% 
Very convincing 35  35  31  37  38  35  35  34  37  30  36  35  36  34  40  21  35  35  33  36  35  34  
Somewhat convincing 25  26  25  29  24  23  26  24  24  28  27  24  23  31  23  28  27  24  27  24  25  24  
 
NOT CONVINCING 26  25  27  26  25  26  25  32  26  27  24  27  23  21  28  34  22  30  27  26  23  30  
Not convincing 26  25  27  26  25  26  25  32  26  27  24  27  23  21  28  34  22  30  27  26  23  30  
 
DON'T BEL/DK/NA 13  14  17  8  13  16  14  10  13  15  13  14  19  14  9  17  16  11  13  13  16  12  
Don't believe 10  9  15  5  9  15  12  6  11  10  10  11  10  13  7  17  12  10  12  9  14  6  
DK/NA 3  5  2  3  3  1  3  4  2  6  3  3  9  1  1  0  5  1  2  4  3  6  
 
   Q31 REGSTRD Q33 VOTE  
 Q29 AGE Q30 INCOME TO VOTE PROPENSITY GENDER 
 ----------------------------------------------- ----------------------- ----------- ----------------- ----------- 
          $0- $30K- $60K- $100K    ALMST     
 Total 18-29 30-39 40-49 50-64 65-74 75+ 18-49 50+ $30K $60K $100K + YES NO ALWYS ALL MOST MEN WOMEN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 104 153 198 257 87 62 455 406 160 160 196 148 381 65 390 277 108 433 469 
 
VERY/SMWT CONVINCING 61% 59% 63% 62% 60% 55% 58% 62% 59% 56% 58% 63% 59% 62% 55% 57% 67% 62% 61% 61% 
Very convincing 35  38  33  31  40  30  36  33  37  39  35  34  36  34  32  36  35  35  40  31  
Somewhat convincing 25  21  29  31  20  24  23  28  21  17  23  29  23  27  22  22  32  27  21  29  
 
NOT CONVINCING 26  28  26  25  25  34  25  26  27  22  29  28  29  23  28  30  23  21  27  25  
Not convincing 26  28  26  25  25  34  25  26  27  22  29  28  29  23  28  30  23  21  27  25  
 
DON'T BEL/DK/NA 13  13  12  13  15  11  17  13  14  22  13  9  12  15  17  13  9  17  12  14  
Don't believe 10  8  9  10  13  9  15  9  12  14  10  8  12  11  14  10  7  14  10  11  
DK/NA 3  5  3  3  2  3  2  4  2  8  3  1  1  4  3  2  2  3  2  4  
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TABLE 69:  Q19C.  I am going to read you some statements from people who oppose the measure to enact a one-half cent sales tax to protect and maintain essential City 

services like police patrols, fire protection, street repair, parks and libraries.  After hearing each statement, please tell me whether you find it very 
convincing, somewhat convincing, or not convincing as a reason to oppose such a measure:  We cannot trust City government to spend the money from a sales 
tax increase appropriately.  The money will end up being wasted 

  
 
 LIKELY    
 VOTER PARTY BY AGE ETHNICITY BY AGE ETHNICITY BY GENDER 
 ----------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------------------- 
    DEM DEM REP REP DTS/O DTS/O WHITE WHITE LATNO LATNO ASIAN ASIAN WHITE WHITE LATNO LATNO ASIAN ASIAN  
 Total YES NO 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 721 181 210 197 69 115 120 70 189 254 115 63 108 59 213 248 90 96 88 85 
 
VERY/SMWT CONVINCING 61% 61% 58% 61% 52% 74% 72% 61% 60% 62% 57% 59% 64% 60% 55% 62% 58% 54% 67% 60% 56% 
Very convincing 35  36  34  36  28  33  48  33  45  31  35  33  38  30  43  38  30  31  40  47  20  
Somewhat convincing 25  26  24  25  24  41  23  28  15  31  23  26  26  31  12  25  28  23  27  13  36  
 
NOT CONVINCING 26  27  22  26  33  25  18  25  25  27  27  20  27  32  27  27  26  22  24  34  27  
Not convincing 26  27  22  26  33  25  18  25  25  27  27  20  27  32  27  27  26  22  24  34  27  
 
DON'T BEL/DK/NA 13  12  20  13  15  1  10  14  15  10  16  20  9  7  18  11  16  24  9  6  18  
Don't believe 10  10  14  10  14  1  9  7  12  9  15  16  9  2  10  10  13  18  9  5  6  
DK/NA 3  2  5  3  1  0  1  7  2  2  2  4  0  6  8  1  3  5  0  1  12  
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TABLE 70:  Q20.  Now that you have heard more about it, let me ask you again about the measure that would enact a one-half cent sales tax to protect and maintain 

essential City services like police patrols, fire protection, street repair, parks and libraries.  Do you think you would you vote yes in favor of this 
measure or no to oppose it? 

  
 
  Q5/Q6 COMB 1/4 Q7 SALES TAX SUPPORT GIVEN  
 Q5 INITIAL 1/2 CENT SALES TAX VOTE CENT SALES TX VTE EMPLOYEE COMPENSATION CUTS PARTY BY GENDER 
 ----------------------------------------- ----------------- ----------------------------- ----------------------------------- 
  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  M-MRE SW-MR TOTAL TOTAL NO DF DEM DEM REP REP DTS/O DTS/O  
 Total YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD LIKLY LIKLY M-LKY L-LKY DK/NA MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 241 217 129 273 458 402 42 507 370 25 284 169 453 191 259 173 245 101 93 118 82 
 
TOTAL YES 52% 86% 83% 29% 9% 85% 16% 47% 82% 13% 30% 80% 61% 73% 30% 33% 65% 62% 19% 38% 46% 52% 
Definitely yes 24  67  19  1  3  44  2  6  41  2  3  47  11  34  15  13  42  27  5  8  16  26  
Probably yes 19  16  45  18  3  30  8  7  28  7  10  23  37  28  7  11  14  23  9  21  20  16  
Undecided, lean yes 9  3  19  10  3  11  5  34  13  4  17  10  12  11  8  9  9  12  6  9  10  10  
 
TOTAL NO 45  13  14  68  90  14  83  29  16  86  42  20  37  26  68  63  34  34  81  57  54  45  
Undecided, lean no 5  4  5  13  2  5  5  7  4  5  12  4  7  5  6  4  1  7  7  5  3  5  
Probably no 9  3  5  30  8  4  15  6  5  14  18  3  11  6  11  12  4  8  16  9  12  10  
Definitely no 31  7  3  25  81  5  63  16  7  67  12  13  18  15  50  46  29  19  58  43  38  31  
 
UNDECIDED 2  0  3  2  1  2  1  24  2  1  28  0  2  1  2  5  1  4  0  6  1  3  
DK/NA 2  0  3  2  1  2  1  24  2  1  28  0  2  1  2  5  1  4  0  6  1  3  
 
 Q18 1/2 CNT SALES Q20 FINAL 1/2 CNT   
 TX VOTE AFTER POS SALES TAX VOTE Q8A INITIAL PARKING TAX VOTE GENDER BY AGE 
 ----------------- ----------------- ------------------------------------------ ----------------------- 
  TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  MEN MEN WOMEN WOMEN  
 Total YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 497 384 21 470 410 22 153 183 180 351 336 532 34 231 187 225 219 
 
TOTAL YES 52% 90% 4% 24% 100% 0% 0% 70% 70% 51% 35% 70% 41% 60% 57% 40% 57% 54% 
Definitely yes 24  42  1  9  46  0  0  46  23  19  17  33  18  27  29  21  20  25  
Probably yes 19  33  2  5  36  0  0  21  35  19  10  29  13  14  20  11  24  18  
Undecided, lean yes 9  15  2  11  18  0  0  3  13  13  8  8  10  19  9  7  13  10  
 
TOTAL NO 45  8  95  20  0  100  0  29  29  47  63  29  58  17  43  59  39  41  
Undecided, lean no 5  3  8  5  0  11  0  6  4  8  4  5  5  6  2  3  8  5  
Probably no 9  2  18  0  0  20  0  2  11  20  6  7  11  2  10  10  8  9  
Definitely no 31  2  70  15  0  69  0  21  15  19  53  18  41  9  31  46  23  27  
 
UNDECIDED 2  2  0  56  0  0  100  2  1  2  2  1  2  23  0  1  4  5  
DK/NA 2  2  0  56  0  0  100  2  1  2  2  1  2  23  0  1  4  5  
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TABLE 70:  Q20.  Now that you have heard more about it, let me ask you again about the measure that would enact a one-half cent sales tax to protect and maintain 

essential City services like police patrols, fire protection, street repair, parks and libraries.  Do you think you would you vote yes in favor of this 
measure or no to oppose it? 

  
 
  Q22 BUSINESS TAX   
 Q8B INITIAL BUSINESS TAX VOTE AFTER POSITIVES Q9 CARD ROOM PROPOSAL SAMPLE/PHONE TYPE 
 ----------------------------------------- ----------------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------------- 
  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  STR SMWT STR TOTAL TOTAL  VOTER RDD CELL RDD RDD  
 Total YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD SUPPT SUPPT OPPOS SUPPT OPPOS UNDCD LIST SAMP SAMP CELL LAND  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 203 197 157 267 400 424 78 431 434 38 349 187 229 536 306 60 452 393 57 102 348 
 
TOTAL YES 52% 73% 71% 44% 25% 72% 32% 58% 82% 24% 43% 60% 57% 39% 59% 41% 52% 48% 57% 54% 60% 55% 
Definitely yes 24  49  23  13  11  36  12  25  40  7  23  33  14  21  26  20  18  21  28  19  29  26  
Probably yes 19  19  36  21  8  27  13  11  29  9  14  17  30  12  22  13  24  16  22  26  23  22  
Undecided, lean yes 9  6  13  10  7  9  8  21  12  7  7  9  13  7  11  7  10  11  7  9  8  7  
 
TOTAL NO 45  26  26  54  74  26  66  30  17  75  29  38  41  60  39  59  36  50  40  44  37  42  
Undecided, lean no 5  5  6  9  3  6  5  3  3  7  7  4  5  4  5  7  1  5  5  6  5  6  
Probably no 9  3  10  20  7  7  12  5  6  12  11  9  11  5  9  9  5  9  10  5  5  10  
Definitely no 31  18  10  24  64  14  49  22  8  56  11  25  25  50  25  42  30  36  25  33  26  26  
 
UNDECIDED 2  1  3  2  1  2  1  12  1  2  28  3  2  1  2  1  12  2  3  2  3  3  
DK/NA 2  1  3  2  1  2  1  12  1  2  28  3  2  1  2  1  12  2  3  2  3  3  
 
  Q21 WASTE DISPSAL Q10 CITY BUDGET  
 Q8C INITIAL WASTE DISPOSAL TAX TX AFTR POS & NEG 12 MONTHS FROM PARTY (COMBINED) 
 ----------------------------------------- ----------------- ----------------------------- ----------------- 
  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  SMWT MUCH TOTAL TOTAL NO DF     
 Total YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD WORSE WORSE WORSE BETTR DK/NA DEM REP DTS/O  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 205 204 148 291 409 439 54 429 450 24 131 83 214 196 56 417 195 201 
 
TOTAL YES 52% 74% 68% 43% 28% 71% 33% 62% 76% 30% 56% 38% 46% 41% 60% 51% 64% 28% 48% 
Definitely yes 24  48  20  15  13  34  14  26  36  12  22  16  33  22  28  18  33  6  20  
Probably yes 19  16  35  20  10  26  13  15  30  8  27  15  7  12  20  28  20  14  18  
Undecided, lean yes 9  10  12  8  5  11  6  21  9  10  8  7  6  7  11  5  11  8  10  
 
TOTAL NO 45  25  28  55  70  27  65  29  22  69  24  57  54  56  37  47  34  69  50  
Undecided, lean no 5  4  6  8  3  5  5  6  4  7  3  7  4  5  5  4  5  6  4  
Probably no 9  3  13  20  6  8  11  5  8  10  5  14  2  10  8  9  6  13  11  
Definitely no 31  18  9  27  61  14  50  18  11  52  16  36  48  41  24  34  23  51  35  
 
UNDECIDED 2  1  4  2  2  2  2  9  2  2  20  5  0  3  3  3  2  3  2  
DK/NA 2  1  4  2  2  2  2  9  2  2  20  5  0  3  3  3  2  3  2  
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TABLE 70:  Q20.  Now that you have heard more about it, let me ask you again about the measure that would enact a one-half cent sales tax to protect and maintain 

essential City services like police patrols, fire protection, street repair, parks and libraries.  Do you think you would you vote yes in favor of this 
measure or no to oppose it? 

  
 
 Q11 FEELINGS ABOUT Q15 FIRST CHOICE Q16 RDC SRV  
 THE CITY BUDGET PRT/BDGT SHRTFLL /RAISG REV CITY COUNCIL DISTRICT 
 ----------------------------- ------------------ ----------- ----------------------------------------------------------- 
  SMWT VERY TOTAL TOTAL NTRL/ REDCE REDCE RAISE REDCE RAISE            
 Total NEG NEG NEG POS DK/NA COMP SRVCS RVNUE SRVCS RVNUE 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 113 91 204 107 125 368 185 228 408 344 63 99 60 70 41 95 61 95 106 100 
 
TOTAL YES 52% 49% 33% 42% 74% 59% 41% 35% 82% 38% 69% 58% 52% 66% 53% 39% 43% 59% 47% 55% 51% 
Definitely yes 24  19  17  18  30  26  20  12  43  15  37  25  31  29  17  17  19  26  22  26  21  
Probably yes 19  19  10  15  34  18  13  18  24  16  23  22  15  17  28  15  17  29  15  20  15  
Undecided, lean yes 9  11  7  9  10  14  8  5  15  8  9  12  5  20  8  7  7  4  10  8  14  
 
TOTAL NO 45  51  64  57  25  38  56  63  16  60  28  42  43  34  45  61  50  41  52  43  49  
Undecided, lean no 5  7  3  5  3  6  2  9  6  4  6  3  5  11  2  6  5  4  1  4  6  
Probably no 9  14  9  12  11  4  10  10  5  11  6  12  7  6  11  5  12  9  13  5  9  
Definitely no 31  31  53  40  11  28  43  44  4  45  16  26  31  17  32  49  34  28  39  34  34  
 
UNDECIDED 2  0  2  1  1  3  3  2  2  2  2  1  5  0  2  0  6  0  1  2  0  
DK/NA 2  0  2  1  1  3  3  2  2  2  2  1  5  0  2  0  6  0  1  2  0  
 
 VOTER SALES TAX TARGETS BUSINESS TAX TARGETS WASTE DISPOSAL TARGETS 
 ----------- ----------------------------------------- ----------------------------- ----------------------------- 
   NON- CONS CONS  POS NEG COST COMP CONS CONS  POS NEG CONS CONS  POS NEG  
 Total VOTER VOTER YES NO SWING MOVER MOVER P-MVR P-MVR YES NO SWING MOVER MOVER YES NO SWING MOVER MOVER  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 833 69 378 320 204 88 75 61 136 308 322 272 123 112 310 336 256 118 113 
 
TOTAL YES 52% 51% 61% 100% 0% 45% 80% 0% 56% 35% 83% 18% 57% 78% 40% 77% 23% 60% 72% 49% 
Definitely yes 24  24  24  53  0  7  12  0  12  7  41  4  28  39  17  38  9  26  33  19  
Probably yes 19  18  30  35  0  18  34  0  15  13  32  9  16  23  11  30  7  21  29  10  
Undecided, lean yes 9  10  7  12  0  19  34  0  30  15  10  6  13  16  12  9  7  14  10  20  
 
TOTAL NO 45  46  36  0  100  44  16  100  36  61  16  81  36  20  57  21  75  35  25  49  
Undecided, lean no 5  5  5  0  6  13  3  32  3  7  3  6  6  2  11  3  4  8  5  13  
Probably no 9  9  9  0  18  13  6  28  13  12  6  13  8  7  7  9  11  7  6  7  
Definitely no 31  32  22  0  77  19  8  40  21  42  7  62  23  11  39  10  60  20  14  28  
 
UNDECIDED 2  2  3  0  0  11  4  0  7  4  1  1  6  2  4  2  2  4  3  2  
DK/NA 2  2  3  0  0  11  4  0  7  4  1  1  6  2  4  2  2  4  3  2  
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TABLE 70:  Q20.  Now that you have heard more about it, let me ask you again about the measure that would enact a one-half cent sales tax to protect and maintain 

essential City services like police patrols, fire protection, street repair, parks and libraries.  Do you think you would you vote yes in favor of this 
measure or no to oppose it? 

  
 
  Q24 TYPE OF Q25 Q26 KIDS   
 Q23 YEARS IN SAN JOSE RESIDENCE RESIDENCE AT HOME Q27 EDUCATION Q28 ETHNICITY 
 ----------------------------- ----------- ----------- ----------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------- 
       DETCH MULTI     HS OR SOME COLL POST NON-   NON-    
 Total 0-10 11-20 21-30 31-40 41+ HOUSE UNIT OWN RENT YES NO LESS COLL GRAD GRAD COLL COLL+ WHITE WHITE LATNO ASIAN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 184 210 191 161 151 703 164 672 219 362 533 185 220 351 127 404 477 461 418 187 173 
 
TOTAL YES 52% 58% 53% 50% 48% 51% 51% 56% 50% 59% 56% 50% 56% 56% 45% 55% 56% 48% 49% 56% 61% 52% 
Definitely yes 24  29  20  20  22  28  24  23  21  30  26  22  29  22  22  26  25  23  22  26  28  21  
Probably yes 19  18  24  19  19  13  19  21  19  20  21  18  20  22  18  19  21  18  16  22  28  21  
Undecided, lean yes 9  11  10  10  7  10  9  12  10  9  9  10  8  12  6  10  10  7  11  8  4  10  
 
TOTAL NO 45  39  45  48  49  46  46  43  47  39  43  47  40  42  53  41  41  50  48  42  38  44  
Undecided, lean no 5  5  5  6  6  3  5  3  5  5  7  4  6  4  4  8  5  5  5  5  7  4  
Probably no 9  9  12  10  8  6  10  5  9  8  9  9  7  10  11  8  8  10  11  7  5  10  
Definitely no 31  26  29  31  36  37  31  34  33  26  27  34  28  27  38  25  28  35  32  29  26  30  
 
UNDECIDED 2  3  1  3  3  2  2  2  3  2  1  3  3  3  1  4  3  2  3  2  1  3  
DK/NA 2  3  1  3  3  2  2  2  3  2  1  3  3  3  1  4  3  2  3  2  1  3  
 
   Q31 REGSTRD Q33 VOTE  
 Q29 AGE Q30 INCOME TO VOTE PROPENSITY GENDER 
 ----------------------------------------------- ----------------------- ----------- ----------------- ----------- 
          $0- $30K- $60K- $100K    ALMST     
 Total 18-29 30-39 40-49 50-64 65-74 75+ 18-49 50+ $30K $60K $100K + YES NO ALWYS ALL MOST MEN WOMEN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 104 153 198 257 87 62 455 406 160 160 196 148 381 65 390 277 108 433 469 
 
TOTAL YES 52% 69% 50% 56% 45% 57% 44% 57% 47% 52% 64% 52% 52% 56% 63% 48% 51% 65% 49% 55% 
Definitely yes 24  28  19  27  22  27  23  24  23  27  24  22  25  27  24  26  21  22  25  22  
Probably yes 19  19  25  21  13  25  12  22  15  17  26  23  17  21  32  13  21  28  16  22  
Undecided, lean yes 9  22  6  9  10  5  9  11  9  7  14  8  10  8  7  10  9  14  8  11  
 
TOTAL NO 45  29  45  44  53  39  49  41  49  47  36  46  45  42  34  49  48  33  51  41  
Undecided, lean no 5  5  7  3  4  3  5  5  4  4  3  5  4  6  6  5  6  2  3  7  
Probably no 9  5  9  12  11  4  11  9  10  6  13  9  9  9  9  8  11  7  10  8  
Definitely no 31  20  29  29  38  32  33  27  36  36  20  32  33  27  19  36  30  24  38  25  
 
UNDECIDED 2  1  5  0  2  4  7  2  3  1  0  2  3  3  3  3  2  2  1  4  
DK/NA 2  1  5  0  2  4  7  2  3  1  0  2  3  3  3  3  2  2  1  4  
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TABLE 70:  Q20.  Now that you have heard more about it, let me ask you again about the measure that would enact a one-half cent sales tax to protect and maintain 

essential City services like police patrols, fire protection, street repair, parks and libraries.  Do you think you would you vote yes in favor of this 
measure or no to oppose it? 

  
 
 LIKELY    
 VOTER PARTY BY AGE ETHNICITY BY AGE ETHNICITY BY GENDER 
 ----------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------------------- 
    DEM DEM REP REP DTS/O DTS/O WHITE WHITE LATNO LATNO ASIAN ASIAN WHITE WHITE LATNO LATNO ASIAN ASIAN  
 Total YES NO 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 721 181 210 197 69 115 120 70 189 254 115 63 108 59 213 248 90 96 88 85 
 
TOTAL YES 52% 50% 63% 66% 61% 31% 25% 52% 43% 54% 46% 62% 62% 58% 39% 43% 54% 66% 57% 47% 58% 
Definitely yes 24  23  26  32  35  7  7  22  18  22  23  30  27  20  20  23  21  33  24  24  18  
Probably yes 19  16  29  22  16  15  12  19  17  18  14  30  25  25  14  11  20  28  28  16  26  
Undecided, lean yes 9  10  8  12  10  10  6  11  8  15  9  2  10  14  5  10  13  4  5  6  14  
 
TOTAL NO 45  48  34  32  36  67  71  46  55  44  51  37  37  39  56  56  41  34  41  53  35  
Undecided, lean no 5  5  5  5  4  3  6  3  3  5  5  6  4  5  3  4  6  5  9  1  7  
Probably no 9  9  8  6  7  16  11  11  13  12  11  6  4  9  13  13  9  3  7  12  8  
Definitely no 31  34  22  21  25  48  54  31  39  27  35  25  28  25  40  39  26  27  25  40  20  
 
UNDECIDED 2  2  3  2  3  1  4  2  1  2  4  1  1  3  5  1  5  0  2  0  7  
DK/NA 2  2  3  2  3  1  4  2  1  2  4  1  1  3  5  1  5  0  2  0  7  
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TABLE 71:  Q21.  I would like to ask you a question about a different ballot measure.  This is the measure I mentioned earlier that would help protect and maintain 

City services like police patrols, fire protection, street repair, parks and libraries by increasing the tax, paid by waste disposal companies, on waste they 
dump at waste disposal facilities from 13 dollars per ton to seventeen dollars and fifty cents per ton.  Here are statements from supporters and opponents of 
the measure.  SUPPORTERS of this measure say it would provide a stable source of revenue to fund vital city services without raising taxes on local 
residents.  It will increase the tax paid by waste hauling companies - which has not been raised since 1992 - making it equivalent to the amount they pay in 
other cities, and regularly adjusting it for inflation.  OPPONENTS of this proposal say that waste hauling companies will simply pass the cost of this tax on 
to San Jose residents in the form of higher rates.  We should not be raising taxes or fees that will increase costs on San Jose families at a time when many 
are having a hard time getting by.  Now that you have heard more about it, do you think you would vote yes in favor of this measure or no to oppose it? 

  
 
  Q5/Q6 COMB 1/4 Q7 SALES TAX SUPPORT GIVEN  
 Q5 INITIAL 1/2 CENT SALES TAX VOTE CENT SALES TX VTE EMPLOYEE COMPENSATION CUTS PARTY BY GENDER 
 ----------------------------------------- ----------------- ----------------------------- ----------------------------------- 
  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  M-MRE SW-MR TOTAL TOTAL NO DF DEM DEM REP REP DTS/O DTS/O  
 Total YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD LIKLY LIKLY M-LKY L-LKY DK/NA MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 241 217 129 273 458 402 42 507 370 25 284 169 453 191 259 173 245 101 93 118 82 
 
TOTAL YES 48% 64% 68% 44% 20% 66% 27% 37% 65% 24% 45% 60% 64% 61% 35% 32% 63% 49% 25% 36% 42% 54% 
Definitely yes 22  45  20  9  9  33  9  15  32  8  18  35  15  28  20  12  37  21  6  9  17  29  
Probably yes 17  13  33  19  8  23  12  10  22  12  12  17  32  23  11  13  18  20  10  15  17  13  
Undecided, lean yes 9  6  15  15  3  10  7  12  12  4  14  8  17  11  4  7  8  8  9  12  8  13  
 
TOTAL NO 50  32  30  53  79  31  71  52  32  75  36  38  35  37  62  64  35  48  75  61  55  43  
Undecided, lean no 6  6  7  7  3  7  4  11  6  5  12  5  7  6  5  6  5  6  4  7  5  5  
Probably no 11  8  10  24  10  9  15  1  9  14  3  8  11  9  14  13  5  12  15  9  18  12  
Definitely no 33  18  12  23  66  16  52  39  17  56  21  25  17  22  43  45  25  31  56  45  32  27  
 
UNDECIDED 3  3  2  3  1  3  2  11  3  1  19  2  1  2  3  4  2  3  0  3  4  3  
DK/NA 3  3  2  3  1  3  2  11  3  1  19  2  1  2  3  4  2  3  0  3  4  3  
 
 Q18 1/2 CNT SALES Q20 FINAL 1/2 CNT   
 TX VOTE AFTER POS SALES TAX VOTE Q8A INITIAL PARKING TAX VOTE GENDER BY AGE 
 ----------------- ----------------- ------------------------------------------ ----------------------- 
  TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  MEN MEN WOMEN WOMEN  
 Total YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 497 384 21 470 410 22 153 183 180 351 336 532 34 231 187 225 219 
 
TOTAL YES 48% 67% 22% 47% 69% 23% 42% 63% 67% 52% 28% 65% 36% 51% 59% 36% 50% 42% 
Definitely yes 22  32  8  27  33  9  22  42  18  20  15  29  17  28  28  19  21  17  
Probably yes 17  25  8  10  25  8  11  18  36  14  9  28  11  20  23  11  17  17  
Undecided, lean yes 9  11  5  11  11  6  9  4  13  18  4  9  9  4  8  6  11  9  
 
TOTAL NO 50  30  77  30  28  75  37  34  31  45  70  32  62  39  40  62  46  54  
Undecided, lean no 6  6  5  5  6  5  5  6  5  8  3  6  5  13  5  4  7  7  
Probably no 11  8  15  11  8  15  12  7  11  18  10  9  13  10  13  10  11  12  
Definitely no 33  16  57  14  15  55  20  21  14  19  57  18  44  16  23  48  28  36  
 
UNDECIDED 3% 3% 1% 23% 3% 1% 21% 3% 2% 4% 2% 2% 2% 10% 1% 2% 4% 3% 
DK/NA 3  3  1  23  3  1  21  3  2  4  2  2  2  10  1  2  4  3  
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TABLE 71:  Q21.  I would like to ask you a question about a different ballot measure.  This is the measure I mentioned earlier that would help protect and maintain 

City services like police patrols, fire protection, street repair, parks and libraries by increasing the tax, paid by waste disposal companies, on waste 
they dump at waste disposal facilities from 13 dollars per ton to seventeen dollars and fifty cents per ton.  Here are statements from supporters and 
opponents of the measure.  SUPPORTERS of this measure say it would provide a stable source of revenue to fund vital city services without raising taxes on 
local residents.  It will increase the tax paid by waste hauling companies - which has not been raised since 1992 - making it equivalent to the amount they 
pay in other cities, and regularly adjusting it for inflation.  OPPONENTS of this proposal say that waste hauling companies will simply pass the cost of 
this tax on to San Jose residents in the form of higher rates.  We should not be raising taxes or fees that will increase costs on San Jose families at a 
time when many are having a hard time getting by.  Now that you have heard more about it, do you think you would vote yes in favor of this measure or no to 
oppose it? 

  
 
  Q22 BUSINESS TAX   
 Q8B INITIAL BUSINESS TAX VOTE AFTER POSITIVES Q9 CARD ROOM PROPOSAL SAMPLE/PHONE TYPE 
 ----------------------------------------- ----------------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------------- 
  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  STR SMWT STR TOTAL TOTAL  VOTER RDD CELL RDD RDD  
 Total YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD SUPPT SUPPT OPPOS SUPPT OPPOS UNDCD LIST SAMP SAMP CELL LAND  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 203 197 157 267 400 424 78 431 434 38 349 187 229 536 306 60 452 393 57 102 348 
 
TOTAL YES 48% 69% 71% 39% 22% 70% 28% 39% 77% 17% 53% 52% 61% 30% 55% 33% 54% 44% 51% 50% 54% 50% 
Definitely yes 22  48  21  13  9  35  10  17  38  6  17  31  12  18  24  17  21  19  24  22  24  24  
Probably yes 17  16  35  13  8  25  10  15  26  8  32  15  32  9  21  10  20  15  19  20  21  18  
Undecided, lean yes 9  5  15  13  4  10  8  7  14  4  4  6  17  3  10  6  12  9  8  9  9  8  
 
TOTAL NO 50  28  26  59  77  27  70  53  20  81  25  45  37  69  43  65  37  54  47  43  40  48  
Undecided, lean no 6  4  5  12  2  5  6  11  4  7  3  4  6  6  5  7  5  6  4  8  7  4  
Probably no 11  7  9  21  11  8  15  7  6  17  12  9  9  14  9  16  7  10  13  8  8  13  
Definitely no 33  17  13  26  64  15  50  34  10  58  10  32  23  49  29  41  26  37  29  26  25  30  
 
UNDECIDED 3  2  3  2  1  3  2  9  2  1  22  2  2  1  2  2  9  3  2  7  6  2  
DK/NA 3  2  3  2  1  3  2  9  2  1  22  2  2  1  2  2  9  3  2  7  6  2  
 
  Q21 WASTE DISPSAL Q10 CITY BUDGET  
 Q8C INITIAL WASTE DISPOSAL TAX TX AFTR POS & NEG 12 MONTHS FROM PARTY (COMBINED) 
 ----------------------------------------- ----------------- ----------------------------- ----------------- 
  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  SMWT MUCH TOTAL TOTAL NO DF     
 Total YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD WORSE WORSE WORSE BETTR DK/NA DEM REP DTS/O  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 205 204 148 291 409 439 54 429 450 24 131 83 214 196 56 417 195 201 
 
TOTAL YES 48% 75% 77% 34% 16% 76% 22% 42% 100% 0% 0% 41% 31% 37% 56% 46% 55% 30% 47% 
Definitely yes 22  54  22  7  7  38  7  12  45  0  0  14  18  15  29  17  28  8  22  
Probably yes 17  15  38  14  6  27  8  17  36  0  0  18  9  14  17  25  19  12  15  
Undecided, lean yes 9  5  16  13  3  11  6  12  18  0  0  9  4  7  10  5  8  10  10  
 
TOTAL NO 50  23  21  65  82  22  77  43  0  100  0  56  68  61  41  49  43  68  50  
Undecided, lean no 6  3  5  10  4  4  6  13  0  11  0  9  4  7  6  5  6  5  5  
Probably no 11  4  8  27  11  6  16  11  0  22  0  14  13  13  13  13  9  12  16  
Definitely no 33  17  7  29  67  12  54  19  0  66  0  34  52  41  22  31  28  51  30  
 
UNDECIDED 3% 2% 3% 1% 2% 2% 2% 15% 0% 0% 100% 3% 1% 2% 3% 4% 2% 1% 3% 
DK/NA 3  2  3  1  2  2  2  15  0  0  100  3  1  2  3  4  2  1  3  
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TABLE 71:  Q21.  I would like to ask you a question about a different ballot measure.  This is the measure I mentioned earlier that would help protect and maintain 

City services like police patrols, fire protection, street repair, parks and libraries by increasing the tax, paid by waste disposal companies, on waste 
they dump at waste disposal facilities from 13 dollars per ton to seventeen dollars and fifty cents per ton.  Here are statements from supporters and 
opponents of the measure.  SUPPORTERS of this measure say it would provide a stable source of revenue to fund vital city services without raising taxes on 
local residents.  It will increase the tax paid by waste hauling companies - which has not been raised since 1992 - making it equivalent to the amount they 
pay in other cities, and regularly adjusting it for inflation.  OPPONENTS of this proposal say that waste hauling companies will simply pass the cost of 
this tax on to San Jose residents in the form of higher rates.  We should not be raising taxes or fees that will increase costs on San Jose families at a 
time when many are having a hard time getting by.  Now that you have heard more about it, do you think you would vote yes in favor of this measure or no to 
oppose it? 

  
 
 Q11 FEELINGS ABOUT Q15 FIRST CHOICE Q16 RDC SRV  
 THE CITY BUDGET PRT/BDGT SHRTFLL /RAISG REV CITY COUNCIL DISTRICT 
 ----------------------------- ------------------ ----------- ----------------------------------------------------------- 
  SMWT VERY TOTAL TOTAL NTRL/ REDCE REDCE RAISE REDCE RAISE            
 Total NEG NEG NEG POS DK/NA COMP SRVCS RVNUE SRVCS RVNUE 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 113 91 204 107 125 368 185 228 408 344 63 99 60 70 41 95 61 95 106 100 
 
TOTAL YES 48% 49% 31% 41% 73% 42% 37% 47% 66% 40% 60% 52% 43% 39% 57% 41% 53% 59% 37% 43% 48% 
Definitely yes 22  19  19  19  29  21  16  17  39  15  33  24  26  22  23  19  28  27  13  16  23  
Probably yes 17  17  5  12  37  12  13  23  18  18  18  22  9  14  29  9  17  27  14  16  13  
Undecided, lean yes 9  13  8  11  7  9  8  7  10  7  9  6  8  3  6  14  8  4  10  11  12  
 
TOTAL NO 50  50  64  56  27  54  60  51  31  59  37  41  53  61  39  59  46  38  63  55  50  
Undecided, lean no 6  4  7  5  3  6  6  6  5  6  6  5  5  5  3  3  5  5  2  13  6  
Probably no 11  14  8  11  5  9  11  11  8  12  8  16  10  8  14  13  9  6  22  12  6  
Definitely no 33  32  50  40  19  38  43  34  18  41  24  20  39  47  21  43  32  28  39  30  37  
 
UNDECIDED 3  0  5  2  0  5  3  2  3  1  2  6  4  0  4  0  1  3  0  2  2  
DK/NA 3  0  5  2  0  5  3  2  3  1  2  6  4  0  4  0  1  3  0  2  2  
 
 VOTER SALES TAX TARGETS BUSINESS TAX TARGETS WASTE DISPOSAL TARGETS 
 ----------- ----------------------------------------- ----------------------------- ----------------------------- 
   NON- CONS CONS  POS NEG COST COMP CONS CONS  POS NEG CONS CONS  POS NEG  
 Total VOTER VOTER YES NO SWING MOVER MOVER P-MVR P-MVR YES NO SWING MOVER MOVER YES NO SWING MOVER MOVER  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 833 69 378 320 204 88 75 61 136 308 322 272 123 112 310 336 256 118 113 
 
TOTAL YES 48% 47% 52% 71% 18% 51% 62% 41% 52% 37% 82% 16% 46% 67% 21% 100% 0% 46% 100% 0% 
Definitely yes 22  21  23  36  6  18  17  17  19  12  40  5  20  32  9  51  0  15  32  0  
Probably yes 17  17  24  26  8  16  26  8  13  14  29  7  16  16  9  35  0  18  39  0  
Undecided, lean yes 9  9  5  9  4  16  19  17  20  11  12  4  10  19  2  14  0  13  29  0  
 
TOTAL NO 50  50  43  26  80  46  36  58  45  60  17  83  48  30  77  0  100  44  0  100  
Undecided, lean no 6  6  7  6  5  7  5  11  4  5  3  5  10  9  13  0  8  9  0  21  
Probably no 11  11  11  7  15  13  8  14  12  14  5  17  11  7  16  0  21  12  0  27  
Definitely no 33  34  25  13  61  26  23  34  29  41  9  61  27  14  48  0  71  23  0  52  
 
UNDECIDED 3% 2% 5% 3% 2% 3% 2% 0% 3% 2% 2% 1% 6% 3% 3% 0% 0% 9% 0% 0% 
DK/NA 3  2  5  3  2  3  2  0  3  2  2  1  6  3  3  0  0  9  0  0  
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TABLE 71:  Q21.  I would like to ask you a question about a different ballot measure.  This is the measure I mentioned earlier that would help protect and maintain 

City services like police patrols, fire protection, street repair, parks and libraries by increasing the tax, paid by waste disposal companies, on waste 
they dump at waste disposal facilities from 13 dollars per ton to seventeen dollars and fifty cents per ton.  Here are statements from supporters and 
opponents of the measure.  SUPPORTERS of this measure say it would provide a stable source of revenue to fund vital city services without raising taxes on 
local residents.  It will increase the tax paid by waste hauling companies - which has not been raised since 1992 - making it equivalent to the amount they 
pay in other cities, and regularly adjusting it for inflation.  OPPONENTS of this proposal say that waste hauling companies will simply pass the cost of 
this tax on to San Jose residents in the form of higher rates.  We should not be raising taxes or fees that will increase costs on San Jose families at a 
time when many are having a hard time getting by.  Now that you have heard more about it, do you think you would vote yes in favor of this measure or no to 
oppose it? 

  
 
  Q24 TYPE OF Q25 Q26 KIDS   
 Q23 YEARS IN SAN JOSE RESIDENCE RESIDENCE AT HOME Q27 EDUCATION Q28 ETHNICITY 
 ----------------------------- ----------- ----------- ----------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------- 
       DETCH MULTI     HS OR SOME COLL POST NON-   NON-    
 Total 0-10 11-20 21-30 31-40 41+ HOUSE UNIT OWN RENT YES NO LESS COLL GRAD GRAD COLL COLL+ WHITE WHITE LATNO ASIAN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 184 210 191 161 151 703 164 672 219 362 533 185 220 351 127 404 477 461 418 187 173 
 
TOTAL YES 48% 53% 54% 48% 46% 33% 48% 47% 47% 50% 49% 47% 54% 48% 43% 55% 50% 46% 44% 52% 54% 54% 
Definitely yes 22  28  20  22  18  20  21  21  20  25  24  20  27  20  20  23  23  21  20  23  25  22  
Probably yes 17  14  23  19  19  9  17  21  17  17  16  18  18  21  15  18  20  16  17  19  20  19  
Undecided, lean yes 9  10  12  7  8  5  9  6  9  8  9  9  9  7  9  14  8  10  7  10  9  13  
 
TOTAL NO 50  42  45  50  51  65  50  48  51  46  49  50  44  51  55  41  48  51  54  45  43  43  
Undecided, lean no 6  2  7  7  5  7  5  7  5  6  6  6  7  5  6  4  6  6  8  3  2  4  
Probably no 11  12  15  8  10  11  11  11  11  13  14  10  9  13  11  12  11  12  12  11  13  12  
Definitely no 33  28  23  34  36  47  34  30  35  28  30  35  28  33  37  25  31  34  34  30  28  27  
 
UNDECIDED 3  5  1  2  4  1  2  4  2  4  3  3  3  1  2  4  2  3  2  3  2  3  
DK/NA 3  5  1  2  4  1  2  4  2  4  3  3  3  1  2  4  2  3  2  3  2  3  
 
   Q31 REGSTRD Q33 VOTE  
 Q29 AGE Q30 INCOME TO VOTE PROPENSITY GENDER 
 ----------------------------------------------- ----------------------- ----------- ----------------- ----------- 
          $0- $30K- $60K- $100K    ALMST     
 Total 18-29 30-39 40-49 50-64 65-74 75+ 18-49 50+ $30K $60K $100K + YES NO ALWYS ALL MOST MEN WOMEN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 104 153 198 257 87 62 455 406 160 160 196 148 381 65 390 277 108 433 469 
 
TOTAL YES 48% 62% 53% 52% 41% 35% 38% 55% 40% 48% 43% 53% 57% 51% 54% 46% 43% 59% 49% 47% 
Definitely yes 22  32  20  24  19  16  17  25  18  26  22  20  29  24  23  22  16  30  24  20  
Probably yes 17  25  20  18  14  14  14  20  14  14  15  23  20  18  26  15  17  22  17  17  
Undecided, lean yes 9  5  13  10  8  6  8  10  8  8  7  10  8  9  5  9  10  7  7  10  
 
TOTAL NO 50  37  45  45  57  61  60  43  58  50  55  46  41  47  40  52  54  41  50  50  
Undecided, lean no 6  6  5  7  5  4  10  6  6  5  10  3  5  5  7  6  6  4  5  7  
Probably no 11  7  11  16  11  15  6  12  11  9  19  9  9  12  12  8  15  14  11  11  
Definitely no 33  24  29  23  41  42  44  25  41  36  25  33  28  30  21  39  33  23  34  32  
 
UNDECIDED 3% 1% 2% 3% 2% 4% 2% 2% 3% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2% 6% 2% 3% 0% 2% 3% 
DK/NA 3  1  2  3  2  4  2  2  3  2  2  2  2  2  6  2  3  0  2  3  
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TABLE 71:  Q21.  I would like to ask you a question about a different ballot measure.  This is the measure I mentioned earlier that would help protect and maintain 

City services like police patrols, fire protection, street repair, parks and libraries by increasing the tax, paid by waste disposal companies, on waste 
they dump at waste disposal facilities from 13 dollars per ton to seventeen dollars and fifty cents per ton.  Here are statements from supporters and 
opponents of the measure.  SUPPORTERS of this measure say it would provide a stable source of revenue to fund vital city services without raising taxes on 
local residents.  It will increase the tax paid by waste hauling companies - which has not been raised since 1992 - making it equivalent to the amount they 
pay in other cities, and regularly adjusting it for inflation.  OPPONENTS of this proposal say that waste hauling companies will simply pass the cost of 
this tax on to San Jose residents in the form of higher rates.  We should not be raising taxes or fees that will increase costs on San Jose families at a 
time when many are having a hard time getting by.  Now that you have heard more about it, do you think you would vote yes in favor of this measure or no to 
oppose it? 

  
 
 LIKELY    
 VOTER PARTY BY AGE ETHNICITY BY AGE ETHNICITY BY GENDER 
 ----------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------------------- 
    DEM DEM REP REP DTS/O DTS/O WHITE WHITE LATNO LATNO ASIAN ASIAN WHITE WHITE LATNO LATNO ASIAN ASIAN  
 Total YES NO 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 721 181 210 197 69 115 120 70 189 254 115 63 108 59 213 248 90 96 88 85 
 
TOTAL YES 48% 45% 56% 62% 47% 30% 27% 51% 41% 49% 41% 61% 42% 61% 37% 41% 47% 68% 41% 52% 55% 
Definitely yes 22  20  27  33  23  3  11  24  18  21  20  32  17  25  11  21  20  36  15  19  24  
Probably yes 17  16  23  22  16  17  9  15  16  20  13  23  13  19  20  15  18  22  18  20  18  
Undecided, lean yes 9  9  6  8  8  11  8  12  7  8  7  6  12  17  6  5  9  10  8  13  13  
 
TOTAL NO 50  52  40  36  50  67  72  47  55  48  57  37  56  36  58  58  50  32  54  46  40  
Undecided, lean no 6  6  5  5  6  5  6  6  3  9  7  2  4  4  5  6  9  2  3  3  6  
Probably no 11  11  12  8  10  16  10  19  12  14  10  13  14  11  15  14  10  10  16  10  15  
Definitely no 33  36  22  23  34  46  55  23  40  25  40  22  38  21  38  38  31  20  36  34  19  
 
UNDECIDED 3  2  4  2  3  2  1  2  4  2  2  2  3  3  4  1  3  0  5  1  5  
DK/NA 3  2  4  2  3  2  1  2  4  2  2  2  3  3  4  1  3  0  5  1  5  
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TABLE 72:  Q22.  I would like to ask you a question about a different ballot measure.  This is the measure I mentioned earlier that would protect and maintain City 

services like police patrols, fire protection, street repair, parks and libraries by increasing and modernizing the tax that businesses pay and regularly 
adjusting it for inflation.  Here are statements from supporters and opponents of the measure.  SUPPORTERS of this measure say that business tax rates have 
not changed since they were adopted in 1984.  This measure will modernize the business tax to reflect the new industries that have developed since 1984, and 
to keep up with inflation over time.  It could result in reducing the tax that small businesses pay.  It will ensure that San José businesses pay their fair 
share, just like residents, to protect and maintain essential City services and treat business fairly.  OPPONENTS of this proposal say that raising taxes 
during an economic recession is the wrong thing to do.  This proposal could result in a significant across-the-board increase in business taxes, hurting San 
José's small businesses and driving others to relocate in neighboring cities with lower tax rates.  Now that you have heard more about it, do you think you 
would vote yes in favor of this measure or no to oppose it? 

  
 
  Q5/Q6 COMB 1/4 Q7 SALES TAX SUPPORT GIVEN  
 Q5 INITIAL 1/2 CENT SALES TAX VOTE CENT SALES TX VTE EMPLOYEE COMPENSATION CUTS PARTY BY GENDER 
 ----------------------------------------- ----------------- ----------------------------- ----------------------------------- 
  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  M-MRE SW-MR TOTAL TOTAL NO DF DEM DEM REP REP DTS/O DTS/O  
 Total YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD LIKLY LIKLY M-LKY L-LKY DK/NA MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 241 217 129 273 458 402 42 507 370 25 284 169 453 191 259 173 245 101 93 118 82 
 
TOTAL YES 48% 70% 67% 43% 18% 69% 26% 29% 68% 21% 32% 65% 59% 63% 33% 32% 63% 55% 21% 32% 39% 49% 
Definitely yes 22  53  18  6  8  36  7  2  35  5  0  40  12  30  17  11  39  24  4  10  20  17  
Probably yes 18  14  35  19  7  24  11  11  22  11  13  19  33  24  10  11  17  24  11  12  14  17  
Undecided, lean yes 8  3  14  18  3  8  8  15  11  5  19  6  14  9  6  10  8  7  7  11  6  14  
 
TOTAL NO 48  26  26  55  81  26  73  50  28  77  35  33  36  34  65  61  32  39  78  63  58  43  
Undecided, lean no 6  6  9  11  3  7  5  2  7  5  5  7  8  7  7  4  2  6  4  10  8  7  
Probably no 14  8  11  28  15  9  19  26  11  19  9  11  11  11  21  14  7  14  22  18  18  12  
Definitely no 28  13  7  17  63  10  48  22  10  52  21  15  17  16  36  42  23  19  52  34  32  24  
 
UNDECIDED 4  4  6  2  1  5  2  21  4  2  33  2  5  3  3  7  4  5  1  5  2  8  
DK/NA 4  4  6  2  1  5  2  21  4  2  33  2  5  3  3  7  4  5  1  5  2  8  
 
 Q18 1/2 CNT SALES Q20 FINAL 1/2 CNT   
 TX VOTE AFTER POS SALES TAX VOTE Q8A INITIAL PARKING TAX VOTE GENDER BY AGE 
 ----------------- ----------------- ------------------------------------------ ----------------------- 
  TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  MEN MEN WOMEN WOMEN  
 Total YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 497 384 21 470 410 22 153 183 180 351 336 532 34 231 187 225 219 
 
TOTAL YES 48% 72% 17% 21% 75% 18% 21% 70% 68% 46% 29% 69% 35% 39% 55% 37% 54% 45% 
Definitely yes 22  35  6  2  37  6  0  45  22  18  13  33  15  19  30  19  16  20  
Probably yes 18  27  6  4  27  7  14  18  34  13  11  27  12  18  18  11  25  17  
Undecided, lean yes 8  11  5  14  11  5  6  6  12  14  5  9  8  2  6  7  13  8  
 
TOTAL NO 48  23  81  36  22  79  31  27  28  50  69  28  62  30  42  60  40  49  
Undecided, lean no 6  7  6  0  6  7  0  5  5  9  6  5  7  9  4  5  10  5  
Probably no 14  9  21  11  9  20  23  7  11  25  14  10  17  13  15  13  13  17  
Definitely no 28  8  53  25  7  52  9  14  11  16  49  13  38  8  23  43  17  27  
 
UNDECIDED 4% 4% 2% 43% 3% 3% 48% 3% 4% 4% 2% 4% 3% 30% 3% 2% 6% 6% 
DK/NA 4  4  2  43  3  3  48  3  4  4  2  4  3  30  3  2  6  6  
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TABLE 72:  Q22.  I would like to ask you a question about a different ballot measure.  This is the measure I mentioned earlier that would protect and maintain City 

services like police patrols, fire protection, street repair, parks and libraries by increasing and modernizing the tax that businesses pay and regularly 
adjusting it for inflation.  Here are statements from supporters and opponents of the measure.  SUPPORTERS of this measure say that business tax rates have 
not changed since they were adopted in 1984.  This measure will modernize the business tax to reflect the new industries that have developed since 1984, and 
to keep up with inflation over time.  It could result in reducing the tax that small businesses pay.  It will ensure that San José businesses pay their fair 
share, just like residents, to protect and maintain essential City services and treat business fairly.  OPPONENTS of this proposal say that raising taxes 
during an economic recession is the wrong thing to do.  This proposal could result in a significant across-the-board increase in business taxes, hurting San 
José's small businesses and driving others to relocate in neighboring cities with lower tax rates.  Now that you have heard more about it, do you think you 
would vote yes in favor of this measure or no to oppose it? 

  
 
  Q22 BUSINESS TAX   
 Q8B INITIAL BUSINESS TAX VOTE AFTER POSITIVES Q9 CARD ROOM PROPOSAL SAMPLE/PHONE TYPE 
 ----------------------------------------- ----------------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------------- 
  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  STR SMWT STR TOTAL TOTAL  VOTER RDD CELL RDD RDD  
 Total YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD SUPPT SUPPT OPPOS SUPPT OPPOS UNDCD LIST SAMP SAMP CELL LAND  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 203 197 157 267 400 424 78 431 434 38 349 187 229 536 306 60 452 393 57 102 348 
 
TOTAL YES 48% 79% 75% 31% 16% 77% 22% 39% 100% 0% 0% 55% 57% 31% 56% 32% 55% 41% 56% 42% 51% 56% 
Definitely yes 22  54  19  9  8  36  8  19  46  0  0  31  15  17  26  16  17  18  26  18  25  25  
Probably yes 18  21  40  10  5  30  7  8  37  0  0  18  26  9  20  10  29  14  22  14  13  23  
Undecided, lean yes 8  4  16  11  3  10  6  12  18  0  0  7  16  5  10  6  9  8  8  11  12  8  
 
TOTAL NO 48  20  22  65  83  21  76  38  0  100  0  40  38  67  39  66  36  54  41  52  45  41  
Undecided, lean no 6  3  6  16  4  4  9  5  0  13  0  4  7  7  5  8  8  6  6  8  7  7  
Probably no 14  3  9  30  16  6  21  18  0  30  0  14  10  15  13  19  7  17  11  16  14  11  
Definitely no 28  14  6  20  62  10  46  15  0  57  0  22  21  46  22  39  22  31  23  28  24  24  
 
UNDECIDED 4  1  4  4  1  3  2  24  0  0  100  5  5  2  5  2  9  5  3  5  5  3  
DK/NA 4  1  4  4  1  3  2  24  0  0  100  5  5  2  5  2  9  5  3  5  5  3  
 
  Q21 WASTE DISPSAL Q10 CITY BUDGET  
 Q8C INITIAL WASTE DISPOSAL TAX TX AFTR POS & NEG 12 MONTHS FROM PARTY (COMBINED) 
 ----------------------------------------- ----------------- ----------------------------- ----------------- 
  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  SMWT MUCH TOTAL TOTAL NO DF     
 Total YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD WORSE WORSE WORSE BETTR DK/NA DEM REP DTS/O  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 205 204 148 291 409 439 54 429 450 24 131 83 214 196 56 417 195 201 
 
TOTAL YES 48% 69% 70% 35% 23% 69% 27% 49% 78% 20% 41% 41% 43% 42% 56% 49% 59% 27% 43% 
Definitely yes 22  48  19  12  11  33  11  21  36  8  25  15  28  20  25  19  30  7  19  
Probably yes 18  17  35  15  7  26  9  19  29  7  8  14  7  11  22  27  21  11  15  
Undecided, lean yes 8  5  16  9  6  10  7  10  13  4  8  12  8  10  9  4  8  9  9  
 
TOTAL NO 48  28  25  60  74  27  69  36  18  78  24  55  56  55  38  42  36  71  52  
Undecided, lean no 6  7  6  9  4  7  5  10  6  7  10  7  1  5  6  2  5  7  7  
Probably no 14  8  12  26  14  10  18  16  6  22  11  18  8  15  13  14  11  20  16  
Definitely no 28  13  7  26  56  10  46  10  6  49  4  29  47  36  19  26  21  44  29  
 
UNDECIDED 4% 2% 5% 4% 3% 4% 3% 15% 5% 2% 35% 5% 1% 3% 6% 9% 5% 3% 5% 
DK/NA 4  2  5  4  3  4  3  15  5  2  35  5  1  3  6  9  5  3  5  
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TABLE 72:  Q22.  I would like to ask you a question about a different ballot measure.  This is the measure I mentioned earlier that would protect and maintain City 

services like police patrols, fire protection, street repair, parks and libraries by increasing and modernizing the tax that businesses pay and regularly 
adjusting it for inflation.  Here are statements from supporters and opponents of the measure.  SUPPORTERS of this measure say that business tax rates have 
not changed since they were adopted in 1984.  This measure will modernize the business tax to reflect the new industries that have developed since 1984, and 
to keep up with inflation over time.  It could result in reducing the tax that small businesses pay.  It will ensure that San José businesses pay their fair 
share, just like residents, to protect and maintain essential City services and treat business fairly.  OPPONENTS of this proposal say that raising taxes 
during an economic recession is the wrong thing to do.  This proposal could result in a significant across-the-board increase in business taxes, hurting San 
José's small businesses and driving others to relocate in neighboring cities with lower tax rates.  Now that you have heard more about it, do you think you 
would vote yes in favor of this measure or no to oppose it? 

  
 
 Q11 FEELINGS ABOUT Q15 FIRST CHOICE Q16 RDC SRV  
 THE CITY BUDGET PRT/BDGT SHRTFLL /RAISG REV CITY COUNCIL DISTRICT 
 ----------------------------- ------------------ ----------- ----------------------------------------------------------- 
  SMWT VERY TOTAL TOTAL NTRL/ REDCE REDCE RAISE REDCE RAISE            
 Total NEG NEG NEG POS DK/NA COMP SRVCS RVNUE SRVCS RVNUE 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 113 91 204 107 125 368 185 228 408 344 63 99 60 70 41 95 61 95 106 100 
 
TOTAL YES 48% 45% 28% 38% 67% 44% 40% 38% 67% 39% 60% 60% 54% 35% 48% 45% 43% 61% 40% 44% 45% 
Definitely yes 22  15  15  15  32  23  17  16  39  16  32  26  29  19  18  18  18  35  18  19  19  
Probably yes 18  23  5  15  26  15  14  18  19  17  19  24  17  12  25  13  18  21  15  15  13  
Undecided, lean yes 8  8  8  8  8  7  9  3  9  7  9  9  8  3  5  14  7  5  7  9  12  
 
TOTAL NO 48  52  71  61  31  49  56  58  30  58  36  35  43  56  49  55  48  36  58  53  51  
Undecided, lean no 6  7  11  8  7  7  6  8  7  7  5  2  2  10  5  3  7  7  2  14  5  
Probably no 14  19  18  18  12  12  13  16  14  14  13  16  14  27  18  8  14  5  22  7  16  
Definitely no 28  27  43  34  12  30  38  33  9  37  17  16  27  19  26  44  27  23  34  32  30  
 
UNDECIDED 4  3  1  2  2  6  3  4  3  3  4  5  3  8  2  0  9  3  2  3  5  
DK/NA 4  3  1  2  2  6  3  4  3  3  4  5  3  8  2  0  9  3  2  3  5  
 
 VOTER SALES TAX TARGETS BUSINESS TAX TARGETS WASTE DISPOSAL TARGETS 
 ----------- ----------------------------------------- ----------------------------- ----------------------------- 
   NON- CONS CONS  POS NEG COST COMP CONS CONS  POS NEG CONS CONS  POS NEG  
 Total VOTER VOTER YES NO SWING MOVER MOVER P-MVR P-MVR YES NO SWING MOVER MOVER YES NO SWING MOVER MOVER  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 833 69 378 320 204 88 75 61 136 308 322 272 123 112 310 336 256 118 113 
 
TOTAL YES 48% 47% 53% 77% 15% 45% 68% 26% 56% 39% 100% 0% 45% 100% 0% 80% 14% 53% 72% 36% 
Definitely yes 22  21  26  41  4  13  16  12  18  10  47  0  19  41  0  37  6  24  32  15  
Probably yes 18  17  19  27  6  18  30  8  10  18  40  0  13  30  0  31  5  18  23  14  
Undecided, lean yes 8  8  8  9  4  14  22  7  27  11  13  0  13  29  0  11  3  12  17  6  
 
TOTAL NO 48  49  42  20  83  45  29  68  41  57  0  100  41  0  100  17  85  38  21  60  
Undecided, lean no 6  6  10  7  6  7  4  12  4  5  0  11  8  0  18  5  6  8  6  10  
Probably no 14  14  12  6  20  20  17  21  26  19  0  28  14  0  35  7  22  14  5  23  
Definitely no 28  28  21  7  57  19  8  34  11  34  0  61  19  0  47  5  57  16  9  27  
 
UNDECIDED 4% 4% 5% 3% 2% 9% 3% 6% 3% 4% 0% 0% 14% 0% 0% 4% 1% 9% 7% 4% 
DK/NA 4  4  5  3  2  9  3  6  3  4  0  0  14  0  0  4  1  9  7  4  
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TABLE 72:  Q22.  I would like to ask you a question about a different ballot measure.  This is the measure I mentioned earlier that would protect and maintain City 

services like police patrols, fire protection, street repair, parks and libraries by increasing and modernizing the tax that businesses pay and regularly 
adjusting it for inflation.  Here are statements from supporters and opponents of the measure.  SUPPORTERS of this measure say that business tax rates have 
not changed since they were adopted in 1984.  This measure will modernize the business tax to reflect the new industries that have developed since 1984, and 
to keep up with inflation over time.  It could result in reducing the tax that small businesses pay.  It will ensure that San José businesses pay their fair 
share, just like residents, to protect and maintain essential City services and treat business fairly.  OPPONENTS of this proposal say that raising taxes 
during an economic recession is the wrong thing to do.  This proposal could result in a significant across-the-board increase in business taxes, hurting San 
José's small businesses and driving others to relocate in neighboring cities with lower tax rates.  Now that you have heard more about it, do you think you 
would vote yes in favor of this measure or no to oppose it? 

  
 
  Q24 TYPE OF Q25 Q26 KIDS   
 Q23 YEARS IN SAN JOSE RESIDENCE RESIDENCE AT HOME Q27 EDUCATION Q28 ETHNICITY 
 ----------------------------- ----------- ----------- ----------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------- 
       DETCH MULTI     HS OR SOME COLL POST NON-   NON-    
 Total 0-10 11-20 21-30 31-40 41+ HOUSE UNIT OWN RENT YES NO LESS COLL GRAD GRAD COLL COLL+ WHITE WHITE LATNO ASIAN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 184 210 191 161 151 703 164 672 219 362 533 185 220 351 127 404 477 461 418 187 173 
 
TOTAL YES 48% 50% 52% 50% 39% 44% 47% 50% 45% 55% 50% 46% 54% 47% 43% 56% 50% 46% 42% 55% 57% 55% 
Definitely yes 22  27  17  25  19  21  22  22  20  26  23  21  28  19  20  26  23  21  19  25  24  23  
Probably yes 18  16  22  18  14  16  18  17  18  18  19  17  17  23  15  17  20  16  15  21  26  19  
Undecided, lean yes 8  7  13  8  6  7  8  11  7  12  9  8  9  6  8  13  7  10  8  9  6  13  
 
TOTAL NO 48  44  44  46  58  51  49  45  51  41  47  49  43  48  55  36  45  50  53  41  40  41  
Undecided, lean no 6  7  7  5  8  4  6  7  7  4  7  6  5  7  7  7  6  7  7  5  5  5  
Probably no 14  15  15  15  17  9  15  11  15  12  16  13  15  13  13  14  14  13  17  12  14  13  
Definitely no 28  22  22  25  32  39  28  27  28  24  24  29  23  27  35  16  25  30  29  24  20  24  
 
UNDECIDED 4  6  3  4  3  5  4  5  4  4  3  5  4  5  2  8  4  4  5  4  3  4  
DK/NA 4  6  3  4  3  5  4  5  4  4  3  5  4  5  2  8  4  4  5  4  3  4  
 
   Q31 REGSTRD Q33 VOTE  
 Q29 AGE Q30 INCOME TO VOTE PROPENSITY GENDER 
 ----------------------------------------------- ----------------------- ----------- ----------------- ----------- 
          $0- $30K- $60K- $100K    ALMST     
 Total 18-29 30-39 40-49 50-64 65-74 75+ 18-49 50+ $30K $60K $100K + YES NO ALWYS ALL MOST MEN WOMEN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 104 153 198 257 87 62 455 406 160 160 196 148 381 65 390 277 108 433 469 
 
TOTAL YES 48% 57% 54% 54% 41% 47% 35% 54% 42% 52% 47% 55% 54% 55% 55% 43% 47% 59% 46% 49% 
Definitely yes 22  30  21  22  20  23  13  23  20  25  21  22  28  25  27  23  15  31  25  19  
Probably yes 18  19  24  21  12  20  15  21  14  18  16  24  18  21  20  13  22  22  15  20  
Undecided, lean yes 8  8  9  11  9  4  7  10  8  10  10  8  8  9  8  8  10  6  7  10  
 
TOTAL NO 48  38  41  43  56  47  57  41  54  44  49  41  44  42  40  52  49  40  51  45  
Undecided, lean no 6  8  10  4  6  2  6  7  5  2  8  8  5  6  10  5  7  7  5  8  
Probably no 14  14  11  16  15  17  14  14  15  11  23  11  15  12  12  15  13  16  14  14  
Definitely no 28  15  21  23  36  28  36  20  34  32  18  22  24  24  17  32  29  17  33  23  
 
UNDECIDED 4% 5% 5% 3% 3% 6% 7% 4% 4% 4% 4% 5% 3% 3% 5% 5% 4% 2% 3% 6% 
DK/NA 4  5  5  3  3  6  7  4  4  4  4  5  3  3  5  5  4  2  3  6  
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TABLE 72:  Q22.  I would like to ask you a question about a different ballot measure.  This is the measure I mentioned earlier that would protect and maintain City 

services like police patrols, fire protection, street repair, parks and libraries by increasing and modernizing the tax that businesses pay and regularly 
adjusting it for inflation.  Here are statements from supporters and opponents of the measure.  SUPPORTERS of this measure say that business tax rates have 
not changed since they were adopted in 1984.  This measure will modernize the business tax to reflect the new industries that have developed since 1984, and 
to keep up with inflation over time.  It could result in reducing the tax that small businesses pay.  It will ensure that San José businesses pay their fair 
share, just like residents, to protect and maintain essential City services and treat business fairly.  OPPONENTS of this proposal say that raising taxes 
during an economic recession is the wrong thing to do.  This proposal could result in a significant across-the-board increase in business taxes, hurting San 
José's small businesses and driving others to relocate in neighboring cities with lower tax rates.  Now that you have heard more about it, do you think you 
would vote yes in favor of this measure or no to oppose it? 

  
 
 LIKELY    
 VOTER PARTY BY AGE ETHNICITY BY AGE ETHNICITY BY GENDER 
 ----------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------------------- 
    DEM DEM REP REP DTS/O DTS/O WHITE WHITE LATNO LATNO ASIAN ASIAN WHITE WHITE LATNO LATNO ASIAN ASIAN  
 Total YES NO 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 721 181 210 197 69 115 120 70 189 254 115 63 108 59 213 248 90 96 88 85 
 
TOTAL YES 48% 45% 57% 63% 54% 30% 23% 49% 37% 46% 40% 64% 49% 60% 44% 38% 46% 58% 55% 58% 51% 
Definitely yes 22  20  28  32  28  2  8  20  17  19  19  28  21  22  21  20  18  32  17  28  17  
Probably yes 18  16  22  23  19  18  8  19  12  16  15  31  17  24  11  11  18  22  29  18  20  
Undecided, lean yes 8  9  7  8  7  11  7  10  9  12  6  4  11  13  12  7  9  4  9  11  15  
 
TOTAL NO 48  50  39  31  41  70  73  46  60  49  55  33  48  34  55  58  48  39  40  42  40  
Undecided, lean no 6  6  9  4  5  11  5  7  4  8  6  7  3  6  4  6  9  4  6  3  7  
Probably no 14  15  13  12  11  19  21  16  18  19  16  13  15  9  20  18  16  13  15  12  13  
Definitely no 28  30  17  15  26  39  47  23  37  22  33  13  30  19  31  35  23  22  19  28  20  
 
UNDECIDED 4  4  4  6  4  0  4  5  3  5  5  3  3  6  2  4  6  2  4  0  8  
DK/NA 4  4  4  6  4  0  4  5  3  5  5  3  3  6  2  4  6  2  4  0  8  
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TABLE 73:  Q23.  YEARS IN SAN JOSE 
  
 
  Q5/Q6 COMB 1/4 Q7 SALES TAX SUPPORT GIVEN  
 Q5 INITIAL 1/2 CENT SALES TAX VOTE CENT SALES TX VTE EMPLOYEE COMPENSATION CUTS PARTY BY GENDER 
 ----------------------------------------- ----------------- ----------------------------- ----------------------------------- 
  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  M-MRE SW-MR TOTAL TOTAL NO DF DEM DEM REP REP DTS/O DTS/O  
 Total YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD LIKLY LIKLY M-LKY L-LKY DK/NA MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 241 217 129 273 458 402 42 507 370 25 284 169 453 191 259 173 245 101 93 118 82 
 
Ten years or less 20% 22% 22% 18% 17% 22% 18% 29% 23% 18% 15% 24% 19% 22% 18% 19% 15% 18% 9% 15% 28% 30% 
11 to 20 years 23  21  28  26  19  25  21  25  24  21  34  20  27  22  20  27  24  24  20  18  28  16  
21 to 30 years 21  20  23  22  21  21  22  15  21  21  20  18  25  20  22  22  26  20  37  15  18  19  
31 to 40 years 18  16  14  20  22  15  22  13  16  21  11  17  16  17  20  17  15  20  17  25  20  18  
41 years or more 17  21  12  12  19  17  17  18  16  17  19  21  12  18  19  14  20  18  18  28  7  16  
DK/Refused 1  0  1  1  1  0  1  0  0  1  0  1  1  1  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  1  
 
 Q18 1/2 CNT SALES Q20 FINAL 1/2 CNT   
 TX VOTE AFTER POS SALES TAX VOTE Q8A INITIAL PARKING TAX VOTE GENDER BY AGE 
 ----------------- ----------------- ------------------------------------------ ----------------------- 
  TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  MEN MEN WOMEN WOMEN  
 Total YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 497 384 21 470 410 22 153 183 180 351 336 532 34 231 187 225 219 
 
Ten years or less 20% 23% 17% 23% 23% 18% 25% 16% 26% 19% 21% 21% 20% 16% 25% 10% 34% 9% 
11 to 20 years 23  25  21  30  24  23  13  29  23  27  19  26  22  21  34  13  33  11  
21 to 30 years 21  20  23  6  20  22  22  20  21  19  22  20  21  30  23  29  18  16  
31 to 40 years 18  15  21  21  16  19  23  16  16  19  19  16  19  17  12  21  10  30  
41 years or more 17  17  17  20  16  17  17  19  13  16  18  16  18  16  5  27  5  34  
DK/Refused 1  1  0  0  1  0  0  1  1  0  1  1  0  0  0  0  0  0  
 
  Q22 BUSINESS TAX   
 Q8B INITIAL BUSINESS TAX VOTE AFTER POSITIVES Q9 CARD ROOM PROPOSAL SAMPLE/PHONE TYPE 
 ----------------------------------------- ----------------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------------- 
  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  STR SMWT STR TOTAL TOTAL  VOTER RDD CELL RDD RDD  
 Total YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD SUPPT SUPPT OPPOS SUPPT OPPOS UNDCD LIST SAMP SAMP CELL LAND  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 203 197 157 267 400 424 78 431 434 38 349 187 229 536 306 60 452 393 57 102 348 
 
Ten years or less 20% 26% 20% 18% 15% 23% 16% 31% 21% 19% 29% 17% 22% 15% 19% 19% 41% 17% 23% 33% 32% 22% 
11 to 20 years 23  21  26  30  20  24  24  19  25  22  19  20  29  22  23  23  25  22  25  26  30  23  
21 to 30 years 21  19  21  23  22  20  22  21  22  20  20  24  18  21  22  20  18  22  20  21  22  19  
31 to 40 years 18  15  21  16  21  18  19  11  15  21  12  21  16  18  19  17  8  20  17  9  8  19  
41 years or more 17  19  11  13  21  15  18  18  15  18  19  17  14  23  16  20  7  20  14  10  6  16  
DK/Refused 1  0  1  0  1  1  0  0  1  0  0  0  1  1  0  1  1  0  1  0  2  1  
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TABLE 73:  Q23.  YEARS IN SAN JOSE 
  
 
  Q21 WASTE DISPSAL Q10 CITY BUDGET  
 Q8C INITIAL WASTE DISPOSAL TAX TX AFTR POS & NEG 12 MONTHS FROM PARTY (COMBINED) 
 ----------------------------------------- ----------------- ----------------------------- ----------------- 
  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  SMWT MUCH TOTAL TOTAL NO DF     
 Total YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD WORSE WORSE WORSE BETTR DK/NA DEM REP DTS/O  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 205 204 148 291 409 439 54 429 450 24 131 83 214 196 56 417 195 201 
 
Ten years or less 20% 32% 21% 16% 14% 27% 15% 19% 23% 17% 38% 17% 19% 18% 18% 11% 17% 12% 29% 
11 to 20 years 23  22  31  27  19  27  22  12  26  21  10  26  18  23  30  24  24  19  23  
21 to 30 years 21  20  16  25  21  18  23  33  21  21  20  20  18  19  24  37  23  26  18  
31 to 40 years 18  13  21  14  20  17  18  19  17  18  25  22  17  20  15  9  18  21  19  
41 years or more 17  13  9  17  25  11  22  17  12  22  8  15  26  19  13  19  19  22  10  
DK/Refused 1  0  1  0  1  1  0  0  1  0  0  0  2  1  0  0  0  0  0  
 
 Q11 FEELINGS ABOUT Q15 FIRST CHOICE Q16 RDC SRV  
 THE CITY BUDGET PRT/BDGT SHRTFLL /RAISG REV CITY COUNCIL DISTRICT 
 ----------------------------- ------------------ ----------- ----------------------------------------------------------- 
  SMWT VERY TOTAL TOTAL NTRL/ REDCE REDCE RAISE REDCE RAISE            
 Total NEG NEG NEG POS DK/NA COMP SRVCS RVNUE SRVCS RVNUE 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 113 91 204 107 125 368 185 228 408 344 63 99 60 70 41 95 61 95 106 100 
 
Ten years or less 20% 22% 16% 19% 28% 28% 14% 32% 26% 19% 23% 25% 19% 27% 22% 16% 21% 23% 20% 17% 12% 
11 to 20 years 23  22  19  21  19  22  25  18  23  22  24  26  20  17  26  26  26  27  28  21  15  
21 to 30 years 21  21  22  22  17  16  20  22  16  22  17  16  21  31  17  24  18  25  21  23  19  
31 to 40 years 18  19  22  20  19  18  19  17  18  19  19  17  19  14  20  18  18  13  17  16  29  
41 years or more 17  16  20  18  16  16  20  11  16  17  16  16  20  11  14  16  18  12  15  23  26  
DK/Refused 1  0  1  1  1  1  1  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  1  0  0  0  0  0  0  
 
 VOTER SALES TAX TARGETS BUSINESS TAX TARGETS WASTE DISPOSAL TARGETS 
 ----------- ----------------------------------------- ----------------------------- ----------------------------- 
   NON- CONS CONS  POS NEG COST COMP CONS CONS  POS NEG CONS CONS  POS NEG  
 Total VOTER VOTER YES NO SWING MOVER MOVER P-MVR P-MVR YES NO SWING MOVER MOVER YES NO SWING MOVER MOVER  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 833 69 378 320 204 88 75 61 136 308 322 272 123 112 310 336 256 118 113 
 
Ten years or less 20% 18% 46% 21% 16% 26% 31% 23% 28% 24% 22% 14% 26% 20% 31% 23% 13% 27% 21% 31% 
11 to 20 years 23  23  31  26  21  21  20  26  21  18  25  23  22  27  16  29  22  18  20  18  
21 to 30 years 21  22  8  20  22  21  20  23  21  20  21  21  22  27  18  19  22  23  27  20  
31 to 40 years 18  19  4  16  22  15  11  12  18  19  17  22  14  9  20  18  20  14  14  13  
41 years or more 17  18  8  16  18  17  16  16  12  18  15  19  16  17  15  9  23  18  19  19  
DK/Refused 1  0  3  0  1  1  2  0  1  1  1  1  0  0  0  1  0  0  0  0  
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TABLE 73:  Q23.  YEARS IN SAN JOSE 
  
 
  Q24 TYPE OF Q25 Q26 KIDS   
 Q23 YEARS IN SAN JOSE RESIDENCE RESIDENCE AT HOME Q27 EDUCATION Q28 ETHNICITY 
 ----------------------------- ----------- ----------- ----------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------- 
       DETCH MULTI     HS OR SOME COLL POST NON-   NON-    
 Total 0-10 11-20 21-30 31-40 41+ HOUSE UNIT OWN RENT YES NO LESS COLL GRAD GRAD COLL COLL+ WHITE WHITE LATNO ASIAN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 184 210 191 161 151 703 164 672 219 362 533 185 220 351 127 404 477 461 418 187 173 
 
Ten years or less 20% 100% 0% 0% 0% 0% 17% 35% 14% 39% 26% 16% 21% 16% 18% 30% 18% 21% 19% 22% 11% 33% 
11 to 20 years 23  0  100  0  0  0  24  22  23  24  33  17  24  23  24  21  24  23  19  29  28  31  
21 to 30 years 21  0  0  100  0  0  21  23  23  16  21  21  20  27  20  18  24  20  21  21  22  20  
31 to 40 years 18  0  0  0  100  0  20  11  19  14  11  23  16  15  21  17  16  20  19  16  19  12  
41 years or more 17  0  0  0  0  100  18  8  20  7  9  22  18  18  17  14  18  16  22  12  20  3  
DK/Refused 1  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  1  1  1  0  0  1  0  0  0  0  1  
 
   Q31 REGSTRD Q33 VOTE  
 Q29 AGE Q30 INCOME TO VOTE PROPENSITY GENDER 
 ----------------------------------------------- ----------------------- ----------- ----------------- ----------- 
          $0- $30K- $60K- $100K    ALMST     
 Total 18-29 30-39 40-49 50-64 65-74 75+ 18-49 50+ $30K $60K $100K + YES NO ALWYS ALL MOST MEN WOMEN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 104 153 198 257 87 62 455 406 160 160 196 148 381 65 390 277 108 433 469 
 
Ten years or less 20% 36% 38% 20% 12% 4% 5% 29% 9% 25% 19% 15% 27% 20% 48% 15% 20% 19% 19% 21% 
11 to 20 years 23  33  31  35  15  8  5  33  12  23  27  21  22  24  29  17  26  33  24  22  
21 to 30 years 21  29  14  22  27  13  13  21  22  20  19  27  18  22  9  19  26  27  25  18  
31 to 40 years 18  0  17  13  24  34  20  11  26  14  19  17  23  18  4  22  16  13  16  20  
41 years or more 17  2  1  10  21  40  57  5  31  19  15  20  11  15  9  26  11  8  15  19  
DK/Refused 1  0  0  0  0  1  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  1  1  0  0  0  1  0  
 
 LIKELY    
 VOTER PARTY BY AGE ETHNICITY BY AGE ETHNICITY BY GENDER 
 ----------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------------------- 
    DEM DEM REP REP DTS/O DTS/O WHITE WHITE LATNO LATNO ASIAN ASIAN WHITE WHITE LATNO LATNO ASIAN ASIAN  
 Total YES NO 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 721 181 210 197 69 115 120 70 189 254 115 63 108 59 213 248 90 96 88 85 
 
Ten years or less 20% 18% 31% 26% 6% 15% 7% 37% 13% 34% 8% 13% 5% 39% 21% 17% 20% 12% 10% 30% 36% 
11 to 20 years 23  21  33  34  12  34  10  29  15  28  12  37  6  38  18  20  18  30  26  28  34  
21 to 30 years 21  22  17  26  20  24  28  17  18  21  21  25  19  14  32  26  17  25  20  25  15  
31 to 40 years 18  20  10  8  28  18  23  15  29  11  25  16  27  5  23  17  21  14  24  14  9  
41 years or more 17  19  7  5  34  10  32  3  23  6  34  8  44  2  6  19  24  20  20  1  6  
DK/Refused 1  0  2  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  1  0  0  0  0  0  1  0  
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TABLE 74:  Q24.  TYPE OF RESIDENCE 
  
 
  Q5/Q6 COMB 1/4 Q7 SALES TAX SUPPORT GIVEN  
 Q5 INITIAL 1/2 CENT SALES TAX VOTE CENT SALES TX VTE EMPLOYEE COMPENSATION CUTS PARTY BY GENDER 
 ----------------------------------------- ----------------- ----------------------------- ----------------------------------- 
  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  M-MRE SW-MR TOTAL TOTAL NO DF DEM DEM REP REP DTS/O DTS/O  
 Total YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD LIKLY LIKLY M-LKY L-LKY DK/NA MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 241 217 129 273 458 402 42 507 370 25 284 169 453 191 259 173 245 101 93 118 82 
 
Single family detached house 78% 75% 75% 76% 82% 75% 80% 87% 76% 81% 82% 78% 80% 79% 79% 76% 78% 84% 78% 82% 75% 79% 
Multi-family apt/condo 18  21  22  20  14  21  16  9  21  15  11  15  18  16  18  22  19  13  19  15  22  18  
Mobile home park 3  3  2  2  3  3  3  3  3  3  7  4  2  4  3  2  3  2  2  3  2  3  
DK/Refused 1  1  1  1  1  1  1  1  1  1  0  2  0  1  1  1  0  1  1  0  1  1  
 
 Q18 1/2 CNT SALES Q20 FINAL 1/2 CNT   
 TX VOTE AFTER POS SALES TAX VOTE Q8A INITIAL PARKING TAX VOTE GENDER BY AGE 
 ----------------- ----------------- ------------------------------------------ ----------------------- 
  TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  MEN MEN WOMEN WOMEN  
 Total YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 497 384 21 470 410 22 153 183 180 351 336 532 34 231 187 225 219 
 
Single family detached house 78% 76% 80% 72% 77% 79% 77% 85% 75% 80% 74% 79% 76% 86% 74% 78% 79% 81% 
Multi-family apt/condo 18  20  16  28  19  17  12  13  23  16  20  18  18  12  23  18  18  14  
Mobile home park 3  3  3  0  3  3  6  2  2  2  4  2  4  1  2  3  3  4  
DK/Refused 1  1  1  0  1  1  5  0  0  1  2  0  2  0  0  0  0  1  
 
  Q22 BUSINESS TAX   
 Q8B INITIAL BUSINESS TAX VOTE AFTER POSITIVES Q9 CARD ROOM PROPOSAL SAMPLE/PHONE TYPE 
 ----------------------------------------- ----------------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------------- 
  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  STR SMWT STR TOTAL TOTAL  VOTER RDD CELL RDD RDD  
 Total YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD SUPPT SUPPT OPPOS SUPPT OPPOS UNDCD LIST SAMP SAMP CELL LAND  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 203 197 157 267 400 424 78 431 434 38 349 187 229 536 306 60 452 393 57 102 348 
 
Single family detached house 78% 73% 74% 84% 81% 73% 82% 80% 77% 79% 76% 76% 76% 81% 76% 82% 74% 83% 74% 62% 65% 75% 
Multi-family apt/condo 18  22  22  12  16  22  15  17  19  17  23  20  20  15  20  14  21  14  21  35  30  21  
Mobile home park 3  4  2  3  2  3  3  3  3  3  1  3  3  1  3  2  4  3  3  3  3  3  
DK/Refused 1  1  1  1  1  1  1  0  1  1  0  0  1  3  1  2  1  0  2  0  2  2  
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TABLE 74:  Q24.  TYPE OF RESIDENCE 
  
 
  Q21 WASTE DISPSAL Q10 CITY BUDGET  
 Q8C INITIAL WASTE DISPOSAL TAX TX AFTR POS & NEG 12 MONTHS FROM PARTY (COMBINED) 
 ----------------------------------------- ----------------- ----------------------------- ----------------- 
  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  SMWT MUCH TOTAL TOTAL NO DF     
 Total YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD WORSE WORSE WORSE BETTR DK/NA DEM REP DTS/O  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 205 204 148 291 409 439 54 429 450 24 131 83 214 196 56 417 195 201 
 
Single family detached house 78% 74% 75% 85% 80% 74% 81% 77% 78% 78% 65% 80% 76% 79% 76% 86% 82% 80% 77% 
Multi-family apt/condo 18  21  23  11  16  22  14  19  18  18  31  19  16  18  21  9  15  17  20  
Mobile home park 3  4  1  4  2  2  3  4  3  3  4  1  4  2  3  4  3  3  2  
DK/Refused 1  0  2  1  1  1  1  0  1  1  0  0  5  2  1  0  0  0  1  
 
 Q11 FEELINGS ABOUT Q15 FIRST CHOICE Q16 RDC SRV  
 THE CITY BUDGET PRT/BDGT SHRTFLL /RAISG REV CITY COUNCIL DISTRICT 
 ----------------------------- ------------------ ----------- ----------------------------------------------------------- 
  SMWT VERY TOTAL TOTAL NTRL/ REDCE REDCE RAISE REDCE RAISE            
 Total NEG NEG NEG POS DK/NA COMP SRVCS RVNUE SRVCS RVNUE 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 113 91 204 107 125 368 185 228 408 344 63 99 60 70 41 95 61 95 106 100 
 
Single family detached house 78% 76% 73% 75% 79% 81% 79% 70% 77% 76% 78% 82% 77% 62% 66% 76% 84% 69% 83% 85% 86% 
Multi-family apt/condo 18  20  20  20  19  16  16  25  19  20  19  17  17  36  22  22  12  27  15  15  12  
Mobile home park 3  4  3  3  2  3  3  4  2  3  2  0  5  2  9  1  3  4  2  1  3  
DK/Refused 1  0  3  1  1  0  1  1  1  1  2  1  1  0  3  1  1  0  0  0  0  
 
 VOTER SALES TAX TARGETS BUSINESS TAX TARGETS WASTE DISPOSAL TARGETS 
 ----------- ----------------------------------------- ----------------------------- ----------------------------- 
   NON- CONS CONS  POS NEG COST COMP CONS CONS  POS NEG CONS CONS  POS NEG  
 Total VOTER VOTER YES NO SWING MOVER MOVER P-MVR P-MVR YES NO SWING MOVER MOVER YES NO SWING MOVER MOVER  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 833 69 378 320 204 88 75 61 136 308 322 272 123 112 310 336 256 118 113 
 
Single family detached house 78% 80% 57% 75% 81% 79% 83% 73% 80% 83% 74% 81% 78% 85% 71% 75% 79% 80% 87% 76% 
Multi-family apt/condo 18  17  35  21  15  17  14  23  17  13  22  15  18  12  23  22  16  17  9  22  
Mobile home park 3  3  6  3  3  2  2  2  2  4  3  3  3  3  4  2  3  3  3  2  
DK/Refused 1  1  3  1  1  2  1  2  1  0  1  1  1  0  1  1  1  0  1  0  
 
  Q24 TYPE OF Q25 Q26 KIDS   
 Q23 YEARS IN SAN JOSE RESIDENCE RESIDENCE AT HOME Q27 EDUCATION Q28 ETHNICITY 
 ----------------------------- ----------- ----------- ----------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------- 
       DETCH MULTI     HS OR SOME COLL POST NON-   NON-    
 Total 0-10 11-20 21-30 31-40 41+ HOUSE UNIT OWN RENT YES NO LESS COLL GRAD GRAD COLL COLL+ WHITE WHITE LATNO ASIAN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 184 210 191 161 151 703 164 672 219 362 533 185 220 351 127 404 477 461 418 187 173 
 
Single family detached house 78% 66% 81% 76% 85% 84% 100% 0% 89% 45% 83% 75% 69% 78% 81% 82% 74% 82% 79% 77% 78% 80% 
Multi-family apt/condo 18% 31% 17% 19% 12% 9% 0% 100% 7% 53% 15% 21% 26% 17% 16% 18% 21% 16% 16% 20% 20% 17% 
Mobile home park 3  3  1  4  2  6  0  0  3  1  1  4  3  4  3  0  4  2  4  2  1  2  
DK/Refused 1  0  1  1  1  1  0  0  0  1  1  1  2  1  0  0  1  0  0  1  2  1  
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TABLE 74:  Q24.  TYPE OF RESIDENCE 
  
 
   Q31 REGSTRD Q33 VOTE  
 Q29 AGE Q30 INCOME TO VOTE PROPENSITY GENDER 
 ----------------------------------------------- ----------------------- ----------- ----------------- ----------- 
          $0- $30K- $60K- $100K    ALMST     
 Total 18-29 30-39 40-49 50-64 65-74 75+ 18-49 50+ $30K $60K $100K + YES NO ALWYS ALL MOST MEN WOMEN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 104 153 198 257 87 62 455 406 160 160 196 148 381 65 390 277 108 433 469 
 
Single family detached house 78% 70% 77% 79% 78% 83% 82% 77% 80% 62% 77% 81% 82% 76% 57% 85% 80% 72% 75% 80% 
Multi-family apt/condo 18  26  21  18  19  9  11  21  16  30  20  16  17  21  37  13  18  23  21  16  
Mobile home park 3  4  2  2  2  8  6  2  4  6  3  3  1  2  6  3  1  5  3  3  
DK/Refused 1  0  0  1  1  0  1  0  1  2  0  0  0  1  0  0  1  1  1  1  
 
 LIKELY    
 VOTER PARTY BY AGE ETHNICITY BY AGE ETHNICITY BY GENDER 
 ----------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------------------- 
    DEM DEM REP REP DTS/O DTS/O WHITE WHITE LATNO LATNO ASIAN ASIAN WHITE WHITE LATNO LATNO ASIAN ASIAN  
 Total YES NO 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 721 181 210 197 69 115 120 70 189 254 115 63 108 59 213 248 90 96 88 85 
 
Single family detached house 78% 82% 62% 79% 83% 81% 78% 76% 78% 77% 81% 78% 75% 78% 84% 75% 83% 80% 76% 78% 83% 
Multi-family apt/condo 18  15  32  19  12  16  18  20  21  19  14  22  18  20  13  20  13  18  22  22  12  
Mobile home park 3  2  4  2  4  3  3  3  2  3  5  0  3  2  1  4  4  1  1  0  4  
DK/Refused 1  1  2  0  1  0  1  1  0  0  0  0  4  1  2  1  0  1  2  0  2  
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TABLE 75:  Q25.  RESIDENCE 
  
 
  Q5/Q6 COMB 1/4 Q7 SALES TAX SUPPORT GIVEN  
 Q5 INITIAL 1/2 CENT SALES TAX VOTE CENT SALES TX VTE EMPLOYEE COMPENSATION CUTS PARTY BY GENDER 
 ----------------------------------------- ----------------- ----------------------------- ----------------------------------- 
  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  M-MRE SW-MR TOTAL TOTAL NO DF DEM DEM REP REP DTS/O DTS/O  
 Total YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD LIKLY LIKLY M-LKY L-LKY DK/NA MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 241 217 129 273 458 402 42 507 370 25 284 169 453 191 259 173 245 101 93 118 82 
 
Own 75% 67% 69% 76% 83% 68% 81% 88% 69% 81% 88% 71% 77% 73% 77% 75% 73% 81% 84% 85% 71% 69% 
Rent 24  31  30  23  16  31  18  11  30  18  12  26  23  25  22  24  26  19  16  14  29  29  
DK/Refused 1  2  1  1  1  1  1  1  1  1  0  3  0  2  1  1  1  0  0  1  0  2  
 
 Q18 1/2 CNT SALES Q20 FINAL 1/2 CNT   
 TX VOTE AFTER POS SALES TAX VOTE Q8A INITIAL PARKING TAX VOTE GENDER BY AGE 
 ----------------- ----------------- ------------------------------------------ ----------------------- 
  TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  MEN MEN WOMEN WOMEN  
 Total YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 497 384 21 470 410 22 153 183 180 351 336 532 34 231 187 225 219 
 
Own 75% 70% 81% 66% 71% 78% 83% 78% 71% 77% 72% 74% 74% 86% 62% 86% 71% 82% 
Rent 24  29  17  34  28  21  17  20  28  22  26  24  25  14  37  14  29  16  
DK/Refused 1  1  1  0  1  1  0  2  1  1  1  2  1  0  1  0  1  1  
 
  Q22 BUSINESS TAX   
 Q8B INITIAL BUSINESS TAX VOTE AFTER POSITIVES Q9 CARD ROOM PROPOSAL SAMPLE/PHONE TYPE 
 ----------------------------------------- ----------------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------------- 
  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  STR SMWT STR TOTAL TOTAL  VOTER RDD CELL RDD RDD  
 Total YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD SUPPT SUPPT OPPOS SUPPT OPPOS UNDCD LIST SAMP SAMP CELL LAND  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 203 197 157 267 400 424 78 431 434 38 349 187 229 536 306 60 452 393 57 102 348 
 
Own 75% 65% 72% 84% 79% 68% 81% 72% 71% 78% 74% 72% 71% 82% 72% 80% 71% 84% 68% 46% 51% 69% 
Rent 24  33  27  15  20  30  18  28  28  21  26  26  28  16  27  19  28  16  30  52  45  29  
DK/Refused 1  2  2  1  1  2  1  0  1  1  0  1  1  2  1  1  1  1  2  2  4  1  
 
  Q21 WASTE DISPSAL Q10 CITY BUDGET  
 Q8C INITIAL WASTE DISPOSAL TAX TX AFTR POS & NEG 12 MONTHS FROM PARTY (COMBINED) 
 ----------------------------------------- ----------------- ----------------------------- ----------------- 
  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  SMWT MUCH TOTAL TOTAL NO DF     
 Total YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD WORSE WORSE WORSE BETTR DK/NA DEM REP DTS/O  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 205 204 148 291 409 439 54 429 450 24 131 83 214 196 56 417 195 201 
 
Own 75% 65% 71% 81% 78% 68% 79% 82% 73% 76% 67% 71% 80% 74% 74% 70% 78% 85% 70% 
Rent 24  33  27  18  20  30  20  18  26  22  33  29  19  25  24  27  22  15  29  
DK/Refused 1  2  1  1  1  2  1  0  1  2  0  0  2  1  2  3  1  1  1  
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TABLE 75:  Q25.  RESIDENCE 
  
 
 Q11 FEELINGS ABOUT Q15 FIRST CHOICE Q16 RDC SRV  
 THE CITY BUDGET PRT/BDGT SHRTFLL /RAISG REV CITY COUNCIL DISTRICT 
 ----------------------------- ------------------ ----------- ----------------------------------------------------------- 
  SMWT VERY TOTAL TOTAL NTRL/ REDCE REDCE RAISE REDCE RAISE            
 Total NEG NEG NEG POS DK/NA COMP SRVCS RVNUE SRVCS RVNUE 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 113 91 204 107 125 368 185 228 408 344 63 99 60 70 41 95 61 95 106 100 
 
Own 75% 77% 78% 77% 70% 77% 80% 68% 74% 77% 73% 78% 70% 65% 74% 58% 79% 67% 81% 76% 85% 
Rent 24  23  20  22  30  22  19  30  26  22  26  22  28  35  24  35  21  33  17  24  15  
DK/Refused 1  0  2  1  1  1  1  2  0  1  1  0  2  0  1  7  0  0  2  0  0  
 
 VOTER SALES TAX TARGETS BUSINESS TAX TARGETS WASTE DISPOSAL TARGETS 
 ----------- ----------------------------------------- ----------------------------- ----------------------------- 
   NON- CONS CONS  POS NEG COST COMP CONS CONS  POS NEG CONS CONS  POS NEG  
 Total VOTER VOTER YES NO SWING MOVER MOVER P-MVR P-MVR YES NO SWING MOVER MOVER YES NO SWING MOVER MOVER  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 833 69 378 320 204 88 75 61 136 308 322 272 123 112 310 336 256 118 113 
 
Own 75% 77% 40% 69% 83% 71% 76% 64% 78% 83% 68% 81% 74% 78% 69% 69% 78% 77% 86% 70% 
Rent 24  22  55  29  16  27  24  34  21  16  30  18  25  22  29  30  21  21  14  27  
DK/Refused 1  1  5  1  1  1  1  2  1  1  2  1  1  0  1  1  1  2  1  3  
 
  Q24 TYPE OF Q25 Q26 KIDS   
 Q23 YEARS IN SAN JOSE RESIDENCE RESIDENCE AT HOME Q27 EDUCATION Q28 ETHNICITY 
 ----------------------------- ----------- ----------- ----------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------- 
       DETCH MULTI     HS OR SOME COLL POST NON-   NON-    
 Total 0-10 11-20 21-30 31-40 41+ HOUSE UNIT OWN RENT YES NO LESS COLL GRAD GRAD COLL COLL+ WHITE WHITE LATNO ASIAN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 184 210 191 161 151 703 164 672 219 362 533 185 220 351 127 404 477 461 418 187 173 
 
Own 75% 53% 74% 80% 81% 89% 85% 29% 100% 0% 71% 77% 54% 76% 82% 81% 66% 82% 84% 65% 56% 76% 
Rent 24  46  25  18  19  10  14  71  0  100  27  22  44  23  17  18  33  17  16  34  42  24  
DK/Refused 1  1  1  2  0  1  1  0  0  0  1  1  2  0  1  1  1  1  0  2  1  0  
 
   Q31 REGSTRD Q33 VOTE  
 Q29 AGE Q30 INCOME TO VOTE PROPENSITY GENDER 
 ----------------------------------------------- ----------------------- ----------- ----------------- ----------- 
          $0- $30K- $60K- $100K    ALMST     
 Total 18-29 30-39 40-49 50-64 65-74 75+ 18-49 50+ $30K $60K $100K + YES NO ALWYS ALL MOST MEN WOMEN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 104 153 198 257 87 62 455 406 160 160 196 148 381 65 390 277 108 433 469 
 
Own 75% 59% 58% 76% 80% 90% 94% 66% 84% 47% 66% 84% 90% 70% 39% 84% 76% 74% 72% 77% 
Rent 24  39  42  23  20  10  6  33  15  51  34  16  10  29  59  15  23  26  27  22  
DK/Refused 1  2  0  1  1  0  1  1  1  2  0  0  0  1  2  1  1  0  1  1  
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TABLE 75:  Q25.  RESIDENCE 
  
 
 LIKELY    
 VOTER PARTY BY AGE ETHNICITY BY AGE ETHNICITY BY GENDER 
 ----------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------------------- 
    DEM DEM REP REP DTS/O DTS/O WHITE WHITE LATNO LATNO ASIAN ASIAN WHITE WHITE LATNO LATNO ASIAN ASIAN  
 Total YES NO 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 721 181 210 197 69 115 120 70 189 254 115 63 108 59 213 248 90 96 88 85 
 
Own 75% 80% 53% 68% 87% 81% 87% 64% 83% 79% 88% 46% 71% 71% 83% 82% 86% 54% 58% 72% 79% 
Rent 24  19  44  31  13  19  12  35  17  21  12  54  25  29  17  18  14  46  39  28  21  
DK/Refused 1  1  3  1  0  0  1  1  0  0  0  0  4  0  0  0  0  0  3  0  0  
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TABLE 76:  Q26.  KIDS AT HOME 
  
 
  Q5/Q6 COMB 1/4 Q7 SALES TAX SUPPORT GIVEN  
 Q5 INITIAL 1/2 CENT SALES TAX VOTE CENT SALES TX VTE EMPLOYEE COMPENSATION CUTS PARTY BY GENDER 
 ----------------------------------------- ----------------- ----------------------------- ----------------------------------- 
  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  M-MRE SW-MR TOTAL TOTAL NO DF DEM DEM REP REP DTS/O DTS/O  
 Total YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD LIKLY LIKLY M-LKY L-LKY DK/NA MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 241 217 129 273 458 402 42 507 370 25 284 169 453 191 259 173 245 101 93 118 82 
 
Yes 40% 40% 46% 44% 35% 43% 38% 33% 43% 38% 22% 40% 47% 43% 36% 38% 35% 43% 36% 35% 40% 37% 
No 59  59  54  55  64  57  61  66  57  61  76  59  52  57  64  60  65  56  63  65  60  62  
DK/NA 1  0  0  1  1  0  1  1  0  1  2  0  1  1  0  1  0  1  1  0  0  1  
 
 Q18 1/2 CNT SALES Q20 FINAL 1/2 CNT   
 TX VOTE AFTER POS SALES TAX VOTE Q8A INITIAL PARKING TAX VOTE GENDER BY AGE 
 ----------------- ----------------- ------------------------------------------ ----------------------- 
  TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  MEN MEN WOMEN WOMEN  
 Total YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 497 384 21 470 410 22 153 183 180 351 336 532 34 231 187 225 219 
 
Yes 40% 43% 37% 29% 43% 38% 18% 41% 45% 45% 36% 43% 39% 25% 54% 20% 68% 15% 
No 59  57  61  69  57  61  82  57  55  55  63  56  60  75  46  80  31  84  
DK/NA 1  0  1  1  0  1  0  1  0  0  1  1  1  1  0  1  0  0  
 
  Q22 BUSINESS TAX   
 Q8B INITIAL BUSINESS TAX VOTE AFTER POSITIVES Q9 CARD ROOM PROPOSAL SAMPLE/PHONE TYPE 
 ----------------------------------------- ----------------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------------- 
  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  STR SMWT STR TOTAL TOTAL  VOTER RDD CELL RDD RDD  
 Total YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD SUPPT SUPPT OPPOS SUPPT OPPOS UNDCD LIST SAMP SAMP CELL LAND  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 203 197 157 267 400 424 78 431 434 38 349 187 229 536 306 60 452 393 57 102 348 
 
Yes 40% 39% 44% 43% 37% 42% 39% 37% 42% 39% 26% 42% 33% 40% 39% 43% 38% 36% 46% 34% 40% 46% 
No 59  60  56  57  62  58  60  61  57  60  72  57  67  59  61  56  60  64  53  66  59  53  
DK/NA 1  1  0  0  0  1  0  2  0  1  2  1  1  1  1  1  1  1  1  1  2  0  
 
  Q21 WASTE DISPSAL Q10 CITY BUDGET  
 Q8C INITIAL WASTE DISPOSAL TAX TX AFTR POS & NEG 12 MONTHS FROM PARTY (COMBINED) 
 ----------------------------------------- ----------------- ----------------------------- ----------------- 
  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  SMWT MUCH TOTAL TOTAL NO DF     
 Total YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD WORSE WORSE WORSE BETTR DK/NA DEM REP DTS/O  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 205 204 148 291 409 439 54 429 450 24 131 83 214 196 56 417 195 201 
 
Yes 40% 47% 44% 44% 33% 45% 37% 24% 41% 39% 39% 40% 36% 38% 46% 35% 40% 36% 39% 
No 59  53  56  55  65  54  62  75  59  60  58  60  63  61  54  63  60  64  61  
DK/NA 1  0  0  0  1  0  1  1  0  1  3  0  2  1  0  2  1  1  0  
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TABLE 76:  Q26.  KIDS AT HOME 
  
 
 Q11 FEELINGS ABOUT Q15 FIRST CHOICE Q16 RDC SRV  
 THE CITY BUDGET PRT/BDGT SHRTFLL /RAISG REV CITY COUNCIL DISTRICT 
 ----------------------------- ------------------ ----------- ----------------------------------------------------------- 
  SMWT VERY TOTAL TOTAL NTRL/ REDCE REDCE RAISE REDCE RAISE            
 Total NEG NEG NEG POS DK/NA COMP SRVCS RVNUE SRVCS RVNUE 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 113 91 204 107 125 368 185 228 408 344 63 99 60 70 41 95 61 95 106 100 
 
Yes 40% 41% 23% 33% 46% 44% 40% 37% 44% 40% 42% 36% 37% 57% 38% 49% 36% 47% 46% 35% 34% 
No 59  59  73  65  54  56  59  62  56  60  58  64  63  43  61  51  64  53  54  64  65  
DK/NA 1  0  4  2  0  0  1  0  0  0  0  0  1  0  1  0  0  0  0  1  1  
 
 VOTER SALES TAX TARGETS BUSINESS TAX TARGETS WASTE DISPOSAL TARGETS 
 ----------- ----------------------------------------- ----------------------------- ----------------------------- 
   NON- CONS CONS  POS NEG COST COMP CONS CONS  POS NEG CONS CONS  POS NEG  
 Total VOTER VOTER YES NO SWING MOVER MOVER P-MVR P-MVR YES NO SWING MOVER MOVER YES NO SWING MOVER MOVER  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 833 69 378 320 204 88 75 61 136 308 322 272 123 112 310 336 256 118 113 
 
Yes 40% 39% 60% 43% 37% 39% 40% 38% 45% 44% 42% 39% 39% 42% 41% 44% 38% 37% 32% 43% 
No 59  61  37  57  61  60  59  61  54  54  57  61  59  58  56  55  60  62  68  57  
DK/NA 1  1  3  0  1  1  1  1  1  2  0  1  1  0  2  0  1  0  0  0  
 
  Q24 TYPE OF Q25 Q26 KIDS   
 Q23 YEARS IN SAN JOSE RESIDENCE RESIDENCE AT HOME Q27 EDUCATION Q28 ETHNICITY 
 ----------------------------- ----------- ----------- ----------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------- 
       DETCH MULTI     HS OR SOME COLL POST NON-   NON-    
 Total 0-10 11-20 21-30 31-40 41+ HOUSE UNIT OWN RENT YES NO LESS COLL GRAD GRAD COLL COLL+ WHITE WHITE LATNO ASIAN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 184 210 191 161 151 703 164 672 219 362 533 185 220 351 127 404 477 461 418 187 173 
 
Yes 40% 52% 56% 39% 25% 22% 43% 33% 38% 45% 100% 0% 43% 41% 38% 38% 42% 38% 33% 49% 59% 41% 
No 59  47  44  59  75  78  57  67  61  55  0  100  55  58  62  62  57  62  67  51  41  59  
DK/NA 1  1  0  1  0  0  1  0  1  0  0  0  2  0  0  0  1  0  0  0  0  0  
 
   Q31 REGSTRD Q33 VOTE  
 Q29 AGE Q30 INCOME TO VOTE PROPENSITY GENDER 
 ----------------------------------------------- ----------------------- ----------- ----------------- ----------- 
          $0- $30K- $60K- $100K    ALMST     
 Total 18-29 30-39 40-49 50-64 65-74 75+ 18-49 50+ $30K $60K $100K + YES NO ALWYS ALL MOST MEN WOMEN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 104 153 198 257 87 62 455 406 160 160 196 148 381 65 390 277 108 433 469 
 
Yes 40% 43% 68% 65% 26% 1% 3% 61% 17% 35% 49% 37% 47% 42% 60% 30% 47% 44% 38% 42% 
No 59  57  32  34  73  99  97  39  82  65  50  63  53  58  40  69  52  56  61  58  
DK/NA 1  0  0  1  1  0  0  0  1  0  1  0  0  0  0  0  1  0  1  1  
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TABLE 76:  Q26.  KIDS AT HOME 
  
 
 LIKELY    
 VOTER PARTY BY AGE ETHNICITY BY AGE ETHNICITY BY GENDER 
 ----------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------------------- 
    DEM DEM REP REP DTS/O DTS/O WHITE WHITE LATNO LATNO ASIAN ASIAN WHITE WHITE LATNO LATNO ASIAN ASIAN  
 Total YES NO 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 721 181 210 197 69 115 120 70 189 254 115 63 108 59 213 248 90 96 88 85 
 
Yes 40% 37% 51% 65% 13% 59% 21% 53% 17% 61% 13% 76% 27% 47% 27% 31% 35% 64% 55% 32% 51% 
No 59  62  48  35  87  41  78  47  82  39  86  24  73  53  73  69  65  36  45  68  49  
DK/NA 1  1  1  0  0  0  1  0  1  0  1  0  0  0  0  1  0  0  0  0  0  
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TABLE 77:  Q27.  EDUCATION 
  
 
  Q5/Q6 COMB 1/4 Q7 SALES TAX SUPPORT GIVEN  
 Q5 INITIAL 1/2 CENT SALES TAX VOTE CENT SALES TX VTE EMPLOYEE COMPENSATION CUTS PARTY BY GENDER 
 ----------------------------------------- ----------------- ----------------------------- ----------------------------------- 
  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  M-MRE SW-MR TOTAL TOTAL NO DF DEM DEM REP REP DTS/O DTS/O  
 Total YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD LIKLY LIKLY M-LKY L-LKY DK/NA MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 241 217 129 273 458 402 42 507 370 25 284 169 453 191 259 173 245 101 93 118 82 
 
NON-COLLEGE 45% 52% 53% 39% 36% 52% 37% 37% 50% 38% 37% 46% 47% 46% 38% 47% 47% 48% 35% 34% 38% 54% 
Grades 1-8 2  4  2  3  1  3  2  2  3  2  7  2  0  2  5  2  3  1  0  0  2  2  
Grades 9-11 3  6  4  1  2  5  2  0  5  2  0  4  5  4  3  1  4  5  1  2  2  0  
High school graduate (12) 15  19  17  12  11  18  11  17  17  12  13  16  15  16  12  15  17  13  12  9  17  17  
Some college 21  20  27  20  18  24  19  16  23  19  16  20  23  21  16  25  19  25  19  21  15  31  
Business/vocational school 3  3  3  2  4  3  3  2  3  4  0  4  4  4  1  4  4  4  4  2  2  3  
 
COLLEGE+ 53  46  45  59  64  46  62  43  47  61  60  50  52  51  61  51  52  47  65  66  61  45  
College graduate (4) 39  34  29  41  52  32  48  23  32  48  42  34  38  35  50  37  40  31  49  49  47  33  
Post-grad work/prof. school 14  12  15  18  12  14  14  20  14  13  18  16  15  15  11  14  12  16  16  16  14  12  
 
DK/REFUSED 2  2  2  2  1  2  1  20  3  1  3  4  1  3  1  2  1  4  0  0  1  1  
DK/Refused 2  2  2  2  1  2  1  20  3  1  3  4  1  3  1  2  1  4  0  0  1  1  
 
 Q18 1/2 CNT SALES Q20 FINAL 1/2 CNT   
 TX VOTE AFTER POS SALES TAX VOTE Q8A INITIAL PARKING TAX VOTE GENDER BY AGE 
 ----------------- ----------------- ------------------------------------------ ----------------------- 
  TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  MEN MEN WOMEN WOMEN  
 Total YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 497 384 21 470 410 22 153 183 180 351 336 532 34 231 187 225 219 
 
NON-COLLEGE 45% 48% 40% 51% 48% 41% 51% 45% 44% 45% 46% 45% 46% 30% 46% 35% 45% 53% 
Grades 1-8 2  3  2  5  3  2  10  2  1  7  1  2  3  0  2  2  2  4  
Grades 9-11 3  4  2  7  3  3  5  5  3  4  2  4  3  4  3  2  4  5  
High school graduate (12) 15  16  13  31  17  13  11  15  13  15  16  14  16  14  20  12  11  16  
Some college 21  23  20  8  23  19  26  21  23  17  23  22  21  11  21  15  25  26  
Business/vocational school 3  3  3  0  3  3  0  3  5  3  3  4  3  0  1  5  4  3  
 
COLLEGE+ 53  48  59  48  49  58  42  54  54  53  51  54  51  62  54  63  49  46  
College graduate (4) 39  34  46  21  34  46  18  38  39  40  38  39  39  44  44  45  34  32  
Post-grad work/prof. school 14  14  13  27  15  13  24  16  15  13  13  16  13  18  10  18  15  14  
 
DK/REFUSED 2  3  1  1  3  1  7  0  1  2  3  1  3  8  0  1  5  1  
DK/Refused 2  3  1  1  3  1  7  0  1  2  3  1  3  8  0  1  5  1  
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TABLE 77:  Q27.  EDUCATION 
  
 
  Q22 BUSINESS TAX   
 Q8B INITIAL BUSINESS TAX VOTE AFTER POSITIVES Q9 CARD ROOM PROPOSAL SAMPLE/PHONE TYPE 
 ----------------------------------------- ----------------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------------- 
  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  STR SMWT STR TOTAL TOTAL  VOTER RDD CELL RDD RDD  
 Total YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD SUPPT SUPPT OPPOS SUPPT OPPOS UNDCD LIST SAMP SAMP CELL LAND  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 203 197 157 267 400 424 78 431 434 38 349 187 229 536 306 60 452 393 57 102 348 
 
NON-COLLEGE 45% 50% 47% 36% 44% 49% 41% 46% 47% 42% 47% 45% 49% 42% 46% 43% 47% 39% 49% 63% 63% 47% 
Grades 1-8 2  1  2  3  3  2  3  6  3  2  3  3  4  0  3  0  6  1  4  0  10  2  
Grades 9-11 3  7  4  2  1  6  2  0  4  3  3  2  4  4  3  4  2  1  5  4  6  5  
High school graduate (12) 15  15  18  12  14  16  14  14  16  14  12  14  15  15  14  15  17  12  15  32  27  14  
Some college 21  25  19  17  22  22  20  24  21  21  26  22  24  19  23  18  20  20  21  25  20  23  
Business/vocational school 3  2  4  2  4  3  3  2  3  3  4  3  2  3  3  4  2  4  3  1  1  3  
 
COLLEGE+ 53  49  51  63  55  50  58  41  51  55  49  52  50  56  51  56  51  58  49  37  33  52  
College graduate (4) 39  34  32  53  42  33  46  30  35  44  22  38  39  41  38  40  36  42  37  31  26  39  
Post-grad work/prof. school 14  15  19  10  13  17  12  11  16  11  27  14  12  15  13  15  15  17  12  6  8  12  
 
DK/REFUSED 2  1  2  1  1  1  1  13  1  3  4  3  1  2  3  2  3  3  2  0  4  1  
DK/Refused 2  1  2  1  1  1  1  13  1  3  4  3  1  2  3  2  3  3  2  0  4  1  
 
  Q21 WASTE DISPSAL Q10 CITY BUDGET  
 Q8C INITIAL WASTE DISPOSAL TAX TX AFTR POS & NEG 12 MONTHS FROM PARTY (COMBINED) 
 ----------------------------------------- ----------------- ----------------------------- ----------------- 
  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  SMWT MUCH TOTAL TOTAL NO DF     
 Total YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD WORSE WORSE WORSE BETTR DK/NA DEM REP DTS/O  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 205 204 148 291 409 439 54 429 450 24 131 83 214 196 56 417 195 201 
 
NON-COLLEGE 45% 45% 51% 43% 44% 48% 43% 32% 48% 43% 34% 34% 40% 36% 52% 55% 48% 35% 44% 
Grades 1-8 2  3  4  5  1  3  2  1  3  2  0  5  5  5  2  3  2  0  2  
Grades 9-11 3  4  5  2  2  4  2  2  4  3  0  4  5  4  5  0  5  1  1  
High school graduate (12) 15  17  17  11  14  17  13  11  17  13  20  10  10  10  16  23  15  11  17  
Some college 21  21  22  19  22  22  21  18  22  20  13  15  12  14  26  29  22  20  22  
Business/vocational school 3  1  3  5  4  2  5  1  2  5  0  1  9  4  3  0  4  3  2  
 
COLLEGE+ 53  50  48  57  55  49  56  62  51  54  58  63  59  62  47  45  49  65  55  
College graduate (4) 39  34  28  49  42  31  45  49  35  43  37  46  47  46  32  34  35  49  41  
Post-grad work/prof. school 14  15  20  8  13  17  11  12  16  12  21  17  12  15  15  11  15  16  13  
 
DK/REFUSED 2  5  1  1  1  3  1  6  1  3  9  3  1  2  1  0  3  0  1  
DK/Refused 2  5  1  1  1  3  1  6  1  3  9  3  1  2  1  0  3  0  1  
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TABLE 77:  Q27.  EDUCATION 
  
 
 Q11 FEELINGS ABOUT Q15 FIRST CHOICE Q16 RDC SRV  
 THE CITY BUDGET PRT/BDGT SHRTFLL /RAISG REV CITY COUNCIL DISTRICT 
 ----------------------------- ------------------ ----------- ----------------------------------------------------------- 
  SMWT VERY TOTAL TOTAL NTRL/ REDCE REDCE RAISE REDCE RAISE            
 Total NEG NEG NEG POS DK/NA COMP SRVCS RVNUE SRVCS RVNUE 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 113 91 204 107 125 368 185 228 408 344 63 99 60 70 41 95 61 95 106 100 
 
NON-COLLEGE 45% 44% 46% 45% 38% 49% 45% 44% 39% 41% 43% 42% 49% 54% 50% 47% 29% 56% 43% 40% 34% 
Grades 1-8 2  0  1  1  3  2  2  5  1  1  2  0  2  0  0  9  0  4  0  2  0  
Grades 9-11 3  1  1  1  2  5  3  2  3  1  5  3  5  4  1  7  0  8  3  0  1  
High school graduate (12) 15  16  28  21  12  10  14  14  14  15  14  10  16  24  22  20  9  17  11  12  16  
Some college 21  22  15  18  21  27  23  21  18  21  19  27  23  26  23  12  17  23  23  21  17  
Business/vocational school 3  5  2  4  1  5  3  2  3  4  3  2  3  0  4  0  3  4  6  5  0  
 
COLLEGE+ 53  54  53  54  60  43  55  54  56  57  54  58  50  32  50  53  68  43  57  60  66  
College graduate (4) 39  44  36  40  44  32  40  41  39  43  38  38  41  19  35  45  43  34  37  44  49  
Post-grad work/prof. school 14  11  17  14  16  11  14  13  17  14  16  20  9  13  14  7  24  8  20  16  16  
 
DK/REFUSED 2  1  1  1  2  7  1  2  5  1  3  0  1  14  1  0  4  2  0  0  0  
DK/Refused 2  1  1  1  2  7  1  2  5  1  3  0  1  14  1  0  4  2  0  0  0  
 
 VOTER SALES TAX TARGETS BUSINESS TAX TARGETS WASTE DISPOSAL TARGETS 
 ----------- ----------------------------------------- ----------------------------- ----------------------------- 
   NON- CONS CONS  POS NEG COST COMP CONS CONS  POS NEG CONS CONS  POS NEG  
 Total VOTER VOTER YES NO SWING MOVER MOVER P-MVR P-MVR YES NO SWING MOVER MOVER YES NO SWING MOVER MOVER  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 833 69 378 320 204 88 75 61 136 308 322 272 123 112 310 336 256 118 113 
 
NON-COLLEGE 45% 44% 57% 50% 36% 49% 37% 60% 34% 35% 48% 39% 48% 45% 51% 49% 43% 41% 43% 41% 
Grades 1-8 2  2  11  3  2  3  3  3  4  1  2  1  5  7  3  3  2  3  3  3  
Grades 9-11 3  3  5  3  1  7  3  13  2  2  5  1  4  1  6  3  2  5  4  7  
High school graduate (12) 15  14  23  17  10  17  11  20  8  8  18  15  11  11  11  18  14  12  13  10  
Some college 21  21  18  24  18  21  20  24  19  20  21  19  24  21  26  23  21  19  21  18  
Business/vocational school 3  3  0  4  4  1  1  0  1  4  3  3  4  4  4  2  5  3  3  3  
 
COLLEGE+ 53  54  38  48  63  46  53  40  52  59  51  60  47  54  40  49  56  54  56  51  
College graduate (4) 39  40  29  34  51  29  35  27  32  40  34  50  32  38  28  32  45  39  43  35  
Post-grad work/prof. school 14  14  9  14  13  17  18  13  20  19  17  10  16  16  11  18  10  15  13  16  
 
DK/REFUSED 2  2  5  2  1  5  9  0  13  6  1  1  5  1  9  1  1  5  1  9  
DK/Refused 2  2  5  2  1  5  9  0  13  6  1  1  5  1  9  1  1  5  1  9  
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TABLE 77:  Q27.  EDUCATION 
  
 
  Q24 TYPE OF Q25 Q26 KIDS   
 Q23 YEARS IN SAN JOSE RESIDENCE RESIDENCE AT HOME Q27 EDUCATION Q28 ETHNICITY 
 ----------------------------- ----------- ----------- ----------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------- 
       DETCH MULTI     HS OR SOME COLL POST NON-   NON-    
 Total 0-10 11-20 21-30 31-40 41+ HOUSE UNIT OWN RENT YES NO LESS COLL GRAD GRAD COLL COLL+ WHITE WHITE LATNO ASIAN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 184 210 191 161 151 703 164 672 219 362 533 185 220 351 127 404 477 461 418 187 173 
 
NON-COLLEGE 45% 40% 45% 50% 40% 48% 42% 52% 40% 61% 47% 43% 100% 100% 0% 0% 100% 0% 37% 53% 69% 37% 
Grades 1-8 2  6  2  3  1  1  2  3  1  5  3  2  12  0  0  0  5  0  0  5  5  7  
Grades 9-11 3  2  4  4  2  4  3  5  2  8  3  3  16  0  0  0  7  0  1  6  10  3  
High school graduate (12) 15  13  16  13  16  16  13  21  12  24  16  14  72  0  0  0  33  0  11  19  27  10  
Some college 21  18  20  26  19  22  21  21  21  23  22  21  0  87  0  0  47  0  22  20  24  15  
Business/vocational school 3  1  4  5  2  5  4  1  4  1  3  3  0  13  0  0  7  0  3  3  3  2  
 
COLLEGE+ 53  55  53  49  59  50  55  47  58  38  50  55  0  0  100  100  0  100  60  45  30  60  
College graduate (4) 39  34  40  38  45  39  41  33  43  28  37  41  0  0  100  0  0  73  44  34  25  41  
Post-grad work/prof. school 14  21  12  12  14  12  15  14  15  11  13  15  0  0  0  100  0  27  17  12  5  19  
 
DK/REFUSED 2  5  2  0  1  2  2  1  2  1  3  2  0  0  0  0  0  0  2  1  1  2  
DK/Refused 2  5  2  0  1  2  2  1  2  1  3  2  0  0  0  0  0  0  2  1  1  2  
 
   Q31 REGSTRD Q33 VOTE  
 Q29 AGE Q30 INCOME TO VOTE PROPENSITY GENDER 
 ----------------------------------------------- ----------------------- ----------- ----------------- ----------- 
          $0- $30K- $60K- $100K    ALMST     
 Total 18-29 30-39 40-49 50-64 65-74 75+ 18-49 50+ $30K $60K $100K + YES NO ALWYS ALL MOST MEN WOMEN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 104 153 198 257 87 62 455 406 160 160 196 148 381 65 390 277 108 433 469 
 
NON-COLLEGE 45% 56% 46% 40% 41% 52% 52% 46% 45% 75% 53% 42% 21% 50% 60% 33% 47% 56% 42% 47% 
Grades 1-8 2  0  3  3  4  1  3  2  3  11  1  0  1  2  12  2  0  2  2  3  
Grades 9-11 3  6  3  2  3  2  6  3  3  10  2  2  1  5  6  2  2  6  2  4  
High school graduate (12) 15  24  16  10  12  22  15  15  14  30  23  7  4  16  23  9  14  22  17  13  
Some college 21  24  21  23  19  21  27  23  21  23  23  29  13  23  19  17  26  25  18  24  
Business/vocational school 3  2  3  2  4  6  1  2  4  1  4  4  2  3  0  4  5  1  3  3  
 
COLLEGE+ 53  37  53  58  59  46  43  52  54  22  42  57  79  49  37  64  51  44  57  49  
College graduate (4) 39  33  35  46  40  36  33  39  38  19  38  43  48  37  27  45  41  32  43  35  
Post-grad work/prof. school 14  4  18  13  19  10  11  12  16  4  4  14  31  12  10  19  10  12  14  15  
 
DK/REFUSED 2  7  1  2  0  2  5  3  1  2  5  1  0  1  3  3  2  0  1  3  
DK/Refused 2  7  1  2  0  2  5  3  1  2  5  1  0  1  3  3  2  0  1  3  
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TABLE 77:  Q27.  EDUCATION 
  
 
 LIKELY    
 VOTER PARTY BY AGE ETHNICITY BY AGE ETHNICITY BY GENDER 
 ----------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------------------- 
    DEM DEM REP REP DTS/O DTS/O WHITE WHITE LATNO LATNO ASIAN ASIAN WHITE WHITE LATNO LATNO ASIAN ASIAN  
 Total YES NO 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 721 181 210 197 69 115 120 70 189 254 115 63 108 59 213 248 90 96 88 85 
 
NON-COLLEGE 45% 41% 60% 49% 47% 28% 40% 46% 41% 34% 41% 72% 68% 36% 43% 34% 40% 75% 63% 29% 46% 
Grades 1-8 2  1  7  2  2  0  0  1  3  0  0  5  4  4  13  0  0  6  3  1  12  
Grades 9-11 3  2  8  5  5  1  2  1  1  1  1  9  14  0  7  0  1  9  12  2  4  
High school graduate (12) 15  13  23  15  15  6  14  18  15  9  13  27  28  14  4  11  11  33  22  11  9  
Some college 21  21  21  24  21  18  22  25  18  19  24  29  18  18  12  21  23  21  27  11  20  
Business/vocational school 3  4  0  3  5  3  3  1  4  5  2  1  4  0  7  2  5  6  0  5  0  
 
COLLEGE+ 53  57  38  46  52  72  60  53  58  62  59  28  29  61  56  66  56  23  37  70  51  
College graduate (4) 39  42  28  36  32  59  44  37  47  46  41  26  22  43  37  51  38  19  32  49  34  
Post-grad work/prof. school 14  15  10  10  19  14  15  16  10  16  18  2  6  18  19  15  18  4  5  21  17  
 
DK/REFUSED 2  2  2  4  2  0  0  1  2  5  1  0  3  3  1  0  4  2  0  1  4  
DK/Refused 2  2  2  4  2  0  0  1  2  5  1  0  3  3  1  0  4  2  0  1  4  
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TABLE 78:  Q28.  ETHNICITY 
  
 
  Q5/Q6 COMB 1/4 Q7 SALES TAX SUPPORT GIVEN  
 Q5 INITIAL 1/2 CENT SALES TAX VOTE CENT SALES TX VTE EMPLOYEE COMPENSATION CUTS PARTY BY GENDER 
 ----------------------------------------- ----------------- ----------------------------- ----------------------------------- 
  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  M-MRE SW-MR TOTAL TOTAL NO DF DEM DEM REP REP DTS/O DTS/O  
 Total YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD LIKLY LIKLY M-LKY L-LKY DK/NA MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 241 217 129 273 458 402 42 507 370 25 284 169 453 191 259 173 245 101 93 118 82 
 
WHITE 51% 44% 49% 57% 53% 46% 54% 71% 48% 55% 62% 49% 49% 49% 51% 54% 42% 54% 67% 71% 50% 47% 
Caucasian/White 51  44  49  57  53  46  54  71  48  55  62  49  49  49  51  54  42  54  67  71  50  47  
 
NON-WHITE 46  53  50  41  43  52  42  27  50  42  38  49  48  49  47  42  55  45  32  27  45  52  
Hispanic/Latino 21  27  26  15  16  26  16  9  25  16  9  25  23  24  17  17  27  24  12  10  14  17  
African-American 3  6  3  1  1  5  1  0  4  1  0  5  3  4  1  3  2  6  0  2  4  1  
Asian/Pacific Islander 19  18  19  21  20  19  20  15  18  20  23  17  18  17  25  18  19  12  12  14  26  28  
Native American/Indian 1  1  0  1  1  1  1  1  0  1  2  1  0  1  0  2  0  1  3  1  0  1  
Some other group or ID 3  1  2  2  5  2  4  2  2  4  4  2  3  3  4  2  6  2  5  1  0  5  
 
REFUSED 3  3  1  2  4  2  3  2  2  3  0  1  3  2  2  4  3  1  1  3  4  1  
Refused 3  3  1  2  4  2  3  2  2  3  0  1  3  2  2  4  3  1  1  3  4  1  
 
 Q18 1/2 CNT SALES Q20 FINAL 1/2 CNT   
 TX VOTE AFTER POS SALES TAX VOTE Q8A INITIAL PARKING TAX VOTE GENDER BY AGE 
 ----------------- ----------------- ------------------------------------------ ----------------------- 
  TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  MEN MEN WOMEN WOMEN  
 Total YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 497 384 21 470 410 22 153 183 180 351 336 532 34 231 187 225 219 
 
WHITE 51% 49% 55% 38% 48% 54% 60% 44% 54% 49% 52% 50% 51% 64% 41% 61% 42% 64% 
Caucasian/White 51  49  55  38  48  54  60  44  54  49  52  50  51  64  41  61  42  64  
 
NON-WHITE 46  50  41  62  50  43  40  55  45  49  43  50  45  34  56  37  57  34  
Hispanic/Latino 21  24  16  22  24  17  10  29  21  19  18  25  18  19  27  13  24  17  
African-American 3  4  2  2  4  2  2  2  3  5  2  3  3  1  2  2  4  3  
Asian/Pacific Islander 19  19  19  28  19  19  27  20  21  22  17  20  19  14  23  18  24  12  
Native American/Indian 1  1  1  0  1  1  0  0  0  1  2  0  1  0  1  1  1  1  
Some other group or ID 3  2  3  11  2  4  0  3  0  2  4  1  4  0  4  3  4  0  
 
REFUSED 3  2  4  0  2  3  0  1  1  1  5  1  4  2  3  2  1  2  
Refused 3  2  4  0  2  3  0  1  1  1  5  1  4  2  3  2  1  2  
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  Q22 BUSINESS TAX   
 Q8B INITIAL BUSINESS TAX VOTE AFTER POSITIVES Q9 CARD ROOM PROPOSAL SAMPLE/PHONE TYPE 
 ----------------------------------------- ----------------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------------- 
  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  STR SMWT STR TOTAL TOTAL  VOTER RDD CELL RDD RDD  
 Total YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD SUPPT SUPPT OPPOS SUPPT OPPOS UNDCD LIST SAMP SAMP CELL LAND  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 203 197 157 267 400 424 78 431 434 38 349 187 229 536 306 60 452 393 57 102 348 
 
WHITE 51% 43% 49% 54% 54% 46% 54% 63% 45% 56% 58% 51% 49% 54% 50% 53% 49% 60% 43% 36% 30% 45% 
Caucasian/White 51  43  49  54  54  46  54  63  45  56  58  51  49  54  50  53  49  60  43  36  30  45  
 
NON-WHITE 46  56  49  45  42  52  43  33  54  40  40  47  48  43  47  45  46  38  54  61  67  52  
Hispanic/Latino 21  33  24  14  15  29  15  13  25  17  17  23  22  20  22  20  9  16  25  25  23  26  
African-American 3  1  3  4  3  2  4  4  4  2  1  4  4  1  4  1  3  2  3  6  3  4  
Asian/Pacific Islander 19  17  21  24  18  19  20  13  22  16  19  17  20  18  18  19  31  15  23  26  37  19  
Native American/Indian 1  1  0  1  2  1  1  0  0  1  1  1  1  2  1  2  0  1  1  2  1  1  
Some other group or ID 3  4  1  3  3  2  3  3  2  3  1  3  3  2  3  3  2  3  3  1  2  3  
 
REFUSED 3  1  2  1  5  2  3  4  1  4  3  2  2  3  2  3  5  2  3  3  3  3  
Refused 3  1  2  1  5  2  3  4  1  4  3  2  2  3  2  3  5  2  3  3  3  3  
 
  Q21 WASTE DISPSAL Q10 CITY BUDGET  
 Q8C INITIAL WASTE DISPOSAL TAX TX AFTR POS & NEG 12 MONTHS FROM PARTY (COMBINED) 
 ----------------------------------------- ----------------- ----------------------------- ----------------- 
  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  SMWT MUCH TOTAL TOTAL NO DF     
 Total YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD WORSE WORSE WORSE BETTR DK/NA DEM REP DTS/O  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 205 204 148 291 409 439 54 429 450 24 131 83 214 196 56 417 195 201 
 
WHITE 51% 42% 52% 58% 52% 47% 54% 60% 48% 55% 42% 48% 53% 50% 48% 54% 49% 69% 49% 
Caucasian/White 51  42  52  58  52  47  54  60  48  55  42  48  53  50  48  54  49  69  49  
 
NON-WHITE 46  57  47  40  44  52  42  35  51  42  50  48  44  47  50  44  49  29  48  
Hispanic/Latino 21  26  23  14  19  25  18  17  24  18  19  20  12  17  24  27  26  11  15  
African-American 3  3  2  0  4  3  3  5  3  3  4  2  4  3  3  0  4  1  3  
Asian/Pacific Islander 19  23  20  22  16  22  18  12  22  17  23  23  24  23  18  11  15  13  27  
Native American/Indian 1  1  0  1  2  1  1  0  0  1  0  0  3  1  1  0  1  2  0  
Some other group or ID 3  3  2  3  3  3  3  2  2  3  4  3  1  2  4  5  3  3  2  
 
REFUSED 3  1  1  2  5  1  4  4  1  3  8  4  3  3  2  3  2  2  3  
Refused 3  1  1  2  5  1  4  4  1  3  8  4  3  3  2  3  2  2  3  
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 Q11 FEELINGS ABOUT Q15 FIRST CHOICE Q16 RDC SRV  
 THE CITY BUDGET PRT/BDGT SHRTFLL /RAISG REV CITY COUNCIL DISTRICT 
 ----------------------------- ------------------ ----------- ----------------------------------------------------------- 
  SMWT VERY TOTAL TOTAL NTRL/ REDCE REDCE RAISE REDCE RAISE            
 Total NEG NEG NEG POS DK/NA COMP SRVCS RVNUE SRVCS RVNUE 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 113 91 204 107 125 368 185 228 408 344 63 99 60 70 41 95 61 95 106 100 
 
WHITE 51% 51% 56% 53% 49% 56% 57% 44% 51% 55% 50% 62% 49% 54% 40% 16% 64% 37% 36% 69% 68% 
Caucasian/White 51  51  56  53  49  56  57  44  51  55  50  62  49  54  40  16  64  37  36  69  68  
 
NON-WHITE 46  49  38  44  51  41  40  55  46  44  47  38  49  46  57  83  34  63  62  30  25  
Hispanic/Latino 21  22  13  18  23  21  18  23  18  17  23  8  27  29  15  52  16  47  22  13  11  
African-American 3  2  5  3  3  4  1  5  4  3  4  6  0  9  1  3  3  2  5  1  1  
Asian/Pacific Islander 19  25  11  19  22  15  17  23  21  19  19  18  16  5  38  22  13  13  29  11  13  
Native American/Indian 1  0  3  2  0  0  1  1  1  1  0  1  2  2  0  4  1  0  2  0  0  
Some other group or ID 3  0  6  3  2  1  3  2  2  4  1  5  4  2  4  1  2  0  4  4  0  
 
REFUSED 3  0  6  3  0  3  3  1  3  2  3  0  1  0  3  2  3  1  2  1  7  
Refused 3  0  6  3  0  3  3  1  3  2  3  0  1  0  3  2  3  1  2  1  7  
 
 VOTER SALES TAX TARGETS BUSINESS TAX TARGETS WASTE DISPOSAL TARGETS 
 ----------- ----------------------------------------- ----------------------------- ----------------------------- 
   NON- CONS CONS  POS NEG COST COMP CONS CONS  POS NEG CONS CONS  POS NEG  
 Total VOTER VOTER YES NO SWING MOVER MOVER P-MVR P-MVR YES NO SWING MOVER MOVER YES NO SWING MOVER MOVER  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 833 69 378 320 204 88 75 61 136 308 322 272 123 112 310 336 256 118 113 
 
WHITE 51% 53% 23% 49% 58% 44% 52% 38% 57% 58% 45% 56% 52% 46% 56% 45% 55% 54% 53% 56% 
Caucasian/White 51  53  23  49  58  44  52  38  57  58  45  56  52  46  56  45  55  54  53  56  
 
NON-WHITE 46  44  72  49  38  55  47  61  39  40  54  40  46  53  40  54  41  44  44  43  
Hispanic/Latino 21  19  38  25  13  24  19  30  13  16  31  17  14  10  17  25  17  20  19  21  
African-American 3  3  1  4  1  4  2  8  0  2  2  1  6  9  3  3  3  2  3  1  
Asian/Pacific Islander 19  18  34  17  19  23  23  20  22  19  18  16  24  32  18  22  16  20  20  18  
Native American/Indian 1  1  0  1  2  0  1  0  0  0  1  2  0  0  0  0  2  1  1  1  
Some other group or ID 3  3  0  2  4  3  3  4  4  3  2  4  2  3  2  3  3  2  1  2  
 
REFUSED 3  2  5  2  4  1  2  1  3  2  1  4  2  1  4  1  4  2  3  1  
Refused 3  2  5  2  4  1  2  1  3  2  1  4  2  1  4  1  4  2  3  1  
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  Q24 TYPE OF Q25 Q26 KIDS   
 Q23 YEARS IN SAN JOSE RESIDENCE RESIDENCE AT HOME Q27 EDUCATION Q28 ETHNICITY 
 ----------------------------- ----------- ----------- ----------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------- 
       DETCH MULTI     HS OR SOME COLL POST NON-   NON-    
 Total 0-10 11-20 21-30 31-40 41+ HOUSE UNIT OWN RENT YES NO LESS COLL GRAD GRAD COLL COLL+ WHITE WHITE LATNO ASIAN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 184 210 191 161 151 703 164 672 219 362 533 185 220 351 127 404 477 461 418 187 173 
 
WHITE 51% 47% 41% 52% 55% 66% 52% 46% 58% 33% 42% 58% 29% 53% 58% 61% 42% 58% 100% 0% 0% 0% 
Caucasian/White 51  47  41  52  55  66  52  46  58  33  42  58  29  53  58  61  42  58  100  0  0  0  
 
NON-WHITE 46  51  57  46  41  32  46  51  40  65  56  40  68  44  40  38  55  40  0  100  100  100  
Hispanic/Latino 21  11  25  22  22  24  21  22  16  36  31  14  43  23  14  7  32  12  0  45  100  0  
African-American 3  5  2  3  3  2  2  8  2  7  3  3  4  5  2  1  4  2  0  6  0  0  
Asian/Pacific Islander 19  31  25  18  13  4  20  18  20  19  20  19  18  14  20  26  16  22  0  41  0  100  
Native American/Indian 1  1  1  2  0  1  1  2  1  1  1  1  2  0  1  1  1  1  0  2  0  0  
Some other group or ID 3  3  5  1  3  1  3  1  3  1  3  3  1  3  3  3  2  3  0  6  0  0  
 
REFUSED 3  2  2  2  5  2  2  3  2  2  2  2  3  3  2  1  3  2  0  0  0  0  
Refused 3  2  2  2  5  2  2  3  2  2  2  2  3  3  2  1  3  2  0  0  0  0  
 
   Q31 REGSTRD Q33 VOTE  
 Q29 AGE Q30 INCOME TO VOTE PROPENSITY GENDER 
 ----------------------------------------------- ----------------------- ----------- ----------------- ----------- 
          $0- $30K- $60K- $100K    ALMST     
 Total 18-29 30-39 40-49 50-64 65-74 75+ 18-49 50+ $30K $60K $100K + YES NO ALWYS ALL MOST MEN WOMEN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 104 153 198 257 87 62 455 406 160 160 196 148 381 65 390 277 108 433 469 
 
WHITE 51% 34% 38% 48% 58% 63% 83% 42% 63% 36% 53% 52% 64% 46% 24% 63% 56% 35% 49% 53% 
Caucasian/White 51  34  38  48  58  63  83  42  63  36  53  52  64  46  24  63  56  35  49  53  
 
NON-WHITE 46  65  61  49  39  36  17  57  35  64  47  48  35  52  74  35  42  64  48  45  
Hispanic/Latino 21  23  35  19  15  21  8  25  15  35  23  24  10  23  37  15  18  27  21  21  
African-American 3  4  3  3  1  7  2  3  3  5  4  3  0  4  1  3  2  7  2  4  
Asian/Pacific Islander 19  34  18  23  20  8  4  24  15  22  17  17  23  21  36  12  20  29  20  18  
Native American/Indian 1  1  1  0  1  0  1  1  1  0  2  1  0  1  0  1  1  1  1  1  
Some other group or ID 3  3  4  4  2  1  2  4  2  1  1  3  1  3  0  3  2  1  3  2  
 
REFUSED 3  2  1  3  3  1  1  2  2  1  0  0  1  3  2  3  2  1  3  2  
Refused 3  2  1  3  3  1  1  2  2  1  0  0  1  3  2  3  2  1  3  2  
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 LIKELY    
 VOTER PARTY BY AGE ETHNICITY BY AGE ETHNICITY BY GENDER 
 ----------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------------------- 
    DEM DEM REP REP DTS/O DTS/O WHITE WHITE LATNO LATNO ASIAN ASIAN WHITE WHITE LATNO LATNO ASIAN ASIAN  
 Total YES NO 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 721 181 210 197 69 115 120 70 189 254 115 63 108 59 213 248 90 96 88 85 
 
WHITE 51% 58% 23% 40% 59% 58% 76% 43% 61% 100% 100% 0% 0% 0% 0% 100% 100% 0% 0% 0% 0% 
Caucasian/White 51  58  23  40  59  58  76  43  61  100  100  0  0  0  0  100  100  0  0  0  0  
 
NON-WHITE 46  40  73  59  38  41  22  56  39  0  0  100  100  100  100  0  0  100  100  100  100  
Hispanic/Latino 21  17  34  31  19  17  7  15  16  0  0  100  100  0  0  0  0  100  100  0  0  
African-American 3  3  4  5  3  2  0  3  4  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  
Asian/Pacific Islander 19  16  32  17  13  16  11  34  18  0  0  0  0  100  100  0  0  0  0  100  100  
Native American/Indian 1  1  0  1  1  1  2  0  1  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  
Some other group or ID 3  3  2  4  2  5  1  4  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  
 
REFUSED 3  2  4  1  2  2  2  2  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  
Refused 3  2  4  1  2  2  2  2  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  
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  Q5/Q6 COMB 1/4 Q7 SALES TAX SUPPORT GIVEN  
 Q5 INITIAL 1/2 CENT SALES TAX VOTE CENT SALES TX VTE EMPLOYEE COMPENSATION CUTS PARTY BY GENDER 
 ----------------------------------------- ----------------- ----------------------------- ----------------------------------- 
  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  M-MRE SW-MR TOTAL TOTAL NO DF DEM DEM REP REP DTS/O DTS/O  
 Total YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD LIKLY LIKLY M-LKY L-LKY DK/NA MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 241 217 129 273 458 402 42 507 370 25 284 169 453 191 259 173 245 101 93 118 82 
 
18-49 50% 51% 59% 58% 42% 54% 47% 45% 55% 44% 48% 49% 59% 52% 45% 51% 53% 49% 37% 34% 60% 60% 
18-24 5  6  4  7  1  5  3  23  6  3  5  6  5  6  3  5  5  5  0  0  6  6  
25-29 7  8  8  6  6  8  6  0  9  4  0  6  5  6  9  6  12  5  2  5  8  8  
30-34 7  4  10  9  8  7  8  0  7  8  0  4  10  6  9  7  7  7  5  9  9  7  
35-39 10  11  13  7  8  12  8  9  11  8  15  13  9  11  8  9  5  12  9  3  12  16  
40-44 11  13  11  15  7  12  9  8  11  9  11  11  14  12  9  9  11  10  6  7  13  17  
45-49 11  10  12  14  12  11  13  4  11  12  18  9  15  11  8  14  13  11  15  10  14  6  
 
50+ 45  45  37  41  54  41  50  46  41  51  39  46  37  43  52  44  46  48  58  60  36  34  
50-54 10  8  5  9  17  7  15  9  6  16  9  10  6  9  15  10  8  9  17  15  12  6  
55-59 10  12  8  10  12  10  11  0  10  11  0  13  6  10  8  12  11  10  12  13  9  9  
60-64 8  8  4  11  8  6  9  15  7  9  10  5  10  7  8  9  12  8  8  6  5  7  
65-74 10  10  10  7  10  10  9  10  10  9  9  11  7  9  10  10  10  13  7  14  7  6  
75 & over 7  6  9  3  7  8  5  12  7  6  11  7  7  7  10  4  4  8  13  13  3  5  
 
DK/REFUSED 4  5  5  2  4  5  4  9  4  4  13  5  4  5  3  5  2  3  5  6  4  7  
DK/Refused 4  5  5  2  4  5  4  9  4  4  13  5  4  5  3  5  2  3  5  6  4  7  
 
 Q18 1/2 CNT SALES Q20 FINAL 1/2 CNT   
 TX VOTE AFTER POS SALES TAX VOTE Q8A INITIAL PARKING TAX VOTE GENDER BY AGE 
 ----------------- ----------------- ------------------------------------------ ----------------------- 
  TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  MEN MEN WOMEN WOMEN  
 Total YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 497 384 21 470 410 22 153 183 180 351 336 532 34 231 187 225 219 
 
18-49 50% 56% 44% 42% 55% 46% 37% 57% 56% 51% 45% 56% 47% 45% 100% 0% 100% 0% 
18-24 5  7  3  5  6  3  5  4  6  2  6  5  4  10  11  0  9  0  
25-29 7  9  4  0  9  4  0  6  9  8  5  8  6  4  15  0  11  0  
30-34 7  7  8  0  6  9  4  6  7  7  8  6  8  5  12  0  16  0  
35-39 10  11  8  18  11  8  27  14  11  9  8  12  9  8  17  0  22  0  
40-44 11  12  9  11  12  10  0  14  12  13  8  13  10  4  21  0  21  0  
45-49 11  11  12  9  12  12  0  13  12  12  10  12  11  14  24  0  21  0  
 
50+ 45  40  51  56  41  49  63  39  41  44  50  40  48  52  0  100  0  100  
50-54 10  6  15  12  7  14  6  8  11  11  10  10  11  10  0  26  0  21  
55-59 10  10  11  7  10  12  4  9  9  11  12  9  11  4  0  23  0  22  
60-64 8  7  8  12  8  7  17  7  6  9  8  7  9  8  0  19  0  16  
65-74 10  10  9  11  11  8  17  8  8  8  12  8  10  18  0  19  0  24  
75 & over 7  7  7  14  6  7  19  6  7  5  8  6  7  12  0  13  0  17  
 
DK/REFUSED 4% 4% 5% 1% 4% 5% 0% 5% 3% 5% 5% 4% 5% 3% 0% 0% 0% 0% 
DK/Refused 4  4  5  1  4  5  0  5  3  5  5  4  5  3  0  0  0  0  
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  Q22 BUSINESS TAX   
 Q8B INITIAL BUSINESS TAX VOTE AFTER POSITIVES Q9 CARD ROOM PROPOSAL SAMPLE/PHONE TYPE 
 ----------------------------------------- ----------------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------------- 
  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  STR SMWT STR TOTAL TOTAL  VOTER RDD CELL RDD RDD  
 Total YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD SUPPT SUPPT OPPOS SUPPT OPPOS UNDCD LIST SAMP SAMP CELL LAND  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 203 197 157 267 400 424 78 431 434 38 349 187 229 536 306 60 452 393 57 102 348 
 
18-49 50% 55% 55% 52% 42% 55% 45% 54% 58% 43% 53% 52% 56% 44% 53% 46% 48% 43% 55% 77% 67% 55% 
18-24 5  7  2  3  2  4  2  22  5  4  6  7  5  1  6  2  5  4  4  21  15  3  
25-29 7  9  9  6  4  9  5  4  9  4  9  5  12  6  7  5  10  5  7  15  14  6  
30-34 7  9  8  8  6  8  7  2  8  7  5  7  9  6  8  6  4  5  10  4  5  10  
35-39 10  11  12  8  9  11  9  7  11  8  17  10  11  9  10  9  12  8  12  14  13  12  
40-44 11  10  9  13  11  10  12  11  12  9  9  12  7  10  11  11  8  9  11  16  13  12  
45-49 11  10  15  14  9  12  11  8  13  10  8  12  12  12  12  11  9  12  12  6  7  12  
 
50+ 45  39  42  43  55  40  50  41  39  51  42  45  40  50  43  48  45  53  39  20  29  39  
50-54 10  8  8  14  14  8  14  5  7  14  2  10  13  9  11  9  12  12  9  7  8  9  
55-59 10  10  11  7  12  11  10  9  10  11  10  13  6  10  11  9  12  12  10  2  7  10  
60-64 8  9  8  7  7  8  7  9  7  8  5  9  7  8  8  7  6  10  6  7  7  6  
65-74 10  8  11  10  11  9  10  9  10  9  13  8  7  14  8  14  6  11  9  4  6  8  
75 & over 7  4  4  6  11  4  9  10  5  8  12  5  6  9  6  8  8  9  6  0  1  6  
 
DK/REFUSED 4  6  3  5  4  5  4  5  3  6  5  3  4  5  3  6  7  4  5  3  4  5  
DK/Refused 4  6  3  5  4  5  4  5  3  6  5  3  4  5  3  6  7  4  5  3  4  5  
 
  Q21 WASTE DISPSAL Q10 CITY BUDGET  
 Q8C INITIAL WASTE DISPOSAL TAX TX AFTR POS & NEG 12 MONTHS FROM PARTY (COMBINED) 
 ----------------------------------------- ----------------- ----------------------------- ----------------- 
  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  SMWT MUCH TOTAL TOTAL NO DF     
 Total YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD WORSE WORSE WORSE BETTR DK/NA DEM REP DTS/O  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 205 204 148 291 409 439 54 429 450 24 131 83 214 196 56 417 195 201 
 
18-49 50% 64% 54% 55% 39% 59% 45% 34% 58% 44% 45% 55% 33% 46% 56% 49% 50% 36% 60% 
18-24 5  11  5  3  2  8  2  2  5  4  5  7  0  4  6  3  5  0  6  
25-29 7  11  11  5  3  11  3  3  10  4  0  8  5  7  7  5  8  3  8  
30-34 7  9  5  8  8  7  8  1  7  7  8  10  2  7  6  4  7  7  8  
35-39 10  11  11  9  9  11  9  7  12  8  7  11  11  11  10  13  9  6  13  
40-44 11  12  11  14  8  11  10  8  13  9  7  10  4  8  15  11  11  7  15  
45-49 11  10  11  17  9  11  12  13  11  11  19  9  11  10  11  12  11  13  10  
 
50+ 45  32  41  41  56  37  51  58  37  52  44  40  63  49  41  43  47  59  35  
50-54 10  9  9  11  13  9  12  9  7  14  4  9  13  11  10  4  9  16  10  
55-59 10  9  10  8  12  10  11  9  9  11  11  6  17  10  10  7  11  13  9  
60-64 8  5  10  6  7  8  7  19  9  7  9  9  6  8  9  11  10  7  6  
65-74 10  6  8  9  13  7  12  13  7  12  15  9  20  13  7  14  12  10  7  
75 & over 7  2  5  8  11  3  10  7  6  8  5  8  7  7  4  7  7  13  4  
 
DK/REFUSED 4% 4% 5% 4% 4% 5% 4% 9% 5% 4% 11% 5% 3% 4% 3% 9% 2% 5% 5% 
DK/Refused 4  4  5  4  4  5  4  9  5  4  11  5  3  4  3  9  2  5  5  
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 Q11 FEELINGS ABOUT Q15 FIRST CHOICE Q16 RDC SRV  
 THE CITY BUDGET PRT/BDGT SHRTFLL /RAISG REV CITY COUNCIL DISTRICT 
 ----------------------------- ------------------ ----------- ----------------------------------------------------------- 
  SMWT VERY TOTAL TOTAL NTRL/ REDCE REDCE RAISE REDCE RAISE            
 Total NEG NEG NEG POS DK/NA COMP SRVCS RVNUE SRVCS RVNUE 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 113 91 204 107 125 368 185 228 408 344 63 99 60 70 41 95 61 95 106 100 
 
18-49 50% 46% 35% 41% 62% 55% 44% 56% 55% 49% 51% 49% 46% 72% 52% 52% 56% 61% 43% 50% 37% 
18-24 5  3  4  4  4  9  1  7  9  2  7  3  3  20  10  2  4  2  4  8  2  
25-29 7  4  3  3  8  10  3  11  7  6  7  9  11  13  4  0  4  11  2  7  4  
30-34 7  1  10  5  11  10  6  13  6  10  6  1  1  7  5  18  16  19  5  6  3  
35-39 10  13  5  9  12  6  11  7  11  9  11  4  10  3  10  7  16  11  12  10  8  
40-44 11  16  6  12  14  4  11  10  10  11  11  18  10  17  12  2  11  5  10  11  11  
45-49 11  10  7  8  13  17  11  9  12  11  10  13  12  11  11  23  4  12  10  8  10  
 
50+ 45  50  57  53  34  42  52  41  40  46  45  48  52  28  43  48  43  37  53  48  57  
50-54 10  13  11  12  8  11  13  11  8  12  10  10  14  9  9  8  6  10  16  12  11  
55-59 10  13  14  13  12  6  12  11  8  10  11  15  8  6  11  14  9  11  14  10  13  
60-64 8  10  9  9  2  7  8  6  10  8  8  7  12  10  12  0  8  2  6  8  9  
65-74 10  9  13  11  6  8  9  9  9  10  9  8  14  1  8  18  10  11  8  7  15  
75 & over 7  7  10  8  5  10  9  4  5  7  7  9  4  2  3  7  11  2  9  11  9  
 
DK/REFUSED 4  4  8  5  4  3  5  4  5  5  3  3  2  0  5  0  1  3  5  2  6  
DK/Refused 4  4  8  5  4  3  5  4  5  5  3  3  2  0  5  0  1  3  5  2  6  
 
 VOTER SALES TAX TARGETS BUSINESS TAX TARGETS WASTE DISPOSAL TARGETS 
 ----------- ----------------------------------------- ----------------------------- ----------------------------- 
   NON- CONS CONS  POS NEG COST COMP CONS CONS  POS NEG CONS CONS  POS NEG  
 Total VOTER VOTER YES NO SWING MOVER MOVER P-MVR P-MVR YES NO SWING MOVER MOVER YES NO SWING MOVER MOVER  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 833 69 378 320 204 88 75 61 136 308 322 272 123 112 310 336 256 118 113 
 
18-49 50% 49% 67% 56% 45% 50% 57% 46% 61% 53% 58% 42% 51% 56% 46% 62% 42% 48% 48% 49% 
18-24 5  4  18  5  2  10  17  6  16  8  4  1  10  7  15  6  1  8  4  13  
25-29 7  7  7  9  4  7  11  6  12  5  11  5  4  4  3  11  3  6  5  9  
30-34 7  7  8  6  8  7  8  9  11  10  9  7  5  5  4  6  8  6  7  6  
35-39 10  9  16  11  8  11  6  11  4  6  12  8  10  11  8  13  8  9  10  7  
40-44 11  11  9  13  10  7  7  8  10  10  10  10  12  18  7  14  10  8  12  5  
45-49 11  12  10  12  12  9  9  7  9  14  13  11  9  11  9  11  12  10  10  9  
 
50+ 45  47  27  40  51  45  39  42  39  44  38  52  45  44  47  34  55  46  46  45  
50-54 10  11  8  7  16  9  6  9  5  13  7  16  9  8  11  7  14  10  8  14  
55-59 10  10  8  10  12  7  6  8  6  8  10  11  10  9  11  9  12  9  8  10  
60-64 8  8  3  6  8  12  14  7  14  10  8  8  8  7  11  7  6  11  12  10  
65-74 10  10  7  11  9  8  8  5  9  8  9  10  9  10  8  6  13  9  9  7  
75 & over 7  7  0  6  6  9  4  14  5  6  3  9  9  9  7  4  10  7  10  4  
 
DK/REFUSED 4% 4% 6% 4% 4% 6% 4% 11% 1% 3% 4% 5% 4% 1% 7% 4% 3% 6% 6% 6% 
DK/Refused 4  4  6  4  4  6  4  11  1  3  4  5  4  1  7  4  3  6  6  6  
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  Q24 TYPE OF Q25 Q26 KIDS   
 Q23 YEARS IN SAN JOSE RESIDENCE RESIDENCE AT HOME Q27 EDUCATION Q28 ETHNICITY 
 ----------------------------- ----------- ----------- ----------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------- 
       DETCH MULTI     HS OR SOME COLL POST NON-   NON-    
 Total 0-10 11-20 21-30 31-40 41+ HOUSE UNIT OWN RENT YES NO LESS COLL GRAD GRAD COLL COLL+ WHITE WHITE LATNO ASIAN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 184 210 191 161 151 703 164 672 219 362 533 185 220 351 127 404 477 461 418 187 173 
 
18-49 50% 73% 72% 50% 32% 15% 50% 58% 45% 69% 77% 33% 51% 52% 51% 45% 52% 49% 41% 62% 62% 63% 
18-24 5  8  8  6  0  0  4  7  4  9  7  3  10  6  2  0  8  1  3  7  6  7  
25-29 7  12  8  10  0  1  6  9  6  10  5  8  7  7  8  4  7  7  4  10  7  14  
30-34 7  14  11  4  5  0  6  12  5  14  12  4  10  5  7  6  7  7  5  9  13  4  
35-39 10  17  12  7  12  1  11  7  8  15  17  5  8  13  8  15  10  10  7  13  15  12  
40-44 11  12  16  11  6  5  11  12  10  11  18  6  9  12  11  12  11  11  10  12  9  14  
45-49 11  9  17  12  9  8  12  10  12  10  18  7  7  11  15  8  9  13  11  11  12  12  
 
50+ 45  21  23  47  65  83  46  39  51  29  19  63  46  45  44  50  45  46  55  34  34  34  
50-54 10  9  8  17  10  9  11  11  12  6  11  10  11  8  12  12  9  12  12  9  7  11  
55-59 10  6  6  13  15  14  10  12  11  10  6  13  7  10  12  13  9  12  10  10  10  12  
60-64 8  2  4  7  14  14  8  7  8  8  2  12  8  9  6  13  8  8  11  5  4  5  
65-74 10  2  3  6  18  23  10  5  12  4  0  16  12  11  9  7  11  8  12  8  10  4  
75 & over 7  2  1  4  8  23  7  4  9  2  0  11  8  8  6  5  8  6  11  2  3  1  
 
DK/REFUSED 4  6  5  3  3  2  4  3  4  3  4  4  3  3  5  5  3  5  4  4  5  3  
DK/Refused 4  6  5  3  3  2  4  3  4  3  4  4  3  3  5  5  3  5  4  4  5  3  
 
   Q31 REGSTRD Q33 VOTE  
 Q29 AGE Q30 INCOME TO VOTE PROPENSITY GENDER 
 ----------------------------------------------- ----------------------- ----------- ----------------- ----------- 
          $0- $30K- $60K- $100K    ALMST     
 Total 18-29 30-39 40-49 50-64 65-74 75+ 18-49 50+ $30K $60K $100K + YES NO ALWYS ALL MOST MEN WOMEN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 104 153 198 257 87 62 455 406 160 160 196 148 381 65 390 277 108 433 469 
 
18-49 50% 100% 100% 100% 0% 0% 0% 100% 0% 56% 55% 52% 56% 56% 72% 37% 56% 72% 53% 48% 
18-24 5  42  0  0  0  0  0  10  0  13  9  1  1  4  19  4  2  6  6  4  
25-29 7  58  0  0  0  0  0  13  0  10  3  10  3  8  7  3  8  15  8  5  
30-34 7  0  41  0  0  0  0  14  0  9  6  7  9  9  8  5  6  12  6  8  
35-39 10  0  59  0  0  0  0  20  0  7  13  11  10  11  17  5  13  15  9  11  
40-44 11  0  0  48  0  0  0  21  0  4  15  12  16  12  10  8  13  16  11  10  
45-49 11  0  0  52  0  0  0  23  0  12  9  11  17  11  10  12  14  9  13  10  
 
50+ 45  0  0  0  100  100  100  0  100  44  45  48  42  39  28  59  40  26  43  47  
50-54 10  0  0  0  37  0  0  0  23  11  9  13  8  9  9  13  10  4  11  10  
55-59 10  0  0  0  36  0  0  0  23  7  8  9  17  9  9  13  11  3  10  10  
60-64 8  0  0  0  27  0  0  0  17  7  9  7  12  7  3  10  7  6  8  7  
65-74 10  0  0  0  0  100  0  0  21  9  13  12  3  8  8  12  7  10  8  11  
75 & over 7  0  0  0  0  0  100  0  15  10  6  5  1  6  0  11  5  2  6  8  
 
DK/REFUSED 4% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 1% 2% 5% 0% 5% 4% 2% 4% 5% 
DK/Refused 4  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  1  2  5  0  5  4  2  4  5  
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 LIKELY    
 VOTER PARTY BY AGE ETHNICITY BY AGE ETHNICITY BY GENDER 
 ----------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------------------- 
    DEM DEM REP REP DTS/O DTS/O WHITE WHITE LATNO LATNO ASIAN ASIAN WHITE WHITE LATNO LATNO ASIAN ASIAN  
 Total YES NO 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 721 181 210 197 69 115 120 70 189 254 115 63 108 59 213 248 90 96 88 85 
 
18-49 50% 46% 68% 100% 0% 100% 0% 100% 0% 100% 0% 100% 0% 100% 0% 44% 38% 68% 56% 61% 64% 
18-24 5  3  12  9  0  0  0  10  0  8  0  10  0  11  0  3  4  11  1  8  6  
25-29 7  6  11  16  0  10  0  13  0  10  0  11  0  22  0  5  4  7  6  16  11  
30-34 7  6  10  13  0  19  0  13  0  13  0  22  0  6  0  6  5  9  17  4  3  
35-39 10  9  15  18  0  18  0  22  0  18  0  25  0  19  0  6  8  16  15  11  13  
40-44 11  10  13  21  0  19  0  25  0  23  0  14  0  22  0  11  8  10  7  13  14  
45-49 11  12  7  23  0  35  0  17  0  27  0  19  0  20  0  14  9  15  9  9  16  
 
50+ 45  50  27  0  100  0  100  0  100  0  100  0  100  0  100  54  57  27  40  38  31  
50-54 10  11  7  0  18  0  27  0  28  0  21  0  22  0  34  13  10  6  9  12  11  
55-59 10  11  6  0  23  0  21  0  25  0  18  0  29  0  36  9  11  7  13  17  8  
60-64 8  9  4  0  21  0  12  0  17  0  19  0  12  0  15  11  11  5  3  6  5  
65-74 10  10  8  0  24  0  18  0  19  0  22  0  29  0  11  13  11  6  13  2  6  
75 & over 7  8  0  0  14  0  22  0  11  0  20  0  8  0  4  8  14  4  2  2  1  
 
DK/REFUSED 4  4  5  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  2  5  5  5  2  5  
DK/Refused 4  4  5  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  2  5  5  5  2  5  
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  Q5/Q6 COMB 1/4 Q7 SALES TAX SUPPORT GIVEN  
 Q5 INITIAL 1/2 CENT SALES TAX VOTE CENT SALES TX VTE EMPLOYEE COMPENSATION CUTS PARTY BY GENDER 
 ----------------------------------------- ----------------- ----------------------------- ----------------------------------- 
  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  M-MRE SW-MR TOTAL TOTAL NO DF DEM DEM REP REP DTS/O DTS/O  
 Total YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD LIKLY LIKLY M-LKY L-LKY DK/NA MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 241 217 129 273 458 402 42 507 370 25 284 169 453 191 259 173 245 101 93 118 82 
 
$0-$30K 18% 21% 20% 12% 16% 21% 15% 14% 19% 16% 18% 22% 13% 19% 15% 18% 20% 14% 8% 15% 21% 20% 
$10,000 and under 5  5  6  6  2  6  3  7  5  4  5  5  3  4  6  4  3  3  2  4  4  3  
$10,001 - $20,000 5  6  7  2  4  7  4  5  6  4  8  7  4  6  5  4  11  4  1  2  8  3  
$20,001 - $30,000 8  10  6  5  10  8  8  1  8  8  5  10  6  9  4  9  7  7  5  9  9  15  
 
$30-$60K 18  17  21  19  13  19  15  30  20  15  7  19  23  20  14  16  20  19  19  12  18  10  
$30,001 - $60,000 18  17  21  19  13  19  15  30  20  15  7  19  23  20  14  16  20  19  19  12  18  10  
 
$60K-$100K 22  21  25  19  23  23  22  9  22  22  10  18  23  20  24  23  22  27  28  18  23  14  
$60,001 - $75,000 11  10  17  6  10  13  9  3  13  9  0  8  17  11  14  8  13  14  12  12  11  5  
$75,001 - $100,000 11  11  8  13  13  10  13  6  9  13  10  11  6  9  10  14  9  14  16  6  11  9  
 
$100K+ 16  17  11  20  19  14  19  12  16  17  14  16  15  16  19  15  19  16  15  23  17  14  
$100,001 - $150,000 11  11  7  16  11  10  13  4  11  11  7  9  10  10  14  10  10  10  13  14  13  12  
More than $150,000 6  5  4  3  8  5  7  7  5  6  7  7  5  6  5  5  9  6  3  10  5  2  
 
REFUSED 26  24  22  30  29  23  30  36  23  30  52  25  25  25  28  28  20  23  30  31  21  41  
Refused 26  24  22  30  29  23  30  36  23  30  52  25  25  25  28  28  20  23  30  31  21  41  
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 Q18 1/2 CNT SALES Q20 FINAL 1/2 CNT   
 TX VOTE AFTER POS SALES TAX VOTE Q8A INITIAL PARKING TAX VOTE GENDER BY AGE 
 ----------------- ----------------- ------------------------------------------ ----------------------- 
  TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  MEN MEN WOMEN WOMEN  
 Total YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 497 384 21 470 410 22 153 183 180 351 336 532 34 231 187 225 219 
 
$0-$30K 18% 18% 17% 19% 18% 18% 10% 14% 16% 21% 19% 15% 20% 12% 24% 11% 15% 23% 
$10,000 and under 5  5  4  5  5  4  10  2  4  7  4  3  5  6  6  1  5  6  
$10,001 - $20,000 5  6  5  0  5  6  0  5  6  5  6  5  6  0  10  4  2  6  
$20,001 - $30,000 8  8  8  14  8  9  0  7  6  8  9  7  9  5  8  6  8  11  
 
$30-$60K 18  20  15  13  22  14  0  17  22  18  16  20  17  20  17  25  22  12  
$30,001 - $60,000 18  20  15  13  22  14  0  17  22  18  16  20  17  20  17  25  22  12  
 
$60K-$100K 22  22  22  8  22  22  15  24  25  21  20  24  20  14  22  25  23  21  
$60,001 - $75,000 11  13  9  0  12  9  7  11  10  15  9  11  11  8  12  10  12  11  
$75,001 - $100,000 11  10  12  8  9  13  8  13  15  6  11  14  9  6  9  15  11  11  
 
$100K+ 16  16  17  17  16  16  21  20  19  14  15  20  15  9  18  16  18  14  
$100,001 - $150,000 11  11  11  0  11  11  4  12  13  9  10  12  10  7  12  10  12  10  
More than $150,000 6  5  6  17  5  6  17  9  6  5  5  7  5  2  6  7  7  4  
 
REFUSED 26  24  29  43  22  30  55  25  17  26  30  21  29  45  20  23  22  30  
Refused 26  24  29  43  22  30  55  25  17  26  30  21  29  45  20  23  22  30  
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  Q22 BUSINESS TAX   
 Q8B INITIAL BUSINESS TAX VOTE AFTER POSITIVES Q9 CARD ROOM PROPOSAL SAMPLE/PHONE TYPE 
 ----------------------------------------- ----------------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------------- 
  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  STR SMWT STR TOTAL TOTAL  VOTER RDD CELL RDD RDD  
 Total YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD SUPPT SUPPT OPPOS SUPPT OPPOS UNDCD LIST SAMP SAMP CELL LAND  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 203 197 157 267 400 424 78 431 434 38 349 187 229 536 306 60 452 393 57 102 348 
 
$0-$30K 18% 20% 18% 13% 19% 19% 17% 15% 19% 16% 16% 17% 22% 16% 19% 16% 11% 16% 18% 31% 36% 15% 
$10,000 and under 5  6  4  3  4  5  4  5  5  4  5  5  7  3  5  3  4  3  7  2  9  6  
$10,001 - $20,000 5  6  6  4  4  6  4  6  6  4  5  5  8  3  6  4  5  5  5  15  13  4  
$20,001 - $30,000 8  8  8  5  11  8  9  4  8  8  6  8  8  9  8  9  2  8  7  14  14  6  
 
$30-$60K 18  16  19  27  11  18  17  25  17  18  18  18  21  16  19  17  8  18  18  17  18  18  
$30,001 - $60,000 18  16  19  27  11  18  17  25  17  18  18  18  21  16  19  17  8  18  18  17  18  18  
 
$60K-$100K 22  22  20  24  21  21  22  23  25  18  25  25  21  19  24  17  28  21  23  19  15  25  
$60,001 - $75,000 11  12  9  11  11  11  11  12  14  8  6  14  9  9  12  9  9  9  13  12  10  13  
$75,001 - $100,000 11  10  10  13  10  10  11  11  11  10  19  11  12  10  12  8  19  12  10  7  5  11  
 
$100K+ 16  21  15  13  16  18  15  12  18  15  10  18  13  18  16  17  15  16  18  15  13  18  
$100,001 - $150,000 11  14  11  7  11  12  10  6  12  9  8  11  9  13  10  12  10  9  13  9  9  14  
More than $150,000 6  8  4  6  5  6  5  6  6  6  2  7  5  4  6  5  5  7  5  5  4  5  
 
REFUSED 26  21  28  23  32  24  29  24  20  33  31  21  22  31  22  33  38  31  23  19  17  24  
Refused 26  21  28  23  32  24  29  24  20  33  31  21  22  31  22  33  38  31  23  19  17  24  
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  Q21 WASTE DISPSAL Q10 CITY BUDGET  
 Q8C INITIAL WASTE DISPOSAL TAX TX AFTR POS & NEG 12 MONTHS FROM PARTY (COMBINED) 
 ----------------------------------------- ----------------- ----------------------------- ----------------- 
  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  SMWT MUCH TOTAL TOTAL NO DF     
 Total YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD WORSE WORSE WORSE BETTR DK/NA DEM REP DTS/O  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 205 204 148 291 409 439 54 429 450 24 131 83 214 196 56 417 195 201 
 
$0-$30K 18% 18% 19% 12% 21% 19% 18% 10% 18% 18% 15% 24% 14% 20% 17% 23% 17% 11% 21% 
$10,000 and under 5  7  4  4  3  6  3  8  5  3  8  8  3  6  6  6  3  3  4  
$10,001 - $20,000 5  3  7  3  8  5  6  1  5  6  0  10  4  7  2  6  7  1  6  
$20,001 - $30,000 8  8  9  5  10  8  9  1  7  9  7  6  7  7  9  11  7  7  12  
 
$30-$60K 18  22  17  24  13  19  16  17  16  20  13  18  13  16  19  17  19  16  15  
$30,001 - $60,000 18  22  17  24  13  19  16  17  16  20  13  18  13  16  19  17  19  16  15  
 
$60K-$100K 22  22  21  24  21  21  22  19  24  20  13  19  13  16  29  21  25  23  19  
$60,001 - $75,000 11  10  12  12  10  11  11  12  13  9  5  9  8  9  17  16  13  12  9  
$75,001 - $100,000 11  12  8  13  11  10  12  6  11  11  8  9  5  8  13  5  12  12  10  
 
$100K+ 16  22  14  16  13  18  14  18  20  14  10  16  27  20  16  8  17  19  16  
$100,001 - $150,000 11  18  7  11  7  13  8  14  13  8  10  7  15  10  12  6  10  13  13  
More than $150,000 6  4  7  4  6  6  6  5  7  5  0  8  12  10  4  2  7  6  3  
 
REFUSED 26  16  28  25  32  22  29  36  22  29  49  24  34  28  19  31  22  31  29  
Refused 26  16  28  25  32  22  29  36  22  29  49  24  34  28  19  31  22  31  29  



FAIRBANK, MASLIN, MAULLIN, METZ & ASSOCIATES 
2010 CITY OF SAN JOSÉ COMMUNITY BUDGET SURVEY - 320-422 - (JANUARY 13-21, 2010) 

388 

 
TABLE 80:  Q30.  INCOME 
  
 
 Q11 FEELINGS ABOUT Q15 FIRST CHOICE Q16 RDC SRV  
 THE CITY BUDGET PRT/BDGT SHRTFLL /RAISG REV CITY COUNCIL DISTRICT 
 ----------------------------- ------------------ ----------- ----------------------------------------------------------- 
  SMWT VERY TOTAL TOTAL NTRL/ REDCE REDCE RAISE REDCE RAISE            
 Total NEG NEG NEG POS DK/NA COMP SRVCS RVNUE SRVCS RVNUE 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 113 91 204 107 125 368 185 228 408 344 63 99 60 70 41 95 61 95 106 100 
 
$0-$30K 18% 10% 20% 15% 17% 19% 17% 23% 13% 16% 18% 16% 22% 21% 13% 34% 9% 17% 14% 22% 10% 
$10,000 and under 5  3  6  4  2  2  4  8  4  5  5  1  2  10  5  5  0  4  3  5  3  
$10,001 - $20,000 5  1  7  4  5  10  4  8  2  3  6  8  10  5  5  16  3  7  4  4  0  
$20,001 - $30,000 8  6  7  7  10  7  9  8  7  8  7  8  10  6  3  13  6  6  8  13  6  
 
$30-$60K 18  25  8  17  19  18  17  15  22  17  20  19  17  39  21  14  17  23  14  12  18  
$30,001 - $60,000 18  25  8  17  19  18  17  15  22  17  20  19  17  39  21  14  17  23  14  12  18  
 
$60K-$100K 22  24  15  20  18  25  19  26  18  22  21  16  20  16  14  17  27  21  20  28  27  
$60,001 - $75,000 11  13  3  9  10  7  10  9  9  11  11  11  11  5  6  5  10  12  6  14  16  
$75,001 - $100,000 11  11  12  12  8  18  9  16  9  11  10  5  9  10  8  12  17  9  14  13  11  
 
$100K+ 16  17  13  15  22  12  16  17  21  17  19  23  17  14  22  9  21  19  19  14  16  
$100,001 - $150,000 11  12  8  10  15  10  10  10  15  11  12  11  12  13  17  8  9  12  15  10  12  
More than $150,000 6  5  6  5  7  2  5  6  6  6  7  12  5  1  6  1  12  7  5  5  4  
 
REFUSED 26  24  43  33  24  27  31  19  25  28  21  25  24  11  29  26  27  21  32  24  29  
Refused 26  24  43  33  24  27  31  19  25  28  21  25  24  11  29  26  27  21  32  24  29  
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 VOTER SALES TAX TARGETS BUSINESS TAX TARGETS WASTE DISPOSAL TARGETS 
 ----------- ----------------------------------------- ----------------------------- ----------------------------- 
   NON- CONS CONS  POS NEG COST COMP CONS CONS  POS NEG CONS CONS  POS NEG  
 Total VOTER VOTER YES NO SWING MOVER MOVER P-MVR P-MVR YES NO SWING MOVER MOVER YES NO SWING MOVER MOVER  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 833 69 378 320 204 88 75 61 136 308 322 272 123 112 310 336 256 118 113 
 
$0-$30K 18% 16% 34% 20% 16% 16% 9% 25% 8% 11% 20% 15% 18% 19% 18% 20% 18% 14% 13% 15% 
$10,000 and under 5  3  20  5  3  6  4  9  4  3  5  3  5  6  4  6  3  5  5  5  
$10,001 - $20,000 5  5  6  6  4  7  4  12  3  3  7  4  6  5  7  5  6  4  5  4  
$20,001 - $30,000 8  8  7  9  9  4  1  5  1  6  8  8  7  8  7  9  10  5  3  6  
 
$30-$60K 18  17  22  20  14  19  24  15  25  20  17  17  19  18  22  17  17  19  14  26  
$30,001 - $60,000 18  17  22  20  14  19  24  15  25  20  17  17  19  18  22  17  17  19  14  26  
 
$60K-$100K 22  23  8  23  22  20  20  23  18  17  24  22  19  26  9  24  21  20  26  16  
$60,001 - $75,000 11  12  1  14  9  9  8  12  11  7  13  10  10  17  4  12  10  10  14  7  
$75,001 - $100,000 11  11  7  9  13  11  12  12  7  9  11  12  9  9  5  11  11  10  11  9  
 
$100K+ 16  17  9  15  19  16  18  9  29  24  20  15  14  16  14  20  13  16  19  14  
$100,001 - $150,000 11  11  4  10  11  12  15  8  19  11  13  10  9  10  8  14  8  11  12  10  
More than $150,000 6  6  5  5  7  4  3  1  9  12  6  6  5  6  6  6  5  6  8  4  
 
REFUSED 26  26  28  22  30  29  29  27  20  28  19  31  30  22  38  20  30  30  28  28  
Refused 26  26  28  22  30  29  29  27  20  28  19  31  30  22  38  20  30  30  28  28  
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  Q24 TYPE OF Q25 Q26 KIDS   
 Q23 YEARS IN SAN JOSE RESIDENCE RESIDENCE AT HOME Q27 EDUCATION Q28 ETHNICITY 
 ----------------------------- ----------- ----------- ----------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------- 
       DETCH MULTI     HS OR SOME COLL POST NON-   NON-    
 Total 0-10 11-20 21-30 31-40 41+ HOUSE UNIT OWN RENT YES NO LESS COLL GRAD GRAD COLL COLL+ WHITE WHITE LATNO ASIAN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 184 210 191 161 151 703 164 672 219 362 533 185 220 351 127 404 477 461 418 187 173 
 
$0-$30K 18% 21% 17% 16% 14% 20% 14% 30% 11% 37% 15% 19% 44% 17% 9% 5% 30% 7% 12% 24% 30% 20% 
$10,000 and under 5  6  5  2  5  5  3  9  3  10  4  5  15  3  1  1  8  1  2  7  8  8  
$10,001 - $20,000 5  5  6  7  3  4  5  5  3  11  4  6  15  6  2  1  10  2  2  9  13  5  
$20,001 - $30,000 8  10  6  7  6  10  6  16  5  16  7  9  14  9  6  3  11  5  8  9  10  7  
 
$30-$60K 18  17  21  16  19  16  18  20  16  25  22  15  23  19  18  5  21  14  18  18  20  16  
$30,001 - $60,000 18  17  21  16  19  16  18  20  16  25  22  15  23  19  18  5  21  14  18  18  20  16  
 
$60K-$100K 22  16  20  27  21  26  22  19  24  15  20  23  9  30  24  21  20  23  22  22  26  20  
$60,001 - $75,000 11  5  10  16  11  12  12  7  12  8  10  11  7  20  10  5  14  8  10  13  15  10  
$75,001 - $100,000 11  11  10  11  10  14  10  12  12  7  9  12  3  9  14  16  6  15  12  10  11  10  
 
$100K+ 16  21  15  14  21  10  17  15  20  7  19  15  5  10  20  36  8  24  21  12  8  19  
$100,001 - $150,000 11  13  9  11  16  5  11  12  13  5  12  10  3  9  12  24  6  15  13  9  5  15  
More than $150,000 6  9  6  3  5  5  6  3  7  2  7  5  1  2  8  12  2  9  8  4  3  4  
 
REFUSED 26  24  27  26  25  28  29  17  29  16  24  28  19  23  30  33  21  30  27  23  16  25  
Refused 26  24  27  26  25  28  29  17  29  16  24  28  19  23  30  33  21  30  27  23  16  25  
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   Q31 REGSTRD Q33 VOTE  
 Q29 AGE Q30 INCOME TO VOTE PROPENSITY GENDER 
 ----------------------------------------------- ----------------------- ----------- ----------------- ----------- 
          $0- $30K- $60K- $100K    ALMST     
 Total 18-29 30-39 40-49 50-64 65-74 75+ 18-49 50+ $30K $60K $100K + YES NO ALWYS ALL MOST MEN WOMEN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 104 153 198 257 87 62 455 406 160 160 196 148 381 65 390 277 108 433 469 
 
$0-$30K 18% 35% 17% 13% 15% 17% 26% 20% 17% 100% 0% 0% 0% 17% 36% 13% 14% 23% 17% 18% 
$10,000 and under 5  9  6  4  3  5  4  6  4  26  0  0  0  4  22  2  3  2  4  5  
$10,001 - $20,000 5  18  4  1  3  6  11  6  5  30  0  0  0  6  6  5  2  13  7  4  
$20,001 - $30,000 8  8  8  8  9  5  12  8  9  45  0  0  0  8  8  6  8  8  7  9  
 
$30-$60K 18  18  20  20  16  25  16  19  18  0  100  0  0  17  23  14  20  26  20  16  
$30,001 - $60,000 18  18  20  20  16  25  16  19  18  0  100  0  0  17  23  14  20  26  20  16  
 
$60K-$100K 22  21  23  22  23  27  17  22  23  0  0  100  0  25  8  24  23  21  22  21  
$60,001 - $75,000 11  9  11  15  9  17  8  12  10  0  0  50  0  15  1  11  12  14  11  11  
$75,001 - $100,000 11  12  12  7  14  9  10  10  13  0  0  50  0  10  8  13  10  7  11  10  
 
$100K+ 16  6  19  24  22  6  2  18  15  0  0  0  100  19  10  17  17  22  17  16  
$100,001 - $150,000 11  6  11  16  14  4  1  12  10  0  0  0  65  14  5  11  12  14  11  11  
More than $150,000 6  0  8  8  8  2  1  6  5  0  0  0  35  5  5  7  5  8  6  5  
 
REFUSED 26  20  21  21  24  27  39  21  27  0  0  0  0  21  23  31  27  9  24  29  
Refused 26  20  21  21  24  27  39  21  27  0  0  0  0  21  23  31  27  9  24  29  
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 LIKELY    
 VOTER PARTY BY AGE ETHNICITY BY AGE ETHNICITY BY GENDER 
 ----------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------------------- 
    DEM DEM REP REP DTS/O DTS/O WHITE WHITE LATNO LATNO ASIAN ASIAN WHITE WHITE LATNO LATNO ASIAN ASIAN  
 Total YES NO 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 721 181 210 197 69 115 120 70 189 254 115 63 108 59 213 248 90 96 88 85 
 
$0-$30K 18% 15% 29% 19% 15% 10% 12% 21% 24% 10% 15% 33% 29% 21% 19% 10% 15% 38% 23% 18% 22% 
$10,000 and under 5  3  12  3  2  3  4  4  3  3  2  8  8  9  7  2  3  9  6  4  12  
$10,001 - $20,000 5  5  8  9  6  0  2  6  5  1  4  15  11  4  7  2  2  20  6  6  4  
$20,001 - $30,000 8  8  9  7  7  8  7  10  15  6  9  10  10  8  5  5  10  9  11  7  6  
 
$30-$60K 18  17  21  21  18  14  18  14  18  21  18  23  16  13  22  20  18  25  14  18  13  
$30,001 - $60,000 18  17  21  21  18  14  18  14  18  21  18  23  16  13  22  20  18  25  14  18  13  
 
$60K-$100K 22  23  15  28  24  24  25  19  23  22  23  24  31  21  18  26  19  20  31  20  19  
$60,001 - $75,000 11  11  9  15  12  13  12  11  7  10  9  13  19  13  6  11  9  10  19  13  7  
$75,001 - $100,000 11  12  6  12  12  11  13  8  16  12  13  11  12  9  12  15  10  10  12  7  12  
 
$100K+ 16  17  15  18  16  23  17  19  13  26  17  9  8  20  16  20  21  7  9  23  16  
$100,001 - $150,000 11  10  12  10  10  19  11  14  12  16  11  4  8  16  11  13  13  6  4  15  15  
More than $150,000 6  6  4  8  6  4  7  4  1  10  6  4  1  4  5  7  8  1  5  8  0  
 
REFUSED 26  28  20  15  27  28  27  28  23  20  27  11  15  24  25  25  28  9  23  21  30  
Refused 26  28  20  15  27  28  27  28  23  20  27  11  15  24  25  25  28  9  23  21  30  
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TABLE 81:  Q31.  REGISTERED VOTER 
  
 
  Q5/Q6 COMB 1/4 Q7 SALES TAX SUPPORT GIVEN  
 Q5 INITIAL 1/2 CENT SALES TAX VOTE CENT SALES TX VTE EMPLOYEE COMPENSATION CUTS PARTY BY GENDER 
 ----------------------------------------- ----------------- ----------------------------- ----------------------------------- 
  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  M-MRE SW-MR TOTAL TOTAL NO DF DEM DEM REP REP DTS/O DTS/O  
 Total YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD LIKLY LIKLY M-LKY L-LKY DK/NA MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 450 133 122 68 113 255 181 14 275 163 12 136 100 236 93 121 77 110 41 37 58 39 
 
Yes 85% 83% 85% 79% 90% 84% 86% 85% 84% 85% 84% 84% 89% 86% 81% 84% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 
No 14  17  15  21  7  16  12  15  15  13  16  15  11  13  19  13  0  0  0  0  0  0  
Refused 1  0  0  1  3  0  2  0  0  2  0  1  0  0  0  3  0  0  0  0  0  0  
 
 Q18 1/2 CNT SALES Q20 FINAL 1/2 CNT   
 TX VOTE AFTER POS SALES TAX VOTE Q8A INITIAL PARKING TAX VOTE GENDER BY AGE 
 ----------------- ----------------- ------------------------------------------ ----------------------- 
  TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  MEN MEN WOMEN WOMEN  
 Total YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 450 273 166 10 254 184 12 67 102 87 179 169 266 15 134 73 127 94 
 
Yes 85% 83% 87% 76% 83% 86% 84% 85% 81% 88% 84% 82% 85% 93% 80% 94% 85% 85% 
No 14  17  10  24  16  12  16  14  19  12  14  17  13  7  20  6  15  15  
Refused 1  0  2  0  0  2  0  1  0  1  2  0  1  0  0  0  0  0  
 
  Q22 BUSINESS TAX   
 Q8B INITIAL BUSINESS TAX VOTE AFTER POSITIVES Q9 CARD ROOM PROPOSAL SAMPLE/PHONE TYPE 
 ----------------------------------------- ----------------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------------- 
  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  STR SMWT STR TOTAL TOTAL  VOTER RDD CELL RDD RDD  
 Total YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD SUPPT SUPPT OPPOS SUPPT OPPOS UNDCD LIST SAMP SAMP CELL LAND  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 450 113 104 67 126 217 193 40 246 190 14 198 91 96 289 126 35 0 393 57 102 348 
 
Yes 85% 77% 90% 82% 88% 84% 86% 85% 85% 85% 78% 84% 84% 84% 84% 84% 87% 0% 84% 92% 80% 86% 
No 14  22  9  18  10  16  12  15  15  14  22  15  16  13  15  13  12  0  15  8  19  13  
Refused 1  0  0  0  3  0  2  0  0  2  0  0  0  3  0  3  1  0  1  0  1  1  
 
  Q21 WASTE DISPSAL Q10 CITY BUDGET  
 Q8C INITIAL WASTE DISPOSAL TAX TX AFTR POS & NEG 12 MONTHS FROM PARTY (COMBINED) 
 ----------------------------------------- ----------------- ----------------------------- ----------------- 
  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  SMWT MUCH TOTAL TOTAL NO DF     
 Total YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD WORSE WORSE WORSE BETTR DK/NA DEM REP DTS/O  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 450 109 107 70 139 217 209 25 231 208 12 69 34 103 111 24 187 77 97 
 
Yes 85% 79% 84% 86% 88% 82% 87% 89% 84% 86% 69% 80% 88% 82% 87% 96% 100% 100% 100% 
No 14  20  16  14  10  18  11  11  15  13  31  17  10  15  13  4  0  0  0  
Refused 1  0  0  0  2  0  2  0  0  2  0  3  3  3  0  0  0  0  0  
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TABLE 81:  Q31.  REGISTERED VOTER 
  
 
 Q11 FEELINGS ABOUT Q15 FIRST CHOICE Q16 RDC SRV  
 THE CITY BUDGET PRT/BDGT SHRTFLL /RAISG REV CITY COUNCIL DISTRICT 
 ----------------------------- ------------------ ----------- ----------------------------------------------------------- 
  SMWT VERY TOTAL TOTAL NTRL/ REDCE REDCE RAISE REDCE RAISE            
 Total NEG NEG NEG POS DK/NA COMP SRVCS RVNUE SRVCS RVNUE 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 450 51 45 97 52 63 169 99 129 194 177 17 50 29 30 14 36 33 41 47 42 
 
Yes 85% 85% 94% 89% 71% 83% 88% 76% 85% 85% 84% 95% 87% 84% 70% 83% 96% 78% 79% 86% 95% 
No 14  15  3  9  29  17  10  24  15  15  16  5  13  16  30  17  4  22  21  14  5  
Refused 1  0  3  1  0  0  2  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  
 
 VOTER SALES TAX TARGETS BUSINESS TAX TARGETS WASTE DISPOSAL TARGETS 
 ----------- ----------------------------------------- ----------------------------- ----------------------------- 
   NON- CONS CONS  POS NEG COST COMP CONS CONS  POS NEG CONS CONS  POS NEG  
 Total VOTER VOTER YES NO SWING MOVER MOVER P-MVR P-MVR YES NO SWING MOVER MOVER YES NO SWING MOVER MOVER  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 450 381 69 205 132 114 44 42 29 61 172 135 143 74 55 166 153 131 65 54 
 
Yes 85% 100% 0% 85% 87% 82% 78% 89% 95% 86% 85% 88% 82% 86% 77% 84% 87% 83% 87% 81% 
No 14  0  94  15  11  17  21  11  3  13  15  10  18  14  23  16  10  17  13  19  
Refused 1  0  6  0  3  1  1  0  2  1  1  2  0  0  0  1  2  0  0  0  
 
  Q24 TYPE OF Q25 Q26 KIDS   
 Q23 YEARS IN SAN JOSE RESIDENCE RESIDENCE AT HOME Q27 EDUCATION Q28 ETHNICITY 
 ----------------------------- ----------- ----------- ----------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------- 
       DETCH MULTI     HS OR SOME COLL POST NON-   NON-    
 Total 0-10 11-20 21-30 31-40 41+ HOUSE UNIT OWN RENT YES NO LESS COLL GRAD GRAD COLL COLL+ WHITE WHITE LATNO ASIAN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 450 109 111 90 72 63 328 103 294 148 202 245 117 111 162 51 228 214 189 247 113 103 
 
Yes 85% 71% 81% 94% 96% 91% 88% 77% 91% 74% 79% 89% 77% 89% 88% 87% 83% 88% 92% 80% 77% 77% 
No 14  29  17  6  4  9  11  23  9  26  20  11  23  11  11  13  17  11  8  19  21  23  
Refused 1  0  2  0  0  0  1  0  1  0  1  0  0  0  1  0  0  1  0  1  2  0  
 
   Q31 REGSTRD Q33 VOTE  
 Q29 AGE Q30 INCOME TO VOTE PROPENSITY GENDER 
 ----------------------------------------------- ----------------------- ----------- ----------------- ----------- 
          $0- $30K- $60K- $100K    ALMST     
 Total 18-29 30-39 40-49 50-64 65-74 75+ 18-49 50+ $30K $60K $100K + YES NO ALWYS ALL MOST MEN WOMEN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 450 63 94 104 108 36 23 261 166 89 81 102 77 381 65 126 142 70 216 234 
 
Yes 85% 73% 83% 87% 88% 86% 100% 82% 89% 74% 81% 95% 92% 100% 0% 100% 100% 100% 85% 85% 
No 14  27  17  13  12  14  0  18  11  26  19  5  8  0  100  0  0  0  15  14  
Refused 1  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  1  1  
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TABLE 81:  Q31.  REGISTERED VOTER 
  
 
 LIKELY    
 VOTER PARTY BY AGE ETHNICITY BY AGE ETHNICITY BY GENDER 
 ----------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------------------- 
    DEM DEM REP REP DTS/O DTS/O WHITE WHITE LATNO LATNO ASIAN ASIAN WHITE WHITE LATNO LATNO ASIAN ASIAN  
 Total YES NO 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 450 269 181 108 73 36 40 61 29 91 90 71 36 70 31 97 92 52 60 47 57 
 
Yes 85% 100% 62% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 89% 93% 74% 84% 76% 80% 92% 91% 73% 80% 80% 75% 
No 14  0  36  0  0  0  0  0  0  11  7  26  16  24  20  8  9  27  16  20  25  
Refused 1  0  2  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  4  0  0  
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TABLE 82:  Q32.  PARTY ID 
  
 
  Q5/Q6 COMB 1/4 Q7 SALES TAX SUPPORT GIVEN  
 Q5 INITIAL 1/2 CENT SALES TAX VOTE CENT SALES TX VTE EMPLOYEE COMPENSATION CUTS PARTY BY GENDER 
 ----------------------------------------- ----------------- ----------------------------- ----------------------------------- 
  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  M-MRE SW-MR TOTAL TOTAL NO DF DEM DEM REP REP DTS/O DTS/O  
 Total YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD LIKLY LIKLY M-LKY L-LKY DK/NA MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 381 110 104 53 102 214 155 12 233 138 10 115 89 204 75 102 77 110 41 37 58 39 
 
Democrat 49% 66% 50% 39% 33% 59% 35% 62% 57% 36% 50% 58% 49% 54% 38% 48% 100% 100% 0% 0% 0% 0% 
Republican 20  11  16  18  36  14  30  13  15  28  31  17  20  19  25  21  0  0  100  100  0  0  
Other/Declining to state 25  19  25  35  30  22  31  14  23  31  5  20  26  23  32  26  0  0  0  0  100  100  
Refused 5  4  8  8  1  6  4  11  5  6  13  5  5  5  6  5  0  0  0  0  0  0  
 
 Q18 1/2 CNT SALES Q20 FINAL 1/2 CNT   
 TX VOTE AFTER POS SALES TAX VOTE Q8A INITIAL PARKING TAX VOTE GENDER BY AGE 
 ----------------- ----------------- ------------------------------------------ ----------------------- 
  TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  MEN MEN WOMEN WOMEN  
 Total YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 381 228 145 8 212 159 10 57 82 77 151 139 227 14 107 68 108 80 
 
Democrat 49% 56% 39% 22% 59% 37% 35% 73% 50% 39% 42% 60% 41% 77% 48% 36% 53% 60% 
Republican 20  15  28  34  13  30  22  9  18  17  29  14  25  0  16  32  17  23  
Other/Declining to state 25  23  29  38  23  29  32  13  28  33  25  22  28  23  33  29  24  12  
Refused 5  6  5  6  5  4  11  4  4  12  3  4  6  0  3  2  5  5  
 
  Q22 BUSINESS TAX   
 Q8B INITIAL BUSINESS TAX VOTE AFTER POSITIVES Q9 CARD ROOM PROPOSAL SAMPLE/PHONE TYPE 
 ----------------------------------------- ----------------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------------- 
  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  STR SMWT STR TOTAL TOTAL  VOTER RDD CELL RDD RDD  
 Total YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD SUPPT SUPPT OPPOS SUPPT OPPOS UNDCD LIST SAMP SAMP CELL LAND  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 381 87 94 55 110 181 166 34 209 160 11 167 77 80 244 107 30 0 328 53 81 300 
 
Democrat 49% 63% 52% 41% 37% 57% 39% 57% 61% 35% 30% 53% 50% 46% 52% 45% 40% 0% 48% 57% 57% 47% 
Republican 20  14  16  25  30  15  28  8  12  30  30  17  17  28  17  27  21  0  21  13  14  22  
Other/Declining to state 25  17  26  27  31  22  30  22  22  29  40  23  30  21  25  23  35  0  25  30  24  26  
Refused 5  7  5  6  1  6  3  13  5  6  0  6  4  5  5  5  4  0  6  0  5  5  
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  Q21 WASTE DISPSAL Q10 CITY BUDGET  
 Q8C INITIAL WASTE DISPOSAL TAX TX AFTR POS & NEG 12 MONTHS FROM PARTY (COMBINED) 
 ----------------------------------------- ----------------- ----------------------------- ----------------- 
  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  SMWT MUCH TOTAL TOTAL NO DF     
 Total YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD WORSE WORSE WORSE BETTR DK/NA DEM REP DTS/O  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 381 87 90 60 122 177 182 22 195 178 8 55 30 85 97 23 187 77 97 
 
Democrat 49% 57% 43% 49% 47% 50% 48% 53% 57% 41% 32% 48% 54% 50% 51% 50% 100% 0% 0% 
Republican 20  19  12  20  28  16  25  17  14  27  19  11  19  14  19  24  0  100  0  
Other/Declining to state 25  21  37  24  21  29  22  24  23  28  41  34  21  29  22  24  0  0  100  
Refused 5  4  7  7  4  5  5  6  5  5  7  7  6  7  8  2  0  0  0  
 
 Q11 FEELINGS ABOUT Q15 FIRST CHOICE Q16 RDC SRV  
 THE CITY BUDGET PRT/BDGT SHRTFLL /RAISG REV CITY COUNCIL DISTRICT 
 ----------------------------- ------------------ ----------- ----------------------------------------------------------- 
  SMWT VERY TOTAL TOTAL NTRL/ REDCE REDCE RAISE REDCE RAISE            
 Total NEG NEG NEG POS DK/NA COMP SRVCS RVNUE SRVCS RVNUE 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 381 44 43 86 37 53 149 75 110 165 148 16 43 24 21 11 35 26 32 40 40 
 
Democrat 49% 48% 36% 42% 56% 51% 47% 29% 58% 42% 58% 51% 48% 71% 46% 38% 58% 55% 51% 42% 53% 
Republican 20  20  27  24  26  21  25  28  11  31  13  15  22  3  12  43  33  31  16  25  16  
Other/Declining to state 25  31  30  31  16  24  23  38  24  24  21  35  28  26  42  20  8  7  33  28  28  
Refused 5  1  6  4  2  4  4  5  6  2  8  0  3  0  0  0  0  7  0  5  3  
 
 VOTER SALES TAX TARGETS BUSINESS TAX TARGETS WASTE DISPOSAL TARGETS 
 ----------- ----------------------------------------- ----------------------------- ----------------------------- 
   NON- CONS CONS  POS NEG COST COMP CONS CONS  POS NEG CONS CONS  POS NEG  
 Total VOTER VOTER YES NO SWING MOVER MOVER P-MVR P-MVR YES NO SWING MOVER MOVER YES NO SWING MOVER MOVER  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 381 381 0 174 114 93 35 37 27 53 145 118 117 64 42 139 134 108 56 44 
 
Democrat 49% 49% 0% 61% 32% 47% 44% 54% 37% 35% 63% 33% 48% 56% 41% 54% 40% 53% 65% 42% 
Republican 20  20  0  13  33  19  21  14  26  32  12  33  18  12  22  16  31  12  10  13  
Other/Declining to state 25  25  0  21  32  26  30  23  38  29  20  30  28  27  26  25  24  28  19  38  
Refused 5  5  0  5  3  8  5  9  0  4  5  4  7  5  12  5  4  7  7  7  
 
  Q24 TYPE OF Q25 Q26 KIDS   
 Q23 YEARS IN SAN JOSE RESIDENCE RESIDENCE AT HOME Q27 EDUCATION Q28 ETHNICITY 
 ----------------------------- ----------- ----------- ----------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------- 
       DETCH MULTI     HS OR SOME COLL POST NON-   NON-    
 Total 0-10 11-20 21-30 31-40 41+ HOUSE UNIT OWN RENT YES NO LESS COLL GRAD GRAD COLL COLL+ WHITE WHITE LATNO ASIAN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 381 77 90 85 69 57 288 79 266 110 160 220 90 99 142 45 189 187 173 197 86 80 
 
Democrat 49% 39% 54% 53% 46% 54% 51% 42% 49% 51% 52% 47% 61% 51% 40% 50% 55% 43% 44% 56% 66% 43% 
Republican 20% 16% 18% 26% 20% 22% 20% 22% 23% 13% 19% 21% 10% 17% 30% 22% 13% 28% 26% 15% 16% 17% 
Other/Declining to state 25  43  21  18  27  19  23  34  22  33  25  26  26  28  24  25  27  25  25  25  17  31  
Refused 5  3  6  3  7  5  5  2  6  3  5  6  4  5  5  2  5  5  5  4  1  9  
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   Q31 REGSTRD Q33 VOTE  
 Q29 AGE Q30 INCOME TO VOTE PROPENSITY GENDER 
 ----------------------------------------------- ----------------------- ----------- ----------------- ----------- 
          $0- $30K- $60K- $100K    ALMST     
 Total 18-29 30-39 40-49 50-64 65-74 75+ 18-49 50+ $30K $60K $100K + YES NO ALWYS ALL MOST MEN WOMEN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 381 46 78 90 95 31 23 214 148 66 66 97 71 381 0 126 142 70 183 198 
 
Democrat 49% 56% 45% 53% 46% 59% 48% 51% 49% 55% 54% 59% 47% 49% 0% 49% 47% 60% 42% 55% 
Republican 20  9  15  22  29  21  26  17  27  12  16  18  31  20  0  24  22  17  22  18  
Other/Declining to state 25  35  36  19  21  18  20  29  20  27  22  22  21  25  0  21  27  20  32  20  
Refused 5  0  4  6  4  2  6  4  4  6  8  1  1  5  0  6  4  3  4  6  
 
 LIKELY    
 VOTER PARTY BY AGE ETHNICITY BY AGE ETHNICITY BY GENDER 
 ----------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------------------- 
    DEM DEM REP REP DTS/O DTS/O WHITE WHITE LATNO LATNO ASIAN ASIAN WHITE WHITE LATNO LATNO ASIAN ASIAN  
 Total YES NO 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 381 269 112 108 73 36 40 61 29 81 84 53 30 53 24 90 84 38 48 38 42 
 
Democrat 49% 48% 52% 100% 100% 0% 0% 0% 0% 45% 46% 63% 66% 43% 40% 36% 52% 61% 69% 41% 45% 
Republican 20  23  14  0  0  100  100  0  0  25  28  14  21  9  37  31  20  13  18  16  18  
Other/Declining to state 25  24  28  0  0  0  0  100  100  26  23  20  13  41  14  29  21  26  10  38  25  
Refused 5  5  6  0  0  0  0  0  0  4  3  2  0  7  10  5  6  0  3  5  12  
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TABLE 83:  Q33.  Which of the following best describes how often you vote in local elections? 
  
 
  Q5/Q6 COMB 1/4 Q7 SALES TAX SUPPORT GIVEN  
 Q5 INITIAL 1/2 CENT SALES TAX VOTE CENT SALES TX VTE EMPLOYEE COMPENSATION CUTS PARTY BY GENDER 
 ----------------------------------------- ----------------- ----------------------------- ----------------------------------- 
  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  M-MRE SW-MR TOTAL TOTAL NO DF DEM DEM REP REP DTS/O DTS/O  
 Total YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD LIKLY LIKLY M-LKY L-LKY DK/NA MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 833 218 198 115 262 417 376 40 464 345 23 263 158 421 173 239 173 245 101 93 118 82 
 
ALWAYS-NEVER MISS 47% 49% 34% 42% 54% 41% 50% 73% 44% 51% 56% 52% 41% 48% 54% 40% 50% 45% 54% 57% 40% 36% 
Never miss an election 47  49  34  42  54  41  50  73  44  51  56  52  41  48  54  40  50  45  54  57  40  36  
 
ALMOST ALL/MOST MAJOR 46  43  58  53  41  50  44  24  49  43  44  42  50  45  39  54  45  50  43  41  47  49  
Vote in almost all 33  30  36  43  32  33  36  14  32  35  34  28  35  30  28  42  27  35  35  30  34  43  
Most major, occasionally miss 13  13  22  9  9  17  9  9  17  8  10  14  15  15  11  12  19  14  8  11  13  6  
 
SOME/RARELY 6  7  6  5  5  6  5  3  6  6  0  5  7  6  6  5  4  5  3  2  8  13  
Only vote in some 3  5  4  3  2  5  2  3  4  3  0  3  5  4  3  3  3  4  3  0  2  8  
Rarely vote 2  1  2  2  3  2  3  0  2  3  0  2  2  2  3  2  1  1  0  2  6  5  
 
REFUSED 1  2  2  1  0  2  0  1  2  0  0  1  2  2  1  1  0  0  0  0  5  2  
Refused 1  2  2  1  0  2  0  1  2  0  0  1  2  2  1  1  0  0  0  0  5  2  
 
 Q18 1/2 CNT SALES Q20 FINAL 1/2 CNT   
 TX VOTE AFTER POS SALES TAX VOTE Q8A INITIAL PARKING TAX VOTE GENDER BY AGE 
 ----------------- ----------------- ------------------------------------------ ----------------------- 
  TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  MEN MEN WOMEN WOMEN  
 Total YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 833 451 363 19 428 384 20 143 163 170 323 306 493 33 203 182 205 205 
 
ALWAYS-NEVER MISS 47% 44% 50% 57% 44% 50% 58% 59% 44% 40% 47% 51% 45% 46% 37% 59% 33% 59% 
Never miss an election 47  44  50  57  44  50  58  59  44  40  47  51  45  46  37  59  33  59  
 
ALMOST ALL/MOST MAJOR 46  49  44  23  49  44  34  34  52  52  46  44  48  40  55  36  59  36  
Vote in almost all 33  34  34  20  33  34  21  23  36  41  34  30  36  19  34  29  42  28  
Most major, occasionally miss 13  16  10  3  16  9  13  11  15  11  13  13  12  21  21  7  17  8  
 
SOME/RARELY 6  5  6  18  5  6  8  6  2  7  6  4  6  13  6  4  7  5  
Only vote in some 3  4  3  13  4  3  8  5  1  3  4  3  3  10  4  2  5  3  
Rarely vote 2  1  3  6  1  4  0  2  0  4  2  1  3  3  2  2  3  2  
 
REFUSED 1  2  0  1  2  0  0  1  3  2  0  2  1  1  2  1  1  0  
Refused 1  2  0  1  2  0  0  1  3  2  0  2  1  1  2  1  1  0  
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TABLE 83:  Q33.  Which of the following best describes how often you vote in local elections? 
  
 
  Q22 BUSINESS TAX   
 Q8B INITIAL BUSINESS TAX VOTE AFTER POSITIVES Q9 CARD ROOM PROPOSAL SAMPLE/PHONE TYPE 
 ----------------------------------------- ----------------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------------- 
  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  STR SMWT STR TOTAL TOTAL  VOTER RDD CELL RDD RDD  
 Total YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD SUPPT SUPPT OPPOS SUPPT OPPOS UNDCD LIST SAMP SAMP CELL LAND  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 833 177 187 145 252 364 397 72 394 404 34 318 172 214 491 287 55 452 328 53 81 300 
 
ALWAYS-NEVER MISS 47% 47% 37% 41% 55% 42% 50% 53% 43% 50% 53% 52% 42% 47% 48% 46% 38% 58% 34% 27% 28% 35% 
Never miss an election 47  47  37  41  55  42  50  53  43  50  53  52  42  47  48  46  38  58  34  27  28  35  
 
ALMOST ALL/MOST MAJOR 46  44  55  55  40  50  45  36  49  44  39  42  50  47  45  48  48  38  57  51  56  56  
Vote in almost all 33  24  45  44  29  35  34  19  33  34  34  29  39  33  33  34  33  30  38  34  37  37  
Most major, occasionally miss 13  20  11  11  10  15  11  16  16  11  5  13  11  14  12  14  15  8  19  18  19  18  
 
SOME/RARELY 6  7  5  3  5  6  4  10  6  5  7  5  5  5  5  5  13  2  8  21  16  8  
Only vote in some 3  5  3  1  3  4  2  8  4  2  7  3  3  4  3  3  8  2  4  15  11  4  
Rarely vote 2  3  2  2  1  3  2  3  1  3  0  2  2  1  2  2  6  1  3  6  5  3  
 
REFUSED 1  1  3  1  1  2  1  0  2  0  1  1  3  1  2  1  0  1  2  0  0  2  
Refused 1  1  3  1  1  2  1  0  2  0  1  1  3  1  2  1  0  1  2  0  0  2  
 
  Q21 WASTE DISPSAL Q10 CITY BUDGET  
 Q8C INITIAL WASTE DISPOSAL TAX TX AFTR POS & NEG 12 MONTHS FROM PARTY (COMBINED) 
 ----------------------------------------- ----------------- ----------------------------- ----------------- 
  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  SMWT MUCH TOTAL TOTAL NO DF     
 Total YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD WORSE WORSE WORSE BETTR DK/NA DEM REP DTS/O  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 833 182 187 138 274 369 412 52 393 420 20 117 79 196 182 55 417 195 201 
 
ALWAYS-NEVER MISS 47% 47% 44% 41% 51% 45% 48% 53% 45% 49% 39% 57% 61% 58% 37% 54% 47% 55% 38% 
Never miss an election 47  47  44  41  51  45  48  53  45  49  39  57  61  58  37  54  47  55  38  
 
ALMOST ALL/MOST MAJOR 46  47  45  53  44  46  47  43  47  46  45  36  33  35  55  39  48  42  48  
Vote in almost all 33  31  32  43  33  31  37  23  30  36  43  24  25  24  35  30  32  33  38  
Most major, occasionally miss 13  17  13  10  10  15  10  20  16  10  3  12  8  11  21  9  16  10  10  
 
SOME/RARELY 6  5  9  6  4  7  5  3  6  5  15  5  6  6  6  6  5  3  10  
Only vote in some 3  3  5  4  3  4  3  1  4  3  15  2  2  2  4  5  4  2  5  
Rarely vote 2  2  4  2  1  3  1  2  2  2  0  4  4  4  2  2  1  1  5  
 
REFUSED 1  2  2  0  1  2  0  1  2  0  1  2  0  1  2  1  0  0  4  
Refused 1  2  2  0  1  2  0  1  2  0  1  2  0  1  2  1  0  0  4  
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TABLE 83:  Q33.  Which of the following best describes how often you vote in local elections? 
  
 
 Q11 FEELINGS ABOUT Q15 FIRST CHOICE Q16 RDC SRV  
 THE CITY BUDGET PRT/BDGT SHRTFLL /RAISG REV CITY COUNCIL DISTRICT 
 ----------------------------- ------------------ ----------- ----------------------------------------------------------- 
  SMWT VERY TOTAL TOTAL NTRL/ REDCE REDCE RAISE REDCE RAISE            
 Total NEG NEG NEG POS DK/NA COMP SRVCS RVNUE SRVCS RVNUE 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 833 105 88 193 92 115 348 162 209 379 314 62 93 56 61 38 94 53 86 99 98 
 
ALWAYS-NEVER MISS 47% 36% 54% 44% 51% 41% 48% 44% 48% 47% 48% 46% 44% 50% 44% 54% 60% 34% 47% 45% 58% 
Never miss an election 47  36  54  44  51  41  48  44  48  47  48  46  44  50  44  54  60  34  47  45  58  
 
ALMOST ALL/MOST MAJOR 46  59  40  50  46  49  46  45  47  47  46  47  46  39  45  37  32  60  50  51  40  
Vote in almost all 33  46  30  39  35  38  35  30  32  33  32  29  33  28  24  23  26  31  39  47  25  
Most major, occasionally miss 13  13  10  12  11  11  12  15  15  14  14  17  14  11  20  14  6  29  11  4  14  
 
SOME/RARELY 6  5  5  5  1  9  5  7  4  4  4  7  10  5  9  5  8  6  3  2  2  
Only vote in some 3  3  5  4  0  6  4  2  3  2  3  4  5  5  2  2  7  3  3  2  1  
Rarely vote 2  2  0  1  1  3  1  5  1  1  1  3  4  0  7  3  1  3  0  0  1  
 
REFUSED 1  0  1  0  2  1  0  4  1  2  1  0  0  6  2  5  0  0  0  2  0  
Refused 1  0  1  0  2  1  0  4  1  2  1  0  0  6  2  5  0  0  0  2  0  
 
 VOTER SALES TAX TARGETS BUSINESS TAX TARGETS WASTE DISPOSAL TARGETS 
 ----------- ----------------------------------------- ----------------------------- ----------------------------- 
   NON- CONS CONS  POS NEG COST COMP CONS CONS  POS NEG CONS CONS  POS NEG  
 Total VOTER VOTER YES NO SWING MOVER MOVER P-MVR P-MVR YES NO SWING MOVER MOVER YES NO SWING MOVER MOVER  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 833 833 0 347 302 184 78 70 60 127 281 306 246 112 99 283 317 233 110 103 
 
ALWAYS-NEVER MISS 47% 47% 0% 43% 52% 46% 51% 40% 57% 64% 41% 52% 47% 47% 44% 44% 48% 48% 48% 49% 
Never miss an election 47  47  0  43  52  46  51  40  57  64  41  52  47  47  44  44  48  48  48  49  
 
ALMOST ALL/MOST MAJOR 46  46  0  50  42  46  45  49  37  33  51  43  45  44  48  47  47  45  46  44  
Vote in almost all 33  33  0  33  35  30  31  30  21  26  34  33  34  31  37  31  38  30  29  29  
Most major, occasionally miss 13  13  0  17  7  16  14  19  16  7  18  10  11  13  11  16  9  15  17  15  
 
SOME/RARELY 6  6  0  5  5  8  3  11  6  3  5  5  8  7  8  6  5  6  5  6  
Only vote in some 3  3  0  4  2  5  3  5  4  1  4  2  5  6  2  4  4  3  3  0  
Rarely vote 2  2  0  1  3  3  0  5  2  2  1  2  3  2  6  2  1  3  2  6  
 
REFUSED 1  1  0  2  0  0  1  0  1  0  3  0  1  1  0  3  0  1  1  0  
Refused 1  1  0  2  0  0  1  0  1  0  3  0  1  1  0  3  0  1  1  0  
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TABLE 83:  Q33.  Which of the following best describes how often you vote in local elections? 
  
 
  Q24 TYPE OF Q25 Q26 KIDS   
 Q23 YEARS IN SAN JOSE RESIDENCE RESIDENCE AT HOME Q27 EDUCATION Q28 ETHNICITY 
 ----------------------------- ----------- ----------- ----------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------- 
       DETCH MULTI     HS OR SOME COLL POST NON-   NON-    
 Total 0-10 11-20 21-30 31-40 41+ HOUSE UNIT OWN RENT YES NO LESS COLL GRAD GRAD COLL COLL+ WHITE WHITE LATNO ASIAN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 833 153 189 185 158 146 664 140 644 180 321 508 157 207 331 120 365 451 445 368 161 150 
 
ALWAYS-NEVER MISS 47% 39% 35% 41% 54% 70% 50% 35% 51% 33% 37% 53% 32% 38% 53% 63% 35% 56% 55% 37% 36% 32% 
Never miss an election 47  39  35  41  54  70  50  35  51  33  37  53  32  38  53  63  35  56  55  37  36  32  
 
ALMOST ALL/MOST MAJOR 46  50  58  55  38  27  45  52  45  51  55  41  50  55  45  34  53  42  43  51  49  57  
Vote in almost all 33  36  39  39  29  21  33  35  33  35  41  29  29  41  34  24  36  31  35  32  31  36  
Most major, occasionally miss 13  14  19  16  9  6  12  18  13  15  15  12  21  13  11  11  17  11  8  19  18  21  
 
SOME/RARELY 6  9  5  4  7  3  5  9  3  13  6  5  14  7  2  2  10  2  2  10  12  10  
Only vote in some 3  3  4  3  4  2  3  6  2  7  5  3  9  5  1  1  7  1  1  6  8  4  
Rarely vote 2  5  1  0  3  1  2  3  1  6  1  3  5  2  1  2  4  1  0  4  4  6  
 
REFUSED 1  2  2  1  1  0  1  3  0  3  2  1  4  0  0  0  2  0  0  2  4  0  
Refused 1  2  2  1  1  0  1  3  0  3  2  1  4  0  0  0  2  0  0  2  4  0  
 
   Q31 REGSTRD Q33 VOTE  
 Q29 AGE Q30 INCOME TO VOTE PROPENSITY GENDER 
 ----------------------------------------------- ----------------------- ----------- ----------------- ----------- 
          $0- $30K- $60K- $100K    ALMST     
 Total 18-29 30-39 40-49 50-64 65-74 75+ 18-49 50+ $30K $60K $100K + YES NO ALWYS ALL MOST MEN WOMEN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 833 87 137 185 244 82 62 409 387 136 145 190 141 381 0 390 277 108 400 433 
 
ALWAYS-NEVER MISS 47% 30% 30% 41% 57% 58% 70% 35% 59% 38% 39% 50% 47% 33% 0% 100% 0% 0% 48% 46% 
Never miss an election 47  30  30  41  57  58  70  35  59  38  39  50  47  33  0  100  0  0  48  46  
 
ALMOST ALL/MOST MAJOR 46  58  59  55  38  37  27  57  36  46  58  45  49  56  0  0  100  100  45  47  
Vote in almost all 33  32  38  41  32  23  23  38  28  28  38  33  33  37  0  0  100  0  31  35  
Most major, occasionally miss 13  27  21  14  6  13  4  19  7  18  19  12  17  18  0  0  0  100  14  12  
 
SOME/RARELY 6  12  8  3  5  5  1  7  4  10  4  5  3  9  0  0  0  0  5  6  
Only vote in some 3  5  6  2  3  2  1  4  2  5  2  4  3  6  0  0  0  0  3  4  
Rarely vote 2  7  2  1  2  3  0  2  2  5  1  2  1  4  0  0  0  0  2  2  
 
REFUSED 1  0  3  1  1  0  2  1  1  6  0  0  0  1  0  0  0  0  2  1  
Refused 1  0  3  1  1  0  2  1  1  6  0  0  0  1  0  0  0  0  2  1  
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TABLE 83:  Q33.  Which of the following best describes how often you vote in local elections? 
  
 
 LIKELY    
 VOTER PARTY BY AGE ETHNICITY BY AGE ETHNICITY BY GENDER 
 ----------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------------------- 
    DEM DEM REP REP DTS/O DTS/O WHITE WHITE LATNO LATNO ASIAN ASIAN WHITE WHITE LATNO LATNO ASIAN ASIAN  
 Total YES NO 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 833 721 112 210 197 69 115 120 70 180 248 97 57 91 53 205 240 76 84 78 71 
 
ALWAYS-NEVER MISS 47% 54% 0% 31% 65% 50% 57% 33% 48% 42% 65% 27% 49% 32% 32% 55% 55% 37% 34% 34% 31% 
Never miss an election 47  54  0  31  65  50  57  33  48  42  65  27  49  32  32  55  55  37  34  34  31  
 
ALMOST ALL/MOST MAJOR 46  44  63  62  33  50  39  54  39  56  34  55  38  60  52  43  43  48  49  56  59  
Vote in almost all 33  38  0  40  23  33  33  39  37  41  30  35  22  35  40  32  37  32  29  35  38  
Most major, occasionally miss 13  5  63  22  10  18  6  16  2  14  5  20  16  25  13  10  7  16  19  21  21  
 
SOME/RARELY 6  1  32  7  2  0  5  9  10  2  1  13  11  8  15  2  1  9  15  10  10  
Only vote in some 3  1  19  6  1  0  3  3  6  2  0  10  7  1  10  1  1  6  10  5  3  
Rarely vote 2  0  13  1  1  0  2  7  4  0  1  3  5  7  5  1  0  3  5  5  7  
 
REFUSED 1  1  5  0  0  0  0  4  4  0  0  5  2  0  0  0  0  6  2  0  0  
Refused 1  1  5  0  0  0  0  4  4  0  0  5  2  0  0  0  0  6  2  0  0  
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TABLE 84:  GENDER 
  
 
  Q5/Q6 COMB 1/4 Q7 SALES TAX SUPPORT GIVEN  
 Q5 INITIAL 1/2 CENT SALES TAX VOTE CENT SALES TX VTE EMPLOYEE COMPENSATION CUTS PARTY BY GENDER 
 ----------------------------------------- ----------------- ----------------------------- ----------------------------------- 
  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  M-MRE SW-MR TOTAL TOTAL NO DF DEM DEM REP REP DTS/O DTS/O  
 Total YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD LIKLY LIKLY M-LKY L-LKY DK/NA MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 241 217 129 273 458 402 42 507 370 25 284 169 453 191 259 173 245 101 93 118 82 
 
Men 48% 48% 39% 43% 61% 44% 55% 22% 43% 56% 36% 46% 54% 49% 54% 42% 100% 0% 100% 0% 100% 0% 
Women 52  52  61  57  39  56  45  78  57  44  64  54  46  51  46  58  0  100  0  100  0  100  
 
 Q18 1/2 CNT SALES Q20 FINAL 1/2 CNT   
 TX VOTE AFTER POS SALES TAX VOTE Q8A INITIAL PARKING TAX VOTE GENDER BY AGE 
 ----------------- ----------------- ------------------------------------------ ----------------------- 
  TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  MEN MEN WOMEN WOMEN  
 Total YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 497 384 21 470 410 22 153 183 180 351 336 532 34 231 187 225 219 
 
Men 48% 43% 55% 45% 45% 54% 10% 48% 55% 48% 46% 52% 46% 35% 100% 100% 0% 0% 
Women 52  57  45  55  55  46  90  52  45  52  54  48  54  65  0  0  100  100  
 
  Q22 BUSINESS TAX   
 Q8B INITIAL BUSINESS TAX VOTE AFTER POSITIVES Q9 CARD ROOM PROPOSAL SAMPLE/PHONE TYPE 
 ----------------------------------------- ----------------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------------- 
  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  STR SMWT STR TOTAL TOTAL  VOTER RDD CELL RDD RDD  
 Total YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD SUPPT SUPPT OPPOS SUPPT OPPOS UNDCD LIST SAMP SAMP CELL LAND  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 203 197 157 267 400 424 78 431 434 38 349 187 229 536 306 60 452 393 57 102 348 
 
Men 48% 48% 43% 52% 53% 46% 53% 34% 46% 51% 30% 46% 49% 49% 47% 50% 44% 48% 48% 50% 51% 47% 
Women 52  52  57  48  47  54  47  66  54  49  70  54  51  51  53  50  56  52  52  50  49  53  
 
  Q21 WASTE DISPSAL Q10 CITY BUDGET  
 Q8C INITIAL WASTE DISPOSAL TAX TX AFTR POS & NEG 12 MONTHS FROM PARTY (COMBINED) 
 ----------------------------------------- ----------------- ----------------------------- ----------------- 
  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  SMWT MUCH TOTAL TOTAL NO DF     
 Total YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD WORSE WORSE WORSE BETTR DK/NA DEM REP DTS/O  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 205 204 148 291 409 439 54 429 450 24 131 83 214 196 56 417 195 201 
 
Men 48% 48% 49% 45% 50% 48% 49% 41% 49% 48% 32% 51% 51% 51% 44% 50% 41% 52% 59% 
Women 52  52  51  55  50  52  51  59  51  52  68  49  49  49  56  50  59  48  41  
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TABLE 84:  GENDER 
  
 
 Q11 FEELINGS ABOUT Q15 FIRST CHOICE Q16 RDC SRV  
 THE CITY BUDGET PRT/BDGT SHRTFLL /RAISG REV CITY COUNCIL DISTRICT 
 ----------------------------- ------------------ ----------- ----------------------------------------------------------- 
  SMWT VERY TOTAL TOTAL NTRL/ REDCE REDCE RAISE REDCE RAISE            
 Total NEG NEG NEG POS DK/NA COMP SRVCS RVNUE SRVCS RVNUE 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 113 91 204 107 125 368 185 228 408 344 63 99 60 70 41 95 61 95 106 100 
 
Men 48% 48% 52% 50% 49% 45% 49% 55% 41% 54% 43% 41% 56% 48% 53% 58% 41% 42% 49% 49% 49% 
Women 52  52  48  50  51  55  51  45  59  46  57  59  44  52  47  42  59  58  51  51  51  
 
 VOTER SALES TAX TARGETS BUSINESS TAX TARGETS WASTE DISPOSAL TARGETS 
 ----------- ----------------------------------------- ----------------------------- ----------------------------- 
   NON- CONS CONS  POS NEG COST COMP CONS CONS  POS NEG CONS CONS  POS NEG  
 Total VOTER VOTER YES NO SWING MOVER MOVER P-MVR P-MVR YES NO SWING MOVER MOVER YES NO SWING MOVER MOVER  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 833 69 378 320 204 88 75 61 136 308 322 272 123 112 310 336 256 118 113 
 
Men 48% 48% 48% 46% 58% 37% 38% 35% 33% 53% 47% 57% 39% 45% 36% 50% 50% 43% 45% 42% 
Women 52  52  52  54  42  63  62  65  67  47  53  43  61  55  64  50  50  57  55  58  
 
  Q24 TYPE OF Q25 Q26 KIDS   
 Q23 YEARS IN SAN JOSE RESIDENCE RESIDENCE AT HOME Q27 EDUCATION Q28 ETHNICITY 
 ----------------------------- ----------- ----------- ----------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------- 
       DETCH MULTI     HS OR SOME COLL POST NON-   NON-    
 Total 0-10 11-20 21-30 31-40 41+ HOUSE UNIT OWN RENT YES NO LESS COLL GRAD GRAD COLL COLL+ WHITE WHITE LATNO ASIAN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 184 210 191 161 151 703 164 672 219 362 533 185 220 351 127 404 477 461 418 187 173 
 
Men 48% 45% 50% 57% 43% 42% 46% 55% 47% 53% 46% 49% 49% 42% 54% 46% 45% 52% 46% 49% 48% 51% 
Women 52  55  50  43  57  58  54  45  53  47  54  51  51  58  46  54  55  48  54  51  52  49  
 
   Q31 REGSTRD Q33 VOTE  
 Q29 AGE Q30 INCOME TO VOTE PROPENSITY GENDER 
 ----------------------------------------------- ----------------------- ----------- ----------------- ----------- 
          $0- $30K- $60K- $100K    ALMST     
 Total 18-29 30-39 40-49 50-64 65-74 75+ 18-49 50+ $30K $60K $100K + YES NO ALWYS ALL MOST MEN WOMEN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 104 153 198 257 87 62 455 406 160 160 196 148 381 65 390 277 108 433 469 
 
Men 48% 57% 44% 53% 50% 40% 39% 51% 46% 47% 53% 50% 49% 48% 49% 49% 45% 52% 100% 0% 
Women 52  43  56  47  50  60  61  49  54  53  47  50  51  52  51  51  55  48  0  100  
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TABLE 84:  GENDER 
  
 
 LIKELY    
 VOTER PARTY BY AGE ETHNICITY BY AGE ETHNICITY BY GENDER 
 ----------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------------------- 
    DEM DEM REP REP DTS/O DTS/O WHITE WHITE LATNO LATNO ASIAN ASIAN WHITE WHITE LATNO LATNO ASIAN ASIAN  
 Total YES NO 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 721 181 210 197 69 115 120 70 189 254 115 63 108 59 213 248 90 96 88 85 
 
Men 48% 48% 49% 43% 40% 55% 51% 59% 61% 50% 45% 54% 39% 49% 56% 100% 0% 100% 0% 100% 0% 
Women 52  52  51  57  60  45  49  41  39  50  55  46  61  51  44  0  100  0  100  0  100  
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TABLE 85:  PARTY (VOTER LIST) 
  
 
  Q5/Q6 COMB 1/4 Q7 SALES TAX SUPPORT GIVEN  
 Q5 INITIAL 1/2 CENT SALES TAX VOTE CENT SALES TX VTE EMPLOYEE COMPENSATION CUTS PARTY BY GENDER 
 ----------------------------------------- ----------------- ----------------------------- ----------------------------------- 
  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  M-MRE SW-MR TOTAL TOTAL NO DF DEM DEM REP REP DTS/O DTS/O  
 Total YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD LIKLY LIKLY M-LKY L-LKY DK/NA MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 452 108 95 61 160 203 221 28 231 207 14 148 69 217 97 138 96 135 61 57 61 43 
 
DEMOCRAT 51% 72% 52% 36% 38% 63% 38% 72% 63% 36% 80% 66% 34% 56% 39% 51% 100% 100% 0% 0% 0% 0% 
Democrat 51  72  52  36  38  63  38  72  63  36  80  66  34  56  39  51  100  100  0  0  0  0  
 
REPUBLICAN 26  8  24  34  37  16  36  22  17  37  11  15  33  21  33  29  0  0  100  100  0  0  
Republican 26  8  24  34  37  16  36  22  17  37  11  15  33  21  33  29  0  0  100  100  0  0  
 
DTS/OTHER 23  20  24  30  25  22  26  6  20  27  9  19  33  23  28  19  0  0  0  0  100  100  
Delcine-to-state 20  19  21  30  20  20  22  2  18  23  6  17  19  17  28  18  0  0  0  0  84  92  
Other party 3  1  3  0  5  2  4  4  2  4  3  2  14  6  0  1  0  0  0  0  16  8  
 
 Q18 1/2 CNT SALES Q20 FINAL 1/2 CNT   
 TX VOTE AFTER POS SALES TAX VOTE Q8A INITIAL PARKING TAX VOTE GENDER BY AGE 
 ----------------- ----------------- ------------------------------------------ ----------------------- 
  TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  MEN MEN WOMEN WOMEN  
 Total YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 452 223 218 11 217 226 9 86 81 93 173 167 266 19 97 114 98 126 
 
DEMOCRAT 51% 65% 35% 87% 65% 37% 70% 58% 55% 44% 47% 56% 46% 77% 41% 48% 63% 55% 
Democrat 51  65  35  87  65  37  70  58  55  44  47  56  46  77  41  48  63  55  
 
REPUBLICAN 26  13  40  13  13  39  30  15  21  28  34  18  32  16  21  32  13  30  
Republican 26  13  40  13  13  39  30  15  21  28  34  18  32  16  21  32  13  30  
 
DTS/OTHER 23  22  25  0  22  24  0  27  24  28  19  26  22  8  38  20  23  14  
Delcine-to-state 20  19  22  0  20  21  0  18  22  26  18  20  21  8  32  16  21  13  
Other party 3  3  3  0  3  3  0  9  2  2  1  6  2  0  6  4  2  1  
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TABLE 85:  PARTY (VOTER LIST) 
  
 
  Q22 BUSINESS TAX   
 Q8B INITIAL BUSINESS TAX VOTE AFTER POSITIVES Q9 CARD ROOM PROPOSAL SAMPLE/PHONE TYPE 
 ----------------------------------------- ----------------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------------- 
  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  STR SMWT STR TOTAL TOTAL  VOTER RDD CELL RDD RDD  
 Total YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD SUPPT SUPPT OPPOS SUPPT OPPOS UNDCD LIST SAMP SAMP CELL LAND  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 452 90 93 89 142 183 231 38 185 244 23 151 95 134 247 180 25 452 0 0 0 0 
 
DEMOCRAT 51% 72% 61% 34% 35% 67% 34% 76% 64% 39% 73% 60% 48% 41% 55% 43% 62% 51% 0% 0% 0% 0% 
Democrat 51  72  61  34  35  67  34  76  64  39  73  60  48  41  55  43  62  51  0  0  0  0  
 
REPUBLICAN 26  9  19  32  40  14  37  14  14  37  7  16  33  36  22  34  7  26  0  0  0  0  
Republican 26  9  19  32  40  14  37  14  14  37  7  16  33  36  22  34  7  26  0  0  0  0  
 
DTS/OTHER 23  19  19  34  25  19  28  9  22  24  20  24  20  23  23  23  31  23  0  0  0  0  
Delcine-to-state 20  17  17  26  23  17  24  9  20  21  15  23  16  18  20  18  31  20  0  0  0  0  
Other party 3  3  2  7  2  2  4  0  3  3  5  2  4  5  2  4  0  3  0  0  0  0  
 
  Q21 WASTE DISPSAL Q10 CITY BUDGET  
 Q8C INITIAL WASTE DISPOSAL TAX TX AFTR POS & NEG 12 MONTHS FROM PARTY (COMBINED) 
 ----------------------------------------- ----------------- ----------------------------- ----------------- 
  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  SMWT MUCH TOTAL TOTAL NO DF     
 Total YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD WORSE WORSE WORSE BETTR DK/NA DEM REP DTS/O  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 452 96 97 78 152 192 230 30 198 242 12 62 49 111 85 32 231 118 104 
 
DEMOCRAT 51% 67% 51% 34% 45% 59% 41% 77% 59% 44% 63% 47% 46% 47% 57% 49% 100% 0% 0% 
Democrat 51  67  51  34  45  59  41  77  59  44  63  47  46  47  57  49  100  0  0  
 
REPUBLICAN 26  6  26  34  38  16  36  9  16  35  9  35  31  33  13  36  0  100  0  
Republican 26  6  26  34  38  16  36  9  16  35  9  35  31  33  13  36  0  100  0  
 
DTS/OTHER 23  27  23  32  18  25  23  14  25  21  28  19  23  20  30  14  0  0  100  
Delcine-to-state 20  23  18  26  17  21  20  14  21  19  28  17  16  16  28  13  0  0  87  
Other party 3  4  4  6  1  4  2  0  4  2  0  2  7  4  2  2  0  0  13  
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TABLE 85:  PARTY (VOTER LIST) 
  
 
 Q11 FEELINGS ABOUT Q15 FIRST CHOICE Q16 RDC SRV  
 THE CITY BUDGET PRT/BDGT SHRTFLL /RAISG REV CITY COUNCIL DISTRICT 
 ----------------------------- ------------------ ----------- ----------------------------------------------------------- 
  SMWT VERY TOTAL TOTAL NTRL/ REDCE REDCE RAISE REDCE RAISE            
 Total NEG NEG NEG POS DK/NA COMP SRVCS RVNUE SRVCS RVNUE 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 452 62 45 107 55 62 200 86 100 214 166 45 50 32 41 27 59 27 54 59 59 
 
DEMOCRAT 51% 57% 39% 50% 55% 50% 46% 37% 71% 41% 62% 54% 43% 84% 39% 54% 50% 69% 46% 50% 43% 
Democrat 51  57  39  50  55  50  46  37  71  41  62  54  43  84  39  54  50  69  46  50  43  
 
REPUBLICAN 26  31  34  32  24  18  33  31  11  37  15  17  34  7  30  16  29  9  24  29  42  
Republican 26  31  34  32  24  18  33  31  11  37  15  17  34  7  30  16  29  9  24  29  42  
 
DTS/OTHER 23  12  27  18  21  32  21  32  19  22  23  28  23  9  31  30  21  22  30  21  15  
Delcine-to-state 20  12  27  18  17  25  18  27  17  19  20  22  22  6  26  18  18  19  30  19  15  
Other party 3  0  0  0  4  7  3  5  2  3  3  6  1  3  5  12  3  3  0  2  0  
 
 VOTER SALES TAX TARGETS BUSINESS TAX TARGETS WASTE DISPOSAL TARGETS 
 ----------- ----------------------------------------- ----------------------------- ----------------------------- 
   NON- CONS CONS  POS NEG COST COMP CONS CONS  POS NEG CONS CONS  POS NEG  
 Total VOTER VOTER YES NO SWING MOVER MOVER P-MVR P-MVR YES NO SWING MOVER MOVER YES NO SWING MOVER MOVER  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 452 452 0 173 188 91 44 33 33 75 136 187 129 49 57 144 183 125 54 59 
 
DEMOCRAT 51% 51% 0% 66% 36% 53% 61% 39% 59% 43% 68% 31% 61% 51% 65% 59% 38% 61% 61% 61% 
Democrat 51  51  0  66  36  53  61  39  59  43  68  31  61  51  65  59  38  61  61  61  
 
REPUBLICAN 26  26  0  11  37  32  21  47  29  32  11  41  20  22  23  14  40  20  19  22  
Republican 26  26  0  11  37  32  21  47  29  32  11  41  20  22  23  14  40  20  19  22  
 
DTS/OTHER 23  23  0  23  27  15  18  14  12  25  21  27  19  27  12  27  22  20  20  17  
Delcine-to-state 20  20  0  21  23  11  13  12  10  14  18  23  17  24  12  22  20  18  18  15  
Other party 3  3  0  2  4  3  6  2  2  11  3  4  2  2  0  5  3  2  2  2  
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TABLE 85:  PARTY (VOTER LIST) 
  
 
  Q24 TYPE OF Q25 Q26 KIDS   
 Q23 YEARS IN SAN JOSE RESIDENCE RESIDENCE AT HOME Q27 EDUCATION Q28 ETHNICITY 
 ----------------------------- ----------- ----------- ----------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------- 
       DETCH MULTI     HS OR SOME COLL POST NON-   NON-    
 Total 0-10 11-20 21-30 31-40 41+ HOUSE UNIT OWN RENT YES NO LESS COLL GRAD GRAD COLL COLL+ WHITE WHITE LATNO ASIAN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 452 76 99 100 88 89 375 61 378 71 161 288 67 109 188 75 176 264 272 171 74 70 
 
DEMOCRAT 51% 53% 52% 50% 48% 53% 51% 51% 51% 50% 52% 51% 53% 55% 46% 51% 54% 48% 47% 56% 68% 42% 
Democrat 51  53  52  50  48  53  51  51  51  50  52  51  53  55  46  51  54  48  47  56  68  42  
 
REPUBLICAN 26  14  20  29  30  35  26  26  27  20  24  27  21  26  28  29  24  28  33  16  11  15  
Republican 26  14  20  29  30  35  26  26  27  20  24  27  21  26  28  29  24  28  33  16  11  15  
 
DTS/OTHER 23  33  28  21  23  12  23  23  22  30  24  23  26  20  26  20  22  24  20  28  21  43  
Delcine-to-state 20  31  21  20  21  9  19  23  18  29  20  20  26  18  20  20  21  20  17  25  20  37  
Other party 3  2  7  1  2  3  4  0  3  1  4  3  0  1  6  0  1  4  3  4  1  6  
 
   Q31 REGSTRD Q33 VOTE  
 Q29 AGE Q30 INCOME TO VOTE PROPENSITY GENDER 
 ----------------------------------------------- ----------------------- ----------- ----------------- ----------- 
          $0- $30K- $60K- $100K    ALMST     
 Total 18-29 30-39 40-49 50-64 65-74 75+ 18-49 50+ $30K $60K $100K + YES NO ALWYS ALL MOST MEN WOMEN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 452 41 59 95 149 51 39 194 240 70 80 94 70 0 0 264 135 38 217 235 
 
DEMOCRAT 51% 66% 54% 46% 52% 58% 42% 52% 52% 47% 56% 51% 54% 0% 0% 52% 49% 66% 44% 57% 
Democrat 51  66  54  46  52  58  42  52  52  47  56  51  54  0  0  52  49  66  44  57  
 
REPUBLICAN 26  6  22  19  28  27  50  17  31  19  25  30  22  0  0  29  24  17  28  24  
Republican 26  6  22  19  28  27  50  17  31  19  25  30  22  0  0  29  24  17  28  24  
 
DTS/OTHER 23  28  24  35  20  15  8  30  17  34  19  19  24  0  0  19  28  17  28  18  
Delcine-to-state 20  28  23  28  19  14  3  26  15  30  18  18  21  0  0  14  28  17  23  17  
Other party 3  0  1  8  2  2  6  4  2  4  1  1  3  0  0  5  0  0  5  2  
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TABLE 85:  PARTY (VOTER LIST) 
  
 
 LIKELY    
 VOTER PARTY BY AGE ETHNICITY BY AGE ETHNICITY BY GENDER 
 ----------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------------------- 
    DEM DEM REP REP DTS/O DTS/O WHITE WHITE LATNO LATNO ASIAN ASIAN WHITE WHITE LATNO LATNO ASIAN ASIAN  
 Total YES NO 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 452 452 0 102 124 33 75 59 41 99 165 44 27 38 29 115 157 38 36 41 29 
 
DEMOCRAT 51% 51% 0% 100% 100% 0% 0% 0% 0% 49% 47% 73% 67% 32% 54% 36% 56% 63% 73% 44% 39% 
Democrat 51  51  0  100  100  0  0  0  0  49  47  73  67  32  54  36  56  63  73  44  39  
 
REPUBLICAN 26  26  0  0  0  100  100  0  0  20  39  10  6  17  14  35  31  19  2  14  17  
Republican 26  26  0  0  0  100  100  0  0  20  39  10  6  17  14  35  31  19  2  14  17  
 
DTS/OTHER 23  23  0  0  0  0  0  100  100  31  14  17  27  51  32  29  13  18  25  42  45  
Delcine-to-state 20  20  0  0  0  0  0  87  87  26  12  17  23  42  32  25  11  15  25  34  43  
Other party 3  3  0  0  0  0  0  13  13  4  2  0  4  9  0  4  2  3  0  8  2  
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TABLE 86:  FLAGS 
  
 
  Q5/Q6 COMB 1/4 Q7 SALES TAX SUPPORT GIVEN  
 Q5 INITIAL 1/2 CENT SALES TAX VOTE CENT SALES TX VTE EMPLOYEE COMPENSATION CUTS PARTY BY GENDER 
 ----------------------------------------- ----------------- ----------------------------- ----------------------------------- 
  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  M-MRE SW-MR TOTAL TOTAL NO DF DEM DEM REP REP DTS/O DTS/O  
 Total YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD LIKLY LIKLY M-LKY L-LKY DK/NA MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 452 108 95 61 160 203 221 28 231 207 14 148 69 217 97 138 96 135 61 57 61 43 
 
R03 68% 71% 60% 56% 70% 66% 66% 94% 67% 66% 91% 70% 63% 68% 71% 65% 64% 74% 77% 73% 60% 43% 
P04 53  52  54  38  57  53  51  65  53  52  84  53  58  54  61  46  55  62  63  53  40  27  
G04 80  81  74  77  81  78  80  97  79  80  95  81  77  80  80  80  72  84  87  82  81  68  
N05 67  70  63  58  65  67  63  93  67  65  85  67  76  70  66  61  68  72  79  72  53  43  
P06 59  58  51  46  65  55  60  79  56  61  59  60  64  62  59  53  62  65  64  61  44  41  
G06 81  79  80  82  82  80  82  91  81  82  81  80  91  83  82  78  83  85  86  77  77  73  
F08 82  85  87  75  77  86  77  98  85  78  100  84  79  82  79  84  86  88  92  84  68  58  
J08 54  49  60  40  61  54  55  51  53  56  61  50  60  53  69  46  60  50  54  54  54  58  
G08 95  95  95  97  93  95  94  100  95  95  100  94  99  96  98  93  92  98  99  93  96  89  
M09 61  60  58  62  59  59  60  81  60  62  60  59  56  58  64  62  64  64  65  59  54  47  
BLANK 2  3  1  2  3  2  3  0  3  2  0  2  0  2  2  4  2  1  0  3  3  11  
 
 Q18 1/2 CNT SALES Q20 FINAL 1/2 CNT   
 TX VOTE AFTER POS SALES TAX VOTE Q8A INITIAL PARKING TAX VOTE GENDER BY AGE 
 ----------------- ----------------- ------------------------------------------ ----------------------- 
  TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  MEN MEN WOMEN WOMEN  
 Total YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 452 223 218 11 217 226 9 86 81 93 173 167 266 19 97 114 98 126 
 
R03 68% 66% 68% 88% 66% 68% 90% 65% 70% 55% 74% 67% 67% 74% 58% 75% 56% 80% 
P04 53  52  53  79  52  53  75  52  52  55  52  52  53  68  38  66  37  66  
G04 80  78  82  88  78  81  90  79  76  80  82  77  81  84  70  87  69  88  
N05 67  66  67  80  68  66  65  69  69  66  63  69  64  80  55  75  62  70  
P06 59  55  60  87  57  60  65  53  59  52  63  56  59  75  40  73  46  72  
G06 81  80  83  87  81  82  80  78  79  83  84  78  83  79  76  87  72  86  
F08 82  84  80  88  85  79  90  72  86  84  83  79  83  94  76  88  69  90  
J08 54  52  55  91  55  53  70  52  60  56  51  56  53  65  47  65  35  68  
G08 95  95  95  100  96  94  100  92  99  98  93  96  95  100  93  97  90  100  
M09 61  60  60  75  62  59  60  49  58  62  66  53  65  73  51  71  44  72  
BLANK 2  3  2  0  2  3  0  5  1  0  4  3  2  0  2  1  8  0  



FAIRBANK, MASLIN, MAULLIN, METZ & ASSOCIATES 
2010 CITY OF SAN JOSÉ COMMUNITY BUDGET SURVEY - 320-422 - (JANUARY 13-21, 2010) 

413 

 
TABLE 86:  FLAGS 
  
 
  Q22 BUSINESS TAX   
 Q8B INITIAL BUSINESS TAX VOTE AFTER POSITIVES Q9 CARD ROOM PROPOSAL SAMPLE/PHONE TYPE 
 ----------------------------------------- ----------------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------------- 
  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  STR SMWT STR TOTAL TOTAL  VOTER RDD CELL RDD RDD  
 Total YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD SUPPT SUPPT OPPOS SUPPT OPPOS UNDCD LIST SAMP SAMP CELL LAND  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 452 90 93 89 142 183 231 38 185 244 23 151 95 134 247 180 25 452 0 0 0 0 
 
R03 68% 69% 63% 65% 71% 66% 69% 67% 63% 69% 87% 67% 65% 74% 66% 70% 64% 68% 0% 0% 0% 0% 
P04 53  57  46  54  55  52  55  51  53  51  78  52  56  54  54  53  50  53  0  0  0  0  
G04 80  83  73  83  81  78  82  79  79  80  83  83  75  82  80  81  70  80  0  0  0  0  
N05 67  63  60  72  67  62  69  75  64  67  79  70  71  62  70  63  51  67  0  0  0  0  
P06 59  56  53  47  66  54  59  77  56  59  78  60  61  61  60  58  50  59  0  0  0  0  
G06 81  80  82  81  81  81  81  85  80  82  89  85  80  80  83  82  67  81  0  0  0  0  
F08 82  78  90  74  82  84  79  92  80  83  92  78  89  81  83  83  71  82  0  0  0  0  
J08 54  51  55  56  59  53  57  43  55  53  64  54  54  54  54  56  49  54  0  0  0  0  
G08 95  89  99  95  96  94  96  99  95  95  96  94  99  94  96  96  84  95  0  0  0  0  
M09 61  58  62  47  68  60  60  66  61  58  83  63  73  58  67  55  39  61  0  0  0  0  
BLANK 2  5  1  3  2  3  2  1  2  3  0  3  0  2  2  2  14  2  0  0  0  0  
 
  Q21 WASTE DISPSAL Q10 CITY BUDGET  
 Q8C INITIAL WASTE DISPOSAL TAX TX AFTR POS & NEG 12 MONTHS FROM PARTY (COMBINED) 
 ----------------------------------------- ----------------- ----------------------------- ----------------- 
  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  SMWT MUCH TOTAL TOTAL NO DF     
 Total YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD WORSE WORSE WORSE BETTR DK/NA DEM REP DTS/O  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 452 96 97 78 152 192 230 30 198 242 12 62 49 111 85 32 231 118 104 
 
R03 68% 60% 64% 61% 75% 62% 70% 84% 63% 70% 89% 55% 76% 64% 63% 79% 70% 75% 53% 
P04 53  42  49  44  61  46  55  86  50  54  89  47  53  50  54  74  59  58  35  
G04 80  73  79  83  80  76  81  96  75  83  91  73  86  79  87  78  79  85  76  
N05 67  56  68  66  68  62  67  87  65  68  61  61  71  65  73  84  70  75  49  
P06 59  49  62  50  66  56  60  62  55  62  52  53  63  57  55  70  63  63  43  
G06 81  75  87  80  82  81  81  85  79  84  80  74  91  82  83  85  84  82  75  
F08 82  76  84  84  82  80  83  92  85  80  66  81  81  81  89  89  87  88  64  
J08 54  46  52  58  59  49  58  58  58  52  52  61  57  59  59  45  54  54  56  
G08 95  92  99  98  93  95  95  97  95  95  96  99  95  97  97  94  96  96  93  
M09 61  54  60  57  65  57  62  74  64  58  49  78  67  73  62  54  64  62  51  
BLANK 2  7  0  0  3  3  2  2  2  3  0  0  4  2  1  6  1  1  6  
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TABLE 86:  FLAGS 
  
 
 Q11 FEELINGS ABOUT Q15 FIRST CHOICE Q16 RDC SRV  
 THE CITY BUDGET PRT/BDGT SHRTFLL /RAISG REV CITY COUNCIL DISTRICT 
 ----------------------------- ------------------ ----------- ----------------------------------------------------------- 
  SMWT VERY TOTAL TOTAL NTRL/ REDCE REDCE RAISE REDCE RAISE            
 Total NEG NEG NEG POS DK/NA COMP SRVCS RVNUE SRVCS RVNUE 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 452 62 45 107 55 62 200 86 100 214 166 45 50 32 41 27 59 27 54 59 59 
 
R03 68% 75% 72% 74% 63% 67% 73% 57% 66% 67% 70% 85% 77% 62% 75% 61% 69% 39% 61% 74% 60% 
P04 53  57  62  59  52  38  60  41  52  52  54  64  55  28  67  43  54  49  47  59  53  
G04 80  85  84  85  72  71  85  69  84  81  81  89  81  92  88  67  77  64  81  83  72  
N05 67  74  61  69  57  56  68  56  76  65  74  74  62  82  74  53  64  39  72  63  71  
P06 59  55  68  61  56  57  63  48  64  58  63  55  62  69  57  43  59  49  63  56  63  
G06 81  79  89  83  76  79  86  74  78  84  82  89  78  91  84  78  73  78  86  78  82  
F08 82  81  74  78  79  80  83  74  84  81  85  85  79  85  78  65  78  67  85  91  91  
J08 54  48  60  53  57  46  58  41  54  50  58  67  61  29  63  61  52  30  59  49  59  
G08 95  95  96  95  97  87  95  91  97  95  96  99  95  100  93  83  90  80  100  100  100  
M09 61  52  57  54  50  61  63  52  72  58  64  66  58  82  51  39  58  56  66  56  69  
BLANK 2  2  0  1  2  6  2  4  3  2  3  0  4  0  7  5  5  9  0  0  0  
 
 VOTER SALES TAX TARGETS BUSINESS TAX TARGETS WASTE DISPOSAL TARGETS 
 ----------- ----------------------------------------- ----------------------------- ----------------------------- 
   NON- CONS CONS  POS NEG COST COMP CONS CONS  POS NEG CONS CONS  POS NEG  
 Total VOTER VOTER YES NO SWING MOVER MOVER P-MVR P-MVR YES NO SWING MOVER MOVER YES NO SWING MOVER MOVER  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 452 452 0 173 188 91 44 33 33 75 136 187 129 49 57 144 183 125 54 59 
 
R03 68% 68% 0% 65% 67% 73% 68% 75% 74% 72% 63% 69% 71% 65% 69% 60% 71% 71% 71% 67% 
P04 53  53  0  54  52  54  43  60  41  51  50  54  55  62  40  47  55  58  60  50  
G04 80  80  0  77  81  82  78  84  85  85  77  82  80  83  76  71  81  89  87  91  
N05 67  67  0  65  64  75  69  77  68  76  61  69  69  71  63  61  67  72  76  70  
P06 59  59  0  55  61  59  53  58  63  71  56  59  61  57  58  55  62  58  57  61  
G06 81  81  0  80  82  83  81  83  89  92  81  81  82  78  82  78  82  84  81  88  
F08 82  82  0  84  77  87  84  94  78  77  82  80  85  73  92  84  81  81  89  78  
J08 54  54  0  54  53  57  48  54  42  54  52  55  56  63  46  53  57  53  69  37  
G08 95  95  0  95  95  96  93  97  91  96  94  95  96  99  94  96  95  94  94  94  
M09 61  61  0  60  61  60  58  57  67  61  62  59  62  60  56  60  60  62  76  52  
BLANK 2  2  0  3  3  2  3  1  4  0  3  3  1  0  3  3  2  2  0  4  



FAIRBANK, MASLIN, MAULLIN, METZ & ASSOCIATES 
2010 CITY OF SAN JOSÉ COMMUNITY BUDGET SURVEY - 320-422 - (JANUARY 13-21, 2010) 

415 

 
TABLE 86:  FLAGS 
  
 
  Q24 TYPE OF Q25 Q26 KIDS   
 Q23 YEARS IN SAN JOSE RESIDENCE RESIDENCE AT HOME Q27 EDUCATION Q28 ETHNICITY 
 ----------------------------- ----------- ----------- ----------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------- 
       DETCH MULTI     HS OR SOME COLL POST NON-   NON-    
 Total 0-10 11-20 21-30 31-40 41+ HOUSE UNIT OWN RENT YES NO LESS COLL GRAD GRAD COLL COLL+ WHITE WHITE LATNO ASIAN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 452 76 99 100 88 89 375 61 378 71 161 288 67 109 188 75 176 264 272 171 74 70 
 
R03 68% 46% 61% 71% 75% 81% 69% 61% 71% 49% 58% 73% 46% 75% 68% 72% 64% 69% 74% 56% 49% 60% 
P04 53  23  48  52  63  76  54  48  56  36  34  64  38  55  56  63  49  58  61  39  41  34  
G04 80  59  74  84  85  94  80  79  84  57  70  85  68  78  81  87  74  83  85  72  64  77  
N05 67  56  58  71  62  84  69  51  72  39  65  67  49  66  65  82  60  70  71  58  56  58  
P06 59  43  52  50  67  80  59  61  61  45  47  64  44  61  58  63  55  60  66  46  40  46  
G06 81  73  72  84  91  86  82  79  83  76  82  81  83  79  79  87  81  81  84  78  77  81  
F08 82  73  82  80  84  91  83  82  84  75  75  86  79  81  82  84  80  83  87  74  74  68  
J08 54  47  50  47  64  65  54  55  56  48  42  62  49  56  55  60  53  57  58  48  39  58  
G08 95  89  93  96  99  98  96  94  97  87  93  96  92  92  97  98  92  97  97  92  92  92  
M09 61  53  57  52  69  73  60  66  63  48  50  67  55  58  60  68  57  63  69  47  43  49  
BLANK 2  9  1  2  1  0  2  3  1  6  3  2  3  4  2  0  4  2  1  5  2  7  
 
   Q31 REGSTRD Q33 VOTE  
 Q29 AGE Q30 INCOME TO VOTE PROPENSITY GENDER 
 ----------------------------------------------- ----------------------- ----------- ----------------- ----------- 
          $0- $30K- $60K- $100K    ALMST     
 Total 18-29 30-39 40-49 50-64 65-74 75+ 18-49 50+ $30K $60K $100K + YES NO ALWYS ALL MOST MEN WOMEN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 452 41 59 95 149 51 39 194 240 70 80 94 70 0 0 264 135 38 217 235 
 
R03 68% 44% 49% 67% 72% 85% 91% 57% 78% 55% 65% 64% 75% 0% 0% 78% 59% 40% 67% 68% 
P04 53  6  38  52  60  74  82  38  66  48  49  50  60  0  0  62  43  28  53  53  
G04 80  52  57  85  85  90  96  70  88  68  79  74  90  0  0  88  73  60  79  81  
N05 67  39  51  71  67  76  90  59  73  47  68  71  66  0  0  79  52  50  67  66  
P06 59  35  33  52  69  69  88  43  72  62  61  51  61  0  0  70  46  30  58  59  
G06 81  37  83  84  84  89  92  74  87  74  82  77  91  0  0  88  74  75  82  81  
F08 82  68  68  78  87  87  100  73  89  79  87  81  78  0  0  88  78  69  83  82  
J08 54  29  46  43  62  65  86  41  66  57  43  55  60  0  0  63  42  44  57  52  
G08 95  83  89  96  98  100  99  91  99  89  96  95  98  0  0  99  95  84  95  95  
M09 61  59  38  49  67  74  86  48  72  55  63  62  62  0  0  73  46  38  61  60  
BLANK 2  17  2  1  1  0  0  5  1  4  2  4  0  0  0  1  3  1  2  3  



FAIRBANK, MASLIN, MAULLIN, METZ & ASSOCIATES 
2010 CITY OF SAN JOSÉ COMMUNITY BUDGET SURVEY - 320-422 - (JANUARY 13-21, 2010) 

416 

 
TABLE 86:  FLAGS 
  
 
 LIKELY    
 VOTER PARTY BY AGE ETHNICITY BY AGE ETHNICITY BY GENDER 
 ----------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------------------- 
    DEM DEM REP REP DTS/O DTS/O WHITE WHITE LATNO LATNO ASIAN ASIAN WHITE WHITE LATNO LATNO ASIAN ASIAN  
 Total YES NO 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 452 452 0 102 124 33 75 59 41 99 165 44 27 38 29 115 157 38 36 41 29 
 
R03 68% 68% 0% 56% 81% 66% 85% 53% 54% 66% 80% 34% 81% 63% 56% 74% 73% 53% 46% 61% 59% 
P04 53  53  0  41  73  39  69  31  41  45  71  28  67  31  37  66  57  36  46  37  29  
G04 80  80  0  66  90  71  92  75  75  77  90  49  95  80  72  87  84  56  73  81  70  
N05 67  67  0  63  76  68  78  46  52  61  77  46  70  65  49  73  69  62  49  49  70  
P06 59  59  0  52  73  41  77  28  61  47  79  29  61  49  42  66  66  35  46  49  42  
G06 81  81  0  78  89  76  82  66  88  75  88  72  83  78  86  85  82  88  65  78  87  
F08 82  82  0  81  92  83  91  52  78  80  92  62  91  62  74  91  85  77  70  63  74  
J08 54  54  0  35  69  41  65  51  61  39  71  33  49  58  60  63  55  35  43  58  58  
G08 95  95  0  92  99  92  99  90  97  94  100  88  97  91  94  99  96  88  96  94  88  
M09 61  61  0  49  77  55  67  41  63  54  78  36  58  47  50  73  66  39  48  53  43  
BLANK 2  2  0  3  0  5  0  8  3  3  0  3  0  9  4  0  2  0  4  4  12  



FAIRBANK, MASLIN, MAULLIN, METZ & ASSOCIATES 
2010 CITY OF SAN JOSÉ COMMUNITY BUDGET SURVEY - 320-422 - (JANUARY 13-21, 2010) 

417 

 
TABLE 87:  VOTE BY MAIL 
  
 
  Q5/Q6 COMB 1/4 Q7 SALES TAX SUPPORT GIVEN  
 Q5 INITIAL 1/2 CENT SALES TAX VOTE CENT SALES TX VTE EMPLOYEE COMPENSATION CUTS PARTY BY GENDER 
 ----------------------------------------- ----------------- ----------------------------- ----------------------------------- 
  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  M-MRE SW-MR TOTAL TOTAL NO DF DEM DEM REP REP DTS/O DTS/O  
 Total YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD LIKLY LIKLY M-LKY L-LKY DK/NA MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 452 108 95 61 160 203 221 28 231 207 14 148 69 217 97 138 96 135 61 57 61 43 
 
1+ 80% 77% 86% 79% 79% 82% 79% 77% 80% 81% 61% 81% 80% 81% 79% 79% 75% 89% 79% 75% 80% 69% 
1 7  8  10  6  7  9  7  2  7  8  0  10  5  9  6  7  8  10  8  6  2  7  
2 11  8  18  10  9  13  9  7  11  10  14  10  15  12  6  12  6  16  6  13  18  1  
3+ 62  61  59  62  62  60  62  69  61  63  47  61  59  60  66  60  61  63  65  56  60  61  
 
BLANK 20  23  14  21  21  18  21  23  20  19  39  19  20  19  21  21  25  11  21  25  20  31  
Blank 20  23  14  21  21  18  21  23  20  19  39  19  20  19  21  21  25  11  21  25  20  31  
 
 Q18 1/2 CNT SALES Q20 FINAL 1/2 CNT   
 TX VOTE AFTER POS SALES TAX VOTE Q8A INITIAL PARKING TAX VOTE GENDER BY AGE 
 ----------------- ----------------- ------------------------------------------ ----------------------- 
  TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  MEN MEN WOMEN WOMEN  
 Total YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 452 223 218 11 217 226 9 86 81 93 173 167 266 19 97 114 98 126 
 
1+ 80% 81% 80% 50% 81% 79% 70% 70% 78% 84% 84% 74% 84% 72% 71% 83% 74% 89% 
1 7  7  8  0  8  7  0  7  7  5  9  7  8  4  6  8  11  7  
2 11  11  11  9  11  10  20  15  9  13  10  12  11  0  10  6  13  12  
3+ 62  63  61  41  62  61  50  48  61  67  65  55  65  68  55  69  50  70  
 
BLANK 20  19  20  50  19  21  30  30  22  16  16  26  16  28  29  17  26  11  
Blank 20  19  20  50  19  21  30  30  22  16  16  26  16  28  29  17  26  11  
 
  Q22 BUSINESS TAX   
 Q8B INITIAL BUSINESS TAX VOTE AFTER POSITIVES Q9 CARD ROOM PROPOSAL SAMPLE/PHONE TYPE 
 ----------------------------------------- ----------------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------------- 
  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  STR SMWT STR TOTAL TOTAL  VOTER RDD CELL RDD RDD  
 Total YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD SUPPT SUPPT OPPOS SUPPT OPPOS UNDCD LIST SAMP SAMP CELL LAND  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 452 90 93 89 142 183 231 38 185 244 23 151 95 134 247 180 25 452 0 0 0 0 
 
1+ 80% 73% 80% 81% 83% 76% 82% 85% 78% 82% 77% 75% 88% 76% 80% 79% 79% 80% 0% 0% 0% 0% 
1 7  8  9  5  9  8  8  2  8  8  0  9  3  6  7  8  11  7  0  0  0  0  
2 11  9  10  17  8  10  12  12  12  10  8  7  10  13  8  14  17  11  0  0  0  0  
3+ 62  55  61  58  65  58  63  72  58  64  69  60  75  57  65  58  52  62  0  0  0  0  
 
BLANK 20  27  20  19  17  24  18  15  22  18  23  25  12  24  20  21  21  20  0  0  0  0  
Blank 20  27  20  19  17  24  18  15  22  18  23  25  12  24  20  21  21  20  0  0  0  0  



FAIRBANK, MASLIN, MAULLIN, METZ & ASSOCIATES 
2010 CITY OF SAN JOSÉ COMMUNITY BUDGET SURVEY - 320-422 - (JANUARY 13-21, 2010) 

418 

 
TABLE 87:  VOTE BY MAIL 
  
 
  Q21 WASTE DISPSAL Q10 CITY BUDGET  
 Q8C INITIAL WASTE DISPOSAL TAX TX AFTR POS & NEG 12 MONTHS FROM PARTY (COMBINED) 
 ----------------------------------------- ----------------- ----------------------------- ----------------- 
  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  SMWT MUCH TOTAL TOTAL NO DF     
 Total YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD WORSE WORSE WORSE BETTR DK/NA DEM REP DTS/O  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 452 96 97 78 152 192 230 30 198 242 12 62 49 111 85 32 231 118 104 
 
1+ 80% 72% 81% 79% 83% 77% 82% 87% 76% 82% 92% 81% 91% 85% 77% 89% 83% 77% 75% 
1 7  7  7  5  10  7  8  5  5  9  5  4  8  6  7  10  9  7  4  
2 11  8  15  8  11  12  10  11  9  11  31  4  20  11  12  8  11  9  11  
3+ 62  58  59  66  62  58  63  71  62  62  55  73  63  68  58  71  63  61  60  
 
BLANK 20  28  19  21  17  23  18  13  24  18  8  19  9  15  23  11  17  23  25  
Blank 20  28  19  21  17  23  18  13  24  18  8  19  9  15  23  11  17  23  25  
 
 Q11 FEELINGS ABOUT Q15 FIRST CHOICE Q16 RDC SRV  
 THE CITY BUDGET PRT/BDGT SHRTFLL /RAISG REV CITY COUNCIL DISTRICT 
 ----------------------------- ------------------ ----------- ----------------------------------------------------------- 
  SMWT VERY TOTAL TOTAL NTRL/ REDCE REDCE RAISE REDCE RAISE            
 Total NEG NEG NEG POS DK/NA COMP SRVCS RVNUE SRVCS RVNUE 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 452 62 45 107 55 62 200 86 100 214 166 45 50 32 41 27 59 27 54 59 59 
 
1+ 80% 85% 72% 80% 72% 77% 84% 73% 77% 80% 79% 85% 71% 86% 82% 89% 70% 75% 80% 85% 80% 
1 7  8  4  6  11  9  8  5  8  10  7  5  11  0  4  20  5  8  11  7  6  
2 11  13  8  11  12  9  11  13  8  13  7  13  7  8  6  19  10  4  5  25  9  
3+ 62  65  61  63  49  58  65  55  61  58  65  66  53  79  73  50  55  63  64  53  65  
 
BLANK 20  15  28  20  28  23  16  27  23  20  21  15  29  14  18  11  30  25  20  15  20  
Blank 20  15  28  20  28  23  16  27  23  20  21  15  29  14  18  11  30  25  20  15  20  
 
 VOTER SALES TAX TARGETS BUSINESS TAX TARGETS WASTE DISPOSAL TARGETS 
 ----------- ----------------------------------------- ----------------------------- ----------------------------- 
   NON- CONS CONS  POS NEG COST COMP CONS CONS  POS NEG CONS CONS  POS NEG  
 Total VOTER VOTER YES NO SWING MOVER MOVER P-MVR P-MVR YES NO SWING MOVER MOVER YES NO SWING MOVER MOVER  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 452 452 0 173 188 91 44 33 33 75 136 187 129 49 57 144 183 125 54 59 
 
1+ 80% 80% 0% 81% 81% 76% 80% 74% 72% 79% 78% 83% 78% 78% 78% 75% 82% 82% 79% 82% 
1 7  7  0  8  8  5  3  6  3  5  8  7  7  9  9  6  9  7  3  10  
2 11  11  0  13  10  9  4  14  0  10  11  13  8  13  3  11  11  11  5  12  
3+ 62  62  0  61  63  61  73  54  68  65  59  63  63  56  67  58  62  65  71  60  
 
BLANK 20  20  0  19  19  24  20  26  28  21  22  17  22  22  22  25  18  18  21  18  
Blank 20  20  0  19  19  24  20  26  28  21  22  17  22  22  22  25  18  18  21  18  



FAIRBANK, MASLIN, MAULLIN, METZ & ASSOCIATES 
2010 CITY OF SAN JOSÉ COMMUNITY BUDGET SURVEY - 320-422 - (JANUARY 13-21, 2010) 

419 

 
TABLE 87:  VOTE BY MAIL 
  
 
  Q24 TYPE OF Q25 Q26 KIDS   
 Q23 YEARS IN SAN JOSE RESIDENCE RESIDENCE AT HOME Q27 EDUCATION Q28 ETHNICITY 
 ----------------------------- ----------- ----------- ----------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------- 
       DETCH MULTI     HS OR SOME COLL POST NON-   NON-    
 Total 0-10 11-20 21-30 31-40 41+ HOUSE UNIT OWN RENT YES NO LESS COLL GRAD GRAD COLL COLL+ WHITE WHITE LATNO ASIAN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 452 76 99 100 88 89 375 61 378 71 161 288 67 109 188 75 176 264 272 171 74 70 
 
1+ 80% 76% 81% 79% 77% 86% 81% 77% 81% 73% 76% 82% 69% 81% 81% 82% 77% 81% 84% 75% 73% 77% 
1 7  4  9  9  5  8  8  6  7  9  7  8  6  10  6  9  9  7  6  11  10  8  
2 11  14  16  8  7  9  11  15  11  12  14  9  5  13  12  10  10  11  11  11  11  12  
3+ 62  57  55  62  65  69  62  57  64  52  55  65  58  58  62  64  58  63  68  53  51  57  
 
BLANK 20  24  19  21  23  14  19  23  19  27  24  18  31  19  19  18  23  19  16  25  27  23  
Blank 20  24  19  21  23  14  19  23  19  27  24  18  31  19  19  18  23  19  16  25  27  23  
 
   Q31 REGSTRD Q33 VOTE  
 Q29 AGE Q30 INCOME TO VOTE PROPENSITY GENDER 
 ----------------------------------------------- ----------------------- ----------- ----------------- ----------- 
          $0- $30K- $60K- $100K    ALMST     
 Total 18-29 30-39 40-49 50-64 65-74 75+ 18-49 50+ $30K $60K $100K + YES NO ALWYS ALL MOST MEN WOMEN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 452 41 59 95 149 51 39 194 240 70 80 94 70 0 0 264 135 38 217 235 
 
1+ 80% 73% 66% 76% 84% 90% 89% 72% 86% 81% 84% 78% 87% 0% 0% 83% 75% 82% 78% 82% 
1 7  0  12  10  6  13  3  8  7  12  5  6  9  0  0  6  6  20  7  8  
2 11  12  14  10  9  8  10  12  9  14  14  7  8  0  0  7  18  15  9  12  
3+ 62  60  41  56  68  69  76  52  70  55  64  65  70  0  0  70  51  48  62  61  
 
BLANK 20  27  34  24  16  10  11  28  14  19  16  22  13  0  0  17  25  18  22  18  
Blank 20  27  34  24  16  10  11  28  14  19  16  22  13  0  0  17  25  18  22  18  
 
 LIKELY    
 VOTER PARTY BY AGE ETHNICITY BY AGE ETHNICITY BY GENDER 
 ----------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------------------- 
    DEM DEM REP REP DTS/O DTS/O WHITE WHITE LATNO LATNO ASIAN ASIAN WHITE WHITE LATNO LATNO ASIAN ASIAN  
 Total YES NO 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 452 452 0 102 124 33 75 59 41 99 165 44 27 38 29 115 157 38 36 41 29 
 
1+ 80% 80% 0% 77% 88% 71% 81% 66% 89% 78% 89% 65% 82% 74% 82% 80% 87% 73% 72% 87% 62% 
1 7  7  0  9  9  12  6  5  4  8  5  12  10  7  9  5  6  14  7  9  7  
2 11  11  0  14  10  0  9  15  6  13  9  7  10  15  8  6  14  10  13  18  3  
3+ 62  62  0  54  69  59  66  46  80  57  75  46  63  51  65  69  67  50  52  60  52  
 
BLANK 20  20  0  23  12  29  19  34  11  22  11  35  18  26  18  20  13  27  28  13  38  
Blank 20  20  0  23  12  29  19  34  11  22  11  35  18  26  18  20  13  27  28  13  38  



FAIRBANK, MASLIN, MAULLIN, METZ & ASSOCIATES 
2010 CITY OF SAN JOSÉ COMMUNITY BUDGET SURVEY - 320-422 - (JANUARY 13-21, 2010) 

420 

 
TABLE 88:  PERMANENT ABSENTEE 
  
 
  Q5/Q6 COMB 1/4 Q7 SALES TAX SUPPORT GIVEN  
 Q5 INITIAL 1/2 CENT SALES TAX VOTE CENT SALES TX VTE EMPLOYEE COMPENSATION CUTS PARTY BY GENDER 
 ----------------------------------------- ----------------- ----------------------------- ----------------------------------- 
  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  M-MRE SW-MR TOTAL TOTAL NO DF DEM DEM REP REP DTS/O DTS/O  
 Total YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD LIKLY LIKLY M-LKY L-LKY DK/NA MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 452 108 95 61 160 203 221 28 231 207 14 148 69 217 97 138 96 135 61 57 61 43 
 
Yes 76% 77% 74% 70% 78% 76% 76% 77% 77% 75% 61% 74% 75% 74% 72% 81% 74% 77% 73% 69% 85% 75% 
No 24  23  26  30  22  24  24  23  23  25  39  26  25  26  28  19  26  23  27  31  15  25  
 
 Q18 1/2 CNT SALES Q20 FINAL 1/2 CNT   
 TX VOTE AFTER POS SALES TAX VOTE Q8A INITIAL PARKING TAX VOTE GENDER BY AGE 
 ----------------- ----------------- ------------------------------------------ ----------------------- 
  TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  MEN MEN WOMEN WOMEN  
 Total YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 452 223 218 11 217 226 9 86 81 93 173 167 266 19 97 114 98 126 
 
Yes 76% 77% 76% 50% 76% 76% 60% 68% 72% 78% 81% 70% 80% 68% 71% 81% 70% 79% 
No 24  23  24  50  24  24  40  32  28  22  19  30  20  32  29  19  30  21  
 
  Q22 BUSINESS TAX   
 Q8B INITIAL BUSINESS TAX VOTE AFTER POSITIVES Q9 CARD ROOM PROPOSAL SAMPLE/PHONE TYPE 
 ----------------------------------------- ----------------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------------- 
  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  STR SMWT STR TOTAL TOTAL  VOTER RDD CELL RDD RDD  
 Total YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD SUPPT SUPPT OPPOS SUPPT OPPOS UNDCD LIST SAMP SAMP CELL LAND  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 452 90 93 89 142 183 231 38 185 244 23 151 95 134 247 180 25 452 0 0 0 0 
 
Yes 76% 67% 76% 74% 82% 71% 79% 80% 71% 80% 77% 72% 82% 75% 76% 75% 74% 76% 0% 0% 0% 0% 
No 24  33  24  26  18  29  21  20  29  20  23  28  18  25  24  25  26  24  0  0  0  0  
 
  Q21 WASTE DISPSAL Q10 CITY BUDGET  
 Q8C INITIAL WASTE DISPOSAL TAX TX AFTR POS & NEG 12 MONTHS FROM PARTY (COMBINED) 
 ----------------------------------------- ----------------- ----------------------------- ----------------- 
  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  SMWT MUCH TOTAL TOTAL NO DF     
 Total YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD WORSE WORSE WORSE BETTR DK/NA DEM REP DTS/O  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 452 96 97 78 152 192 230 30 198 242 12 62 49 111 85 32 231 118 104 
 
Yes 76% 68% 75% 74% 81% 72% 79% 79% 71% 79% 83% 79% 90% 84% 73% 77% 76% 71% 81% 
No 24  32  25  26  19  28  21  21  29  21  17  21  10  16  27  23  24  29  19  



FAIRBANK, MASLIN, MAULLIN, METZ & ASSOCIATES 
2010 CITY OF SAN JOSÉ COMMUNITY BUDGET SURVEY - 320-422 - (JANUARY 13-21, 2010) 

421 

 
TABLE 88:  PERMANENT ABSENTEE 
  
 
 Q11 FEELINGS ABOUT Q15 FIRST CHOICE Q16 RDC SRV  
 THE CITY BUDGET PRT/BDGT SHRTFLL /RAISG REV CITY COUNCIL DISTRICT 
 ----------------------------- ------------------ ----------- ----------------------------------------------------------- 
  SMWT VERY TOTAL TOTAL NTRL/ REDCE REDCE RAISE REDCE RAISE            
 Total NEG NEG NEG POS DK/NA COMP SRVCS RVNUE SRVCS RVNUE 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 452 62 45 107 55 62 200 86 100 214 166 45 50 32 41 27 59 27 54 59 59 
 
Yes 76% 82% 67% 76% 62% 77% 78% 74% 74% 74% 78% 85% 66% 92% 75% 82% 58% 88% 77% 75% 77% 
No 24  18  33  24  38  23  22  26  26  26  22  15  34  8  25  18  42  12  23  25  23  
 
 VOTER SALES TAX TARGETS BUSINESS TAX TARGETS WASTE DISPOSAL TARGETS 
 ----------- ----------------------------------------- ----------------------------- ----------------------------- 
   NON- CONS CONS  POS NEG COST COMP CONS CONS  POS NEG CONS CONS  POS NEG  
 Total VOTER VOTER YES NO SWING MOVER MOVER P-MVR P-MVR YES NO SWING MOVER MOVER YES NO SWING MOVER MOVER  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 452 452 0 173 188 91 44 33 33 75 136 187 129 49 57 144 183 125 54 59 
 
Yes 76% 76% 0% 76% 77% 74% 82% 74% 81% 78% 71% 80% 74% 68% 77% 70% 80% 76% 75% 75% 
No 24  24  0  24  23  26  18  26  19  22  29  20  26  32  23  30  20  24  25  25  
 
  Q24 TYPE OF Q25 Q26 KIDS   
 Q23 YEARS IN SAN JOSE RESIDENCE RESIDENCE AT HOME Q27 EDUCATION Q28 ETHNICITY 
 ----------------------------- ----------- ----------- ----------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------- 
       DETCH MULTI     HS OR SOME COLL POST NON-   NON-    
 Total 0-10 11-20 21-30 31-40 41+ HOUSE UNIT OWN RENT YES NO LESS COLL GRAD GRAD COLL COLL+ WHITE WHITE LATNO ASIAN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 452 76 99 100 88 89 375 61 378 71 161 288 67 109 188 75 176 264 272 171 74 70 
 
Yes 76% 77% 77% 75% 72% 78% 76% 75% 77% 69% 75% 76% 76% 75% 77% 70% 75% 75% 77% 75% 72% 80% 
No 24  23  23  25  28  22  24  25  23  31  25  24  24  25  23  30  25  25  23  25  28  20  
 
   Q31 REGSTRD Q33 VOTE  
 Q29 AGE Q30 INCOME TO VOTE PROPENSITY GENDER 
 ----------------------------------------------- ----------------------- ----------- ----------------- ----------- 
          $0- $30K- $60K- $100K    ALMST     
 Total 18-29 30-39 40-49 50-64 65-74 75+ 18-49 50+ $30K $60K $100K + YES NO ALWYS ALL MOST MEN WOMEN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 452 41 59 95 149 51 39 194 240 70 80 94 70 0 0 264 135 38 217 235 
 
Yes 76% 76% 66% 70% 78% 86% 81% 70% 80% 79% 82% 74% 78% 0% 0% 76% 74% 83% 77% 75% 
No 24  24  34  30  22  14  19  30  20  21  18  26  22  0  0  24  26  17  23  25  



FAIRBANK, MASLIN, MAULLIN, METZ & ASSOCIATES 
2010 CITY OF SAN JOSÉ COMMUNITY BUDGET SURVEY - 320-422 - (JANUARY 13-21, 2010) 

422 

 
TABLE 88:  PERMANENT ABSENTEE 
  
 
 LIKELY    
 VOTER PARTY BY AGE ETHNICITY BY AGE ETHNICITY BY GENDER 
 ----------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------------------- 
    DEM DEM REP REP DTS/O DTS/O WHITE WHITE LATNO LATNO ASIAN ASIAN WHITE WHITE LATNO LATNO ASIAN ASIAN  
 Total YES NO 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 452 452 0 102 124 33 75 59 41 99 165 44 27 38 29 115 157 38 36 41 29 
 
Yes 76% 76% 0% 71% 80% 68% 72% 71% 96% 72% 81% 67% 78% 77% 89% 78% 77% 72% 72% 89% 67% 
No 24  24  0  29  20  32  28  29  4  28  19  33  22  23  11  22  23  28  28  11  33  



FAIRBANK, MASLIN, MAULLIN, METZ & ASSOCIATES 
2010 CITY OF SAN JOSÉ COMMUNITY BUDGET SURVEY - 320-422 - (JANUARY 13-21, 2010) 

423 

 
TABLE 89:  CITY COUNCIL DISTRICT 
  
 
  Q5/Q6 COMB 1/4 Q7 SALES TAX SUPPORT GIVEN  
 Q5 INITIAL 1/2 CENT SALES TAX VOTE CENT SALES TX VTE EMPLOYEE COMPENSATION CUTS PARTY BY GENDER 
 ----------------------------------------- ----------------- ----------------------------- ----------------------------------- 
  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  M-MRE SW-MR TOTAL TOTAL NO DF DEM DEM REP REP DTS/O DTS/O  
 Total YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD LIKLY LIKLY M-LKY L-LKY DK/NA MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 241 217 129 273 458 402 42 507 370 25 284 169 453 191 259 173 245 101 93 118 82 
 
1 7% 7% 8% 6% 7% 8% 6% 3% 7% 6% 9% 7% 10% 8% 5% 6% 5% 10% 6% 5% 9% 9% 
2 11  14  9  9  12  11  11  9  12  10  8  13  11  12  8  11  13  8  13  13  12  11  
3 7  10  4  7  3  7  4  21  9  4  0  8  6  7  6  6  8  12  3  0  6  2  
4 8  6  7  9  9  7  9  12  6  9  14  8  10  9  9  6  7  5  8  7  9  12  
5 5  4  5  4  6  4  5  2  4  6  0  3  6  4  5  5  6  4  5  5  7  3  
6 11  10  9  10  12  9  12  15  9  12  19  12  8  10  7  13  10  13  10  20  9  5  
7 7  8  7  5  7  7  6  2  8  6  0  8  3  6  8  7  9  7  5  6  2  6  
8 11  9  10  13  12  9  12  6  9  13  3  11  8  10  14  9  10  9  12  6  11  17  
9 12  11  15  12  10  13  11  8  13  10  4  12  13  12  11  12  9  13  15  12  12  12  
10 11  9  11  14  12  10  12  10  10  12  16  9  13  11  14  10  12  10  14  19  12  8  
NA 12  12  15  13  11  14  11  11  13  11  28  10  12  11  13  15  11  8  10  6  9  16  
 
 Q18 1/2 CNT SALES Q20 FINAL 1/2 CNT   
 TX VOTE AFTER POS SALES TAX VOTE Q8A INITIAL PARKING TAX VOTE GENDER BY AGE 
 ----------------- ----------------- ------------------------------------------ ----------------------- 
  TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  MEN MEN WOMEN WOMEN  
 Total YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 497 384 21 470 410 22 153 183 180 351 336 532 34 231 187 225 219 
 
1 7% 7% 7% 0% 8% 6% 2% 7% 8% 9% 6% 8% 7% 4% 5% 7% 8% 8% 
2 11  12  10  14  11  11  21  11  10  9  12  10  11  12  11  15  9  11  
3 7  8  5  6  8  5  0  4  9  7  6  7  7  5  8  6  11  3  
4 8  8  7  14  8  8  6  10  7  6  9  8  8  7  10  7  6  8  
5 5  4  6  0  3  6  0  6  4  4  5  5  5  0  6  5  4  4  
6 11  9  12  19  9  12  28  11  6  10  10  8  10  36  9  10  14  11  
7 7  8  5  2  8  6  0  10  7  3  7  8  5  12  6  6  10  5  
8 11  8  14  6  9  12  4  7  11  12  11  9  12  8  12  9  6  15  
9 12  12  11  14  12  11  11  13  13  12  11  13  12  4  13  12  10  13  
10 11  10  12  5  11  12  0  13  10  10  12  11  11  5  8  15  8  13  
NA 12  13  11  21  13  11  27  11  13  18  10  12  13  7  12  8  14  10  



FAIRBANK, MASLIN, MAULLIN, METZ & ASSOCIATES 
2010 CITY OF SAN JOSÉ COMMUNITY BUDGET SURVEY - 320-422 - (JANUARY 13-21, 2010) 

424 

 
TABLE 89:  CITY COUNCIL DISTRICT 
  
 
  Q22 BUSINESS TAX   
 Q8B INITIAL BUSINESS TAX VOTE AFTER POSITIVES Q9 CARD ROOM PROPOSAL SAMPLE/PHONE TYPE 
 ----------------------------------------- ----------------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------------- 
  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  STR SMWT STR TOTAL TOTAL  VOTER RDD CELL RDD RDD  
 Total YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD SUPPT SUPPT OPPOS SUPPT OPPOS UNDCD LIST SAMP SAMP CELL LAND  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 203 197 157 267 400 424 78 431 434 38 349 187 229 536 306 60 452 393 57 102 348 
 
1 7% 9% 8% 7% 5% 8% 6% 5% 9% 5% 9% 6% 7% 8% 7% 7% 10% 10% 4% 2% 1% 5% 
2 11  16  9  8  11  12  10  12  12  10  8  9  10  15  10  13  11  11  11  14  10  11  
3 7  4  8  10  2  6  5  19  5  8  14  10  7  4  9  3  2  7  6  7  4  7  
4 8  7  11  8  6  9  7  6  8  8  5  7  7  7  7  9  7  9  6  10  7  7  
5 5  4  6  5  4  5  5  1  4  5  0  4  4  6  4  6  3  6  2  7  5  2  
6 11  10  9  12  10  10  11  13  9  11  23  11  11  11  11  10  7  13  8  10  7  8  
7 7  12  8  1  6  10  4  3  9  5  5  8  8  5  8  5  5  6  8  4  6  8  
8 11  8  9  9  16  8  14  4  9  13  6  10  9  14  10  13  7  12  10  5  9  9  
9 12  11  13  14  10  12  12  10  11  13  10  10  15  10  12  11  18  13  11  10  7  12  
10 11  7  10  10  17  8  14  7  10  12  13  12  9  11  11  13  7  13  9  10  7  10  
NA 12  11  10  16  11  11  13  19  14  11  9  13  12  11  13  10  24  0  25  21  37  21  
 
  Q21 WASTE DISPSAL Q10 CITY BUDGET  
 Q8C INITIAL WASTE DISPOSAL TAX TX AFTR POS & NEG 12 MONTHS FROM PARTY (COMBINED) 
 ----------------------------------------- ----------------- ----------------------------- ----------------- 
  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  SMWT MUCH TOTAL TOTAL NO DF     
 Total YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD WORSE WORSE WORSE BETTR DK/NA DEM REP DTS/O  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 205 204 148 291 409 439 54 429 450 24 131 83 214 196 56 417 195 201 
 
1 7% 6% 11% 5% 6% 8% 6% 7% 8% 6% 17% 7% 5% 6% 8% 7% 8% 5% 9% 
2 11  12  10  10  11  11  11  12  10  12  16  10  12  11  9  22  10  13  12  
3 7  10  7  6  5  8  5  8  5  8  0  11  2  7  7  4  11  1  5  
4 8  8  9  10  6  8  7  12  9  6  12  8  6  7  8  13  6  8  11  
5 5  3  5  4  6  4  5  0  4  5  0  6  11  8  2  0  5  5  5  
6 11  12  8  11  11  10  11  11  12  10  5  8  11  9  10  11  12  15  8  
7 7  13  4  3  6  9  5  7  8  5  8  6  3  5  10  6  8  5  4  
8 11  7  10  11  14  8  13  7  8  13  0  9  13  11  12  4  10  9  14  
9 12  9  14  10  13  11  12  13  11  13  11  7  13  9  12  13  11  14  12  
10 11  10  10  14  12  10  13  8  11  11  9  15  8  12  8  14  11  16  10  
NA 12  11  14  17  10  12  12  16  14  11  24  15  16  15  15  6  9  8  12  



FAIRBANK, MASLIN, MAULLIN, METZ & ASSOCIATES 
2010 CITY OF SAN JOSÉ COMMUNITY BUDGET SURVEY - 320-422 - (JANUARY 13-21, 2010) 

425 

 
TABLE 89:  CITY COUNCIL DISTRICT 
  
 
 Q11 FEELINGS ABOUT Q15 FIRST CHOICE Q16 RDC SRV  
 THE CITY BUDGET PRT/BDGT SHRTFLL /RAISG REV CITY COUNCIL DISTRICT 
 ----------------------------- ------------------ ----------- ----------------------------------------------------------- 
  SMWT VERY TOTAL TOTAL NTRL/ REDCE REDCE RAISE REDCE RAISE            
 Total NEG NEG NEG POS DK/NA COMP SRVCS RVNUE SRVCS RVNUE 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 113 91 204 107 125 368 185 228 408 344 63 99 60 70 41 95 61 95 106 100 
 
1 7% 5% 4% 5% 7% 10% 7% 5% 7% 6% 7% 100% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 
2 11  11  5  9  13  11  13  10  9  12  11  0  100  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  
3 7  3  3  3  7  12  4  8  10  5  9  0  0  100  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  
4 8  8  6  7  7  8  9  9  7  10  6  0  0  0  100  0  0  0  0  0  0  
5 5  3  5  4  2  8  5  6  2  5  4  0  0  0  0  100  0  0  0  0  0  
6 11  14  12  13  12  8  9  9  10  10  11  0  0  0  0  0  100  0  0  0  0  
7 7  7  4  6  9  4  6  7  8  7  7  0  0  0  0  0  0  100  0  0  0  
8 11  12  16  14  8  8  11  11  10  13  9  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  100  0  0  
9 12  13  17  14  11  12  14  11  8  12  11  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  100  0  
10 11  13  12  12  13  9  10  11  12  11  10  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  100  
NA 12  11  15  13  10  8  12  13  16  10  15  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  
 
 VOTER SALES TAX TARGETS BUSINESS TAX TARGETS WASTE DISPOSAL TARGETS 
 ----------- ----------------------------------------- ----------------------------- ----------------------------- 
   NON- CONS CONS  POS NEG COST COMP CONS CONS  POS NEG CONS CONS  POS NEG  
 Total VOTER VOTER YES NO SWING MOVER MOVER P-MVR P-MVR YES NO SWING MOVER MOVER YES NO SWING MOVER MOVER  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 833 69 378 320 204 88 75 61 136 308 322 272 123 112 310 336 256 118 113 
 
1 7% 7% 1% 8% 6% 7% 8% 8% 8% 11% 9% 5% 7% 9% 5% 7% 5% 9% 8% 9% 
2 11  11  9  12  11  9  10  10  10  10  13  10  10  12  9  9  11  13  12  14  
3 7  7  7  7  4  11  13  10  16  10  6  6  7  1  12  7  7  6  1  13  
4 8  7  13  7  8  10  13  8  6  13  9  7  7  5  10  9  6  9  9  7  
5 5  5  3  3  6  4  4  6  4  4  5  5  3  3  4  4  6  4  4  5  
6 11  11  2  9  12  9  6  9  8  11  10  12  10  9  7  12  11  8  11  6  
7 7  6  11  7  5  8  10  8  11  5  11  5  4  2  6  9  5  6  6  6  
8 11  10  12  9  13  9  6  9  6  9  7  13  12  14  12  8  14  9  9  11  
9 12  12  10  14  11  9  6  8  13  11  10  12  13  13  16  10  12  14  13  16  
10 11  12  3  10  12  11  13  11  8  9  9  13  11  15  7  11  12  10  12  7  
NA 12  11  29  13  11  13  11  12  10  6  12  11  14  18  12  14  12  12  14  6  



FAIRBANK, MASLIN, MAULLIN, METZ & ASSOCIATES 
2010 CITY OF SAN JOSÉ COMMUNITY BUDGET SURVEY - 320-422 - (JANUARY 13-21, 2010) 

426 

 
TABLE 89:  CITY COUNCIL DISTRICT 
  
 
  Q24 TYPE OF Q25 Q26 KIDS   
 Q23 YEARS IN SAN JOSE RESIDENCE RESIDENCE AT HOME Q27 EDUCATION Q28 ETHNICITY 
 ----------------------------- ----------- ----------- ----------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------- 
       DETCH MULTI     HS OR SOME COLL POST NON-   NON-    
 Total 0-10 11-20 21-30 31-40 41+ HOUSE UNIT OWN RENT YES NO LESS COLL GRAD GRAD COLL COLL+ WHITE WHITE LATNO ASIAN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 184 210 191 161 151 703 164 672 219 362 533 185 220 351 127 404 477 461 418 187 173 
 
1 7% 9% 8% 5% 7% 6% 7% 6% 7% 6% 6% 8% 4% 8% 7% 10% 6% 8% 8% 6% 3% 6% 
2 11  10  10  11  12  13  11  10  10  13  10  12  12  12  12  7  12  10  11  12  14  9  
3 7  9  5  10  5  4  5  13  6  10  9  5  9  7  3  6  8  4  7  7  9  2  
4 8  8  9  6  9  6  7  9  8  8  7  8  9  8  7  8  9  7  6  10  6  15  
5 5  4  5  5  5  4  4  5  4  7  5  4  8  2  5  2  5  4  1  8  11  5  
6 11  11  12  9  11  11  11  7  11  9  9  11  5  8  12  18  7  13  13  8  8  7  
7 7  8  8  8  5  5  6  10  6  9  8  6  10  7  6  4  8  5  5  9  15  5  
8 11  10  12  10  10  9  11  9  11  7  12  10  7  13  10  15  10  11  7  14  11  16  
9 12  10  10  13  10  16  13  9  12  12  10  13  8  13  13  13  11  13  16  8  8  7  
10 11  6  7  10  18  17  12  7  13  7  9  12  10  8  14  13  9  14  15  6  6  8  
NA 12  16  15  12  9  7  12  13  12  13  13  12  18  13  11  4  16  9  11  14  9  20  
 
   Q31 REGSTRD Q33 VOTE  
 Q29 AGE Q30 INCOME TO VOTE PROPENSITY GENDER 
 ----------------------------------------------- ----------------------- ----------- ----------------- ----------- 
          $0- $30K- $60K- $100K    ALMST     
 Total 18-29 30-39 40-49 50-64 65-74 75+ 18-49 50+ $30K $60K $100K + YES NO ALWYS ALL MOST MEN WOMEN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 104 153 198 257 87 62 455 406 160 160 196 148 381 65 390 277 108 433 469 
 
1 7% 7% 2% 10% 8% 6% 9% 7% 7% 6% 8% 5% 10% 4% 1% 7% 7% 10% 6% 8% 
2 11  13  7  11  13  16  6  10  13  14  10  10  11  11  10  10  11  12  13  9  
3 7  19  4  9  6  1  2  10  4  8  15  5  6  6  7  7  6  6  7  7  
4 8  10  7  8  9  6  3  8  7  6  9  5  11  5  14  7  5  11  9  7  
5 5  1  7  5  4  8  5  5  5  9  3  4  2  3  4  5  3  5  5  4  
6 11  7  20  7  8  11  17  12  10  5  10  13  13  9  2  14  9  5  9  12  
7 7  7  12  5  6  8  2  8  5  6  9  6  8  7  11  5  6  14  6  7  
8 11  6  10  10  13  9  14  9  12  9  8  10  13  8  13  10  12  9  11  10  
9 12  15  11  10  12  9  18  12  12  15  8  15  10  11  10  12  17  4  12  11  
10 11  6  7  10  13  17  14  8  14  6  11  14  11  10  3  15  9  13  11  11  
NA 12  9  13  15  9  9  10  13  9  17  9  13  5  24  24  7  16  11  11  13  



FAIRBANK, MASLIN, MAULLIN, METZ & ASSOCIATES 
2010 CITY OF SAN JOSÉ COMMUNITY BUDGET SURVEY - 320-422 - (JANUARY 13-21, 2010) 

427 

 
TABLE 89:  CITY COUNCIL DISTRICT 
  
 
 LIKELY    
 VOTER PARTY BY AGE ETHNICITY BY AGE ETHNICITY BY GENDER 
 ----------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------------------- 
    DEM DEM REP REP DTS/O DTS/O WHITE WHITE LATNO LATNO ASIAN ASIAN WHITE WHITE LATNO LATNO ASIAN ASIAN  
 Total YES NO 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 721 181 210 197 69 115 120 70 189 254 115 63 108 59 213 248 90 96 88 85 
 
1 7% 8% 4% 6% 10% 5% 5% 11% 6% 7% 10% 4% 1% 6% 7% 7% 10% 3% 3% 7% 6% 
2 11  10  14  8  13  15  12  9  18  9  12  10  23  11  7  11  11  18  11  13  6  
3 7  6  9  16  5  0  2  6  3  11  4  12  6  3  0  8  6  12  7  2  1  
4 8  7  10  6  6  6  9  10  9  5  7  6  6  17  14  8  5  5  6  16  15  
5 5  5  3  5  4  2  7  7  2  1  1  10  15  6  4  1  2  13  9  8  3  
6 11  12  6  14  10  17  14  8  7  17  11  8  9  6  8  14  13  3  13  5  8  
7 7  6  11  9  7  9  3  4  3  6  4  17  13  4  6  5  4  11  19  4  6  
8 11  11  8  7  12  9  10  13  15  5  9  10  13  13  19  9  6  9  13  15  17  
9 12  13  7  10  13  17  13  12  13  14  17  9  5  9  2  13  18  10  5  11  3  
10 11  12  6  9  14  7  19  9  11  11  17  3  6  10  5  15  15  9  3  6  9  
NA 12  10  22  11  7  14  5  9  11  14  6  11  1  15  27  10  11  7  11  13  27  



FAIRBANK, MASLIN, MAULLIN, METZ & ASSOCIATES 
2010 CITY OF SAN JOSÉ COMMUNITY BUDGET SURVEY - 320-422 - (JANUARY 13-21, 2010) 

428 

 
TABLE 90:  SAMPLE/PHONE TYPE 
  
 
  Q5/Q6 COMB 1/4 Q7 SALES TAX SUPPORT GIVEN  
 Q5 INITIAL 1/2 CENT SALES TAX VOTE CENT SALES TX VTE EMPLOYEE COMPENSATION CUTS PARTY BY GENDER 
 ----------------------------------------- ----------------- ----------------------------- ----------------------------------- 
  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  M-MRE SW-MR TOTAL TOTAL NO DF DEM DEM REP REP DTS/O DTS/O  
 Total YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD LIKLY LIKLY M-LKY L-LKY DK/NA MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 241 217 129 273 458 402 42 507 370 25 284 169 453 191 259 173 245 101 93 118 82 
 
SAMPLE 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 
Voter list 50  45  44  47  59  44  55  67  46  56  54  52  41  48  51  53  55  55  60  61  51  53  
RDD sample 44  48  50  48  35  49  39  30  48  38  44  41  53  46  44  39  36  38  37  36  42  39  
Cell sample 6  7  7  5  6  7  6  3  7  6  2  7  6  6  5  7  8  6  3  4  7  9  
 
PHONE TYPE 50  55  56  53  41  56  45  33  54  44  46  48  59  52  49  47  45  45  40  39  49  47  
RDD Cell 11  15  12  11  8  14  9  5  14  8  9  13  7  11  12  11  14  9  5  6  11  9  
RDD Land 39  40  44  41  33  42  36  28  41  36  37  35  52  41  37  36  31  36  35  33  38  39  
 
 Q18 1/2 CNT SALES Q20 FINAL 1/2 CNT   
 TX VOTE AFTER POS SALES TAX VOTE Q8A INITIAL PARKING TAX VOTE GENDER BY AGE 
 ----------------- ----------------- ------------------------------------------ ----------------------- 
  TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  MEN MEN WOMEN WOMEN  
 Total YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 497 384 21 470 410 22 153 183 180 351 336 532 34 231 187 225 219 
 
SAMPLE 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 
Voter list 50  45  57  51  46  55  43  56  44  52  49  50  50  56  42  61  43  57  
RDD sample 44  48  37  44  47  39  52  38  50  46  42  45  43  36  48  36  47  40  
Cell sample 6  7  6  5  7  6  5  6  5  3  9  6  7  8  10  3  10  3  
 
PHONE TYPE 50  55  43  49  54  45  57  44  56  48  51  50  50  44  58  39  57  43  
RDD Cell 11  13  8  19  13  9  14  10  9  12  13  9  13  11  16  6  14  9  
RDD Land 39  42  35  30  41  36  42  34  47  37  38  41  37  33  42  33  43  34  
 
  Q22 BUSINESS TAX   
 Q8B INITIAL BUSINESS TAX VOTE AFTER POSITIVES Q9 CARD ROOM PROPOSAL SAMPLE/PHONE TYPE 
 ----------------------------------------- ----------------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------------- 
  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  STR SMWT STR TOTAL TOTAL  VOTER RDD CELL RDD RDD  
 Total YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD SUPPT SUPPT OPPOS SUPPT OPPOS UNDCD LIST SAMP SAMP CELL LAND  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 203 197 157 267 400 424 78 431 434 38 349 187 229 536 306 60 452 393 57 102 348 
 
SAMPLE 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 
Voter list 50  44  47  57  53  46  54  49  43  56  62  43  51  58  46  59  42  100  0  0  0  0  
RDD sample 44  50  48  39  39  49  39  41  51  37  30  49  41  38  46  37  53  0  100  0  44  100  
Cell sample 6  5  5  4  8  5  7  10  6  7  8  8  8  4  8  4  5  0  0  100  56  0  
 
PHONE TYPE 50% 56% 53% 43% 47% 54% 46% 51% 57% 44% 38% 57% 49% 42% 54% 41% 58% 0% 100% 100% 100% 100% 
RDD Cell 11  10  9  11  12  9  12  18  12  10  13  12  12  10  12  10  13  0  11  100  100  0  
RDD Land 39  46  44  32  35  45  34  33  45  33  25  44  37  32  42  32  45  0  89  0  0  100  
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TABLE 90:  SAMPLE/PHONE TYPE 
  
 
  Q21 WASTE DISPSAL Q10 CITY BUDGET  
 Q8C INITIAL WASTE DISPOSAL TAX TX AFTR POS & NEG 12 MONTHS FROM PARTY (COMBINED) 
 ----------------------------------------- ----------------- ----------------------------- ----------------- 
  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  SMWT MUCH TOTAL TOTAL NO DF     
 Total YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD WORSE WORSE WORSE BETTR DK/NA DEM REP DTS/O  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 205 204 148 291 409 439 54 429 450 24 131 83 214 196 56 417 195 201 
 
SAMPLE 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 
Voter list 50  47  47  53  52  47  52  55  46  54  51  47  59  52  43  57  55  60  52  
RDD sample 44  49  46  42  40  47  40  41  47  41  32  44  41  43  49  38  38  36  40  
Cell sample 6  4  7  5  8  6  7  4  7  5  17  9  1  6  8  5  7  4  8  
 
PHONE TYPE 50  53  53  47  48  53  48  45  54  46  49  53  41  48  57  43  45  40  48  
RDD Cell 11  10  11  13  12  11  12  10  13  9  24  14  10  13  12  6  11  6  10  
RDD Land 39  43  42  35  36  42  36  35  41  37  24  38  31  36  45  37  34  34  38  
 
 Q11 FEELINGS ABOUT Q15 FIRST CHOICE Q16 RDC SRV  
 THE CITY BUDGET PRT/BDGT SHRTFLL /RAISG REV CITY COUNCIL DISTRICT 
 ----------------------------- ------------------ ----------- ----------------------------------------------------------- 
  SMWT VERY TOTAL TOTAL NTRL/ REDCE REDCE RAISE REDCE RAISE            
 Total NEG NEG NEG POS DK/NA COMP SRVCS RVNUE SRVCS RVNUE 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 113 91 204 107 125 368 185 228 408 344 63 99 60 70 41 95 61 95 106 100 
 
SAMPLE 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 
Voter list 50  55  50  53  51  50  54  47  44  52  48  72  50  52  58  67  62  45  57  56  59  
RDD sample 44  41  38  40  44  45  41  45  49  42  45  26  42  41  34  24  32  51  40  39  36  
Cell sample 6  4  12  7  5  5  5  8  7  6  7  2  8  6  8  9  6  4  3  5  5  
 
PHONE TYPE 50  45  50  47  49  50  46  53  56  48  52  28  50  48  42  33  38  55  43  44  41  
RDD Cell 11  11  15  13  12  7  8  13  15  9  13  2  11  8  10  12  8  9  9  6  7  
RDD Land 39  34  35  35  37  43  37  40  41  38  38  26  39  40  33  21  30  46  34  38  35  
 
 VOTER SALES TAX TARGETS BUSINESS TAX TARGETS WASTE DISPOSAL TARGETS 
 ----------- ----------------------------------------- ----------------------------- ----------------------------- 
   NON- CONS CONS  POS NEG COST COMP CONS CONS  POS NEG CONS CONS  POS NEG  
 Total VOTER VOTER YES NO SWING MOVER MOVER P-MVR P-MVR YES NO SWING MOVER MOVER YES NO SWING MOVER MOVER  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 833 69 378 320 204 88 75 61 136 308 322 272 123 112 310 336 256 118 113 
 
SAMPLE 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 
Voter list 50  54  0  46  59  44  49  44  53  55  44  58  47  40  51  46  54  49  46  52  
RDD sample 44  39  93  48  36  48  45  47  43  42  51  36  44  52  41  48  39  43  44  45  
Cell sample 6  6  7  7  5  8  6  9  4  3  5  6  8  8  9  5  6  8  10  3  
 
PHONE TYPE 50% 46% 100% 54% 41% 56% 51% 56% 47% 45% 56% 42% 53% 60% 49% 54% 46% 51% 54% 48% 
RDD Cell 11  10  30  13  8  13  11  13  14  4  9  9  16  19  14  11  10  14  18  6  
RDD Land 39  36  70  41  34  42  40  43  33  41  47  32  37  41  36  43  36  37  36  42  
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TABLE 90:  SAMPLE/PHONE TYPE 
  
 
  Q24 TYPE OF Q25 Q26 KIDS   
 Q23 YEARS IN SAN JOSE RESIDENCE RESIDENCE AT HOME Q27 EDUCATION Q28 ETHNICITY 
 ----------------------------- ----------- ----------- ----------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------- 
       DETCH MULTI     HS OR SOME COLL POST NON-   NON-    
 Total 0-10 11-20 21-30 31-40 41+ HOUSE UNIT OWN RENT YES NO LESS COLL GRAD GRAD COLL COLL+ WHITE WHITE LATNO ASIAN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 184 210 191 161 151 703 164 672 219 362 533 185 220 351 127 404 477 461 418 187 173 
 
SAMPLE 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 
Voter list 50  41  47  53  55  59  53  37  56  32  44  54  36  49  54  59  44  55  59  41  40  40  
RDD sample 44  49  46  41  42  38  42  51  40  54  50  39  52  44  41  38  48  40  37  51  53  51  
Cell sample 6  10  7  6  3  4  5  12  4  14  5  7  11  7  5  3  9  4  4  8  8  9  
 
PHONE TYPE 50  59  53  47  45  41  47  63  44  68  56  46  64  51  46  41  56  45  41  59  60  60  
RDD Cell 11  18  14  12  5  4  9  19  8  21  11  11  23  9  7  6  16  7  7  16  13  22  
RDD Land 39  41  39  36  40  37  37  44  36  47  45  35  40  41  39  34  41  38  34  43  48  38  
 
   Q31 REGSTRD Q33 VOTE  
 Q29 AGE Q30 INCOME TO VOTE PROPENSITY GENDER 
 ----------------------------------------------- ----------------------- ----------- ----------------- ----------- 
          $0- $30K- $60K- $100K    ALMST     
 Total 18-29 30-39 40-49 50-64 65-74 75+ 18-49 50+ $30K $60K $100K + YES NO ALWYS ALL MOST MEN WOMEN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 104 153 198 257 87 62 455 406 160 160 196 148 381 65 390 277 108 433 469 
 
SAMPLE 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 
Voter list 50  39  38  48  58  59  63  43  59  44  50  48  48  0  0  68  49  35  50  50  
RDD sample 44  41  55  46  39  38  37  48  38  45  44  47  47  86  93  29  45  56  43  44  
Cell sample 6  20  7  6  3  3  0  10  3  11  6  6  6  14  7  4  6  9  7  6  
 
PHONE TYPE 50  61  62  52  42  41  37  57  41  56  50  52  52  100  100  32  51  65  50  50  
RDD Cell 11  28  12  11  8  8  2  15  7  23  11  8  9  21  30  6  11  14  12  11  
RDD Land 39  33  50  42  34  34  35  42  34  33  39  44  43  79  70  27  40  51  38  39  
 
 LIKELY    
 VOTER PARTY BY AGE ETHNICITY BY AGE ETHNICITY BY GENDER 
 ----------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------------------- 
    DEM DEM REP REP DTS/O DTS/O WHITE WHITE LATNO LATNO ASIAN ASIAN WHITE WHITE LATNO LATNO ASIAN ASIAN  
 Total YES NO 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 721 181 210 197 69 115 120 70 189 254 115 63 108 59 213 248 90 96 88 85 
 
SAMPLE 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 
Voter list 50  63  0  48  63  48  65  49  58  52  65  38  42  35  48  54  63  42  37  47  34  
RDD sample 44  33  86  40  34  48  31  40  41  40  33  55  48  51  52  40  33  50  55  45  58  
Cell sample 6  4  14  11  3  3  4  11  1  8  2  7  10  14  0  5  4  8  7  8  9  
 
PHONE TYPE 50% 37% 100% 52% 37% 52% 35% 51% 42% 48% 35% 62% 58% 65% 52% 46% 37% 58% 63% 53% 66% 
RDD Cell 11  7  27  15  7  7  5  13  3  11  3  12  15  24  19  9  5  13  12  17  26  
RDD Land 39  30  73  36  30  45  29  38  39  37  32  49  43  41  33  37  32  45  50  36  40  
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TABLE 91:  SPLITS 
  
 
  Q5/Q6 COMB 1/4 Q7 SALES TAX SUPPORT GIVEN  
 Q5 INITIAL 1/2 CENT SALES TAX VOTE CENT SALES TX VTE EMPLOYEE COMPENSATION CUTS PARTY BY GENDER 
 ----------------------------------------- ----------------- ----------------------------- ----------------------------------- 
  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  M-MRE SW-MR TOTAL TOTAL NO DF DEM DEM REP REP DTS/O DTS/O  
 Total YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD LIKLY LIKLY M-LKY L-LKY DK/NA MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 241 217 129 273 458 402 42 507 370 25 284 169 453 191 259 173 245 101 93 118 82 
 
AB SPLIT 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 
Split A 52  52  51  51  53  51  52  50  50  53  57  47  47  47  54  58  49  55  49  49  58  43  
Split B 48  48  49  49  47  49  48  50  50  47  43  53  53  53  46  42  51  45  51  51  42  57  
 
CD SPLIT 100  100  100  100  100  100  100  100  100  100  100  100  100  100  100  100  100  100  100  100  100  100  
Split C 49  49  47  42  51  48  48  60  48  49  42  47  47  47  50  50  48  49  48  53  51  41  
Split D 51  51  53  58  49  52  52  40  52  51  58  53  53  53  50  50  52  51  52  47  49  59  
 
 Q18 1/2 CNT SALES Q20 FINAL 1/2 CNT   
 TX VOTE AFTER POS SALES TAX VOTE Q8A INITIAL PARKING TAX VOTE GENDER BY AGE 
 ----------------- ----------------- ------------------------------------------ ----------------------- 
  TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  MEN MEN WOMEN WOMEN  
 Total YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 497 384 21 470 410 22 153 183 180 351 336 532 34 231 187 225 219 
 
AB SPLIT 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 
Split A 52  51  52  72  49  53  68  52  46  55  51  49  53  64  53  52  51  51  
Split B 48  49  48  28  51  47  32  48  54  45  49  51  47  36  47  48  49  49  
 
CD SPLIT 100  100  100  100  100  100  100  100  100  100  100  100  100  100  100  100  100  100  
Split C 49  47  50  52  48  49  51  46  49  51  49  48  50  37  51  47  46  50  
Split D 51  53  50  48  52  51  49  54  51  49  51  52  50  63  49  53  54  50  
 
  Q22 BUSINESS TAX   
 Q8B INITIAL BUSINESS TAX VOTE AFTER POSITIVES Q9 CARD ROOM PROPOSAL SAMPLE/PHONE TYPE 
 ----------------------------------------- ----------------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------------- 
  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  STR SMWT STR TOTAL TOTAL  VOTER RDD CELL RDD RDD  
 Total YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD SUPPT SUPPT OPPOS SUPPT OPPOS UNDCD LIST SAMP SAMP CELL LAND  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 203 197 157 267 400 424 78 431 434 38 349 187 229 536 306 60 452 393 57 102 348 
 
AB SPLIT 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 
Split A 52  52  51  46  52  51  50  62  53  50  64  52  53  51  52  51  49  50  53  53  53  53  
Split B 48  48  49  54  48  49  50  38  47  50  36  48  47  49  48  49  51  50  47  47  47  47  
 
CD SPLIT 100  100  100  100  100  100  100  100  100  100  100  100  100  100  100  100  100  100  100  100  100  100  
Split C 49  47  45  51  49  46  50  55  47  50  49  40  54  54  45  54  53  49  48  49  46  49  
Split D 51  53  55  49  51  54  50  45  53  50  51  60  46  46  55  46  47  51  52  51  54  51  
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TABLE 91:  SPLITS 
  
 
  Q21 WASTE DISPSAL Q10 CITY BUDGET  
 Q8C INITIAL WASTE DISPOSAL TAX TX AFTR POS & NEG 12 MONTHS FROM PARTY (COMBINED) 
 ----------------------------------------- ----------------- ----------------------------- ----------------- 
  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  SMWT MUCH TOTAL TOTAL NO DF     
 Total YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD WORSE WORSE WORSE BETTR DK/NA DEM REP DTS/O  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 205 204 148 291 409 439 54 429 450 24 131 83 214 196 56 417 195 201 
 
AB SPLIT 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 
Split A 52  47  51  56  53  49  54  57  50  53  52  100  100  100  100  100  53  49  52  
Split B 48  53  49  44  47  51  46  43  50  47  48  0  0  0  0  0  47  51  48  
 
CD SPLIT 100  100  100  100  100  100  100  100  100  100  100  100  100  100  100  100  100  100  100  
Split C 49  48  44  54  50  46  51  48  47  50  55  57  39  50  54  32  48  50  47  
Split D 51  52  56  46  50  54  49  52  53  50  45  43  61  50  46  68  52  50  53  
 
 Q11 FEELINGS ABOUT Q15 FIRST CHOICE Q16 RDC SRV  
 THE CITY BUDGET PRT/BDGT SHRTFLL /RAISG REV CITY COUNCIL DISTRICT 
 ----------------------------- ------------------ ----------- ----------------------------------------------------------- 
  SMWT VERY TOTAL TOTAL NTRL/ REDCE REDCE RAISE REDCE RAISE            
 Total NEG NEG NEG POS DK/NA COMP SRVCS RVNUE SRVCS RVNUE 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 113 91 204 107 125 368 185 228 408 344 63 99 60 70 41 95 61 95 106 100 
 
AB SPLIT 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 
Split A 52  0  0  0  0  0  49  52  54  48  54  51  54  52  53  51  47  55  51  47  50  
Split B 48  100  100  100  100  100  51  48  46  52  46  49  46  48  47  49  53  45  49  53  50  
 
CD SPLIT 100  100  100  100  100  100  100  100  100  100  100  100  100  100  100  100  100  100  100  100  100  
Split C 49  47  45  46  45  52  51  53  46  50  50  46  48  57  46  43  43  56  51  50  50  
Split D 51  53  55  54  55  48  49  47  54  50  50  54  52  43  54  57  57  44  49  50  50  
 
 VOTER SALES TAX TARGETS BUSINESS TAX TARGETS WASTE DISPOSAL TARGETS 
 ----------- ----------------------------------------- ----------------------------- ----------------------------- 
   NON- CONS CONS  POS NEG COST COMP CONS CONS  POS NEG CONS CONS  POS NEG  
 Total VOTER VOTER YES NO SWING MOVER MOVER P-MVR P-MVR YES NO SWING MOVER MOVER YES NO SWING MOVER MOVER  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 833 69 378 320 204 88 75 61 136 308 322 272 123 112 310 336 256 118 113 
 
AB SPLIT 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 
Split A 52  52  48  50  53  52  47  54  44  44  53  50  52  52  48  49  54  52  53  51  
Split B 48  48  52  50  47  48  53  46  56  56  47  50  48  48  52  51  46  48  47  49  
 
CD SPLIT 100  100  100  100  100  100  100  100  100  100  100  100  100  100  100  100  100  100  100  100  
Split C 49  49  48  46  49  51  48  51  51  51  46  48  52  50  54  44  50  53  55  50  
Split D 51  51  52  54  51  49  52  49  49  49  54  52  48  50  46  56  50  47  45  50  
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TABLE 91:  SPLITS 
  
 
  Q24 TYPE OF Q25 Q26 KIDS   
 Q23 YEARS IN SAN JOSE RESIDENCE RESIDENCE AT HOME Q27 EDUCATION Q28 ETHNICITY 
 ----------------------------- ----------- ----------- ----------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------- 
       DETCH MULTI     HS OR SOME COLL POST NON-   NON-    
 Total 0-10 11-20 21-30 31-40 41+ HOUSE UNIT OWN RENT YES NO LESS COLL GRAD GRAD COLL COLL+ WHITE WHITE LATNO ASIAN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 184 210 191 161 151 703 164 672 219 362 533 185 220 351 127 404 477 461 418 187 173 
 
AB SPLIT 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 
Split A 52  44  57  57  48  51  52  51  51  53  53  51  53  51  52  54  52  52  50  53  53  53  
Split B 48  56  43  43  52  49  48  49  49  47  47  49  47  49  48  46  48  48  50  47  47  47  
 
CD SPLIT 100  100  100  100  100  100  100  100  100  100  100  100  100  100  100  100  100  100  100  100  100  100  
Split C 49  52  50  45  48  49  48  55  48  51  49  48  47  48  49  47  48  49  48  49  46  52  
Split D 51  48  50  55  52  51  52  45  52  49  51  52  53  52  51  53  52  51  52  51  54  48  
 
   Q31 REGSTRD Q33 VOTE  
 Q29 AGE Q30 INCOME TO VOTE PROPENSITY GENDER 
 ----------------------------------------------- ----------------------- ----------- ----------------- ----------- 
          $0- $30K- $60K- $100K    ALMST     
 Total 18-29 30-39 40-49 50-64 65-74 75+ 18-49 50+ $30K $60K $100K + YES NO ALWYS ALL MOST MEN WOMEN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 104 153 198 257 87 62 455 406 160 160 196 148 381 65 390 277 108 433 469 
 
AB SPLIT 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 
Split A 52  52  52  52  51  57  44  52  51  55  51  54  53  54  46  54  46  59  52  52  
Split B 48  48  48  48  49  43  56  48  49  45  49  46  47  46  54  46  54  41  48  48  
 
CD SPLIT 100  100  100  100  100  100  100  100  100  100  100  100  100  100  100  100  100  100  100  100  
Split C 49  48  48  49  49  47  51  48  49  50  52  46  55  48  48  48  48  54  49  49  
Split D 51  52  52  51  51  53  49  52  51  50  48  54  45  52  52  52  52  46  51  51  
 
 LIKELY    
 VOTER PARTY BY AGE ETHNICITY BY AGE ETHNICITY BY GENDER 
 ----------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------------------- 
    DEM DEM REP REP DTS/O DTS/O WHITE WHITE LATNO LATNO ASIAN ASIAN WHITE WHITE LATNO LATNO ASIAN ASIAN  
 Total YES NO 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 721 181 210 197 69 115 120 70 189 254 115 63 108 59 213 248 90 96 88 85 
 
AB SPLIT 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 
Split A 52  50  57  51  53  49  51  54  49  49  51  51  55  54  49  51  49  51  54  55  52  
Split B 48  50  43  49  47  51  49  46  51  51  49  49  45  46  51  49  51  49  46  45  48  
 
CD SPLIT 100  100  100  100  100  100  100  100  100  100  100  100  100  100  100  100  100  100  100  100  100  
Split C 49  48  50  50  48  47  51  46  47  49  48  50  40  45  63  43  53  54  39  57  46  
Split D 51  52  50  50  52  53  49  54  53  51  52  50  60  55  37  57  47  46  61  43  54  
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TABLE 92:  VOTERS 
  
 
  Q5/Q6 COMB 1/4 Q7 SALES TAX SUPPORT GIVEN  
 Q5 INITIAL 1/2 CENT SALES TAX VOTE CENT SALES TX VTE EMPLOYEE COMPENSATION CUTS PARTY BY GENDER 
 ----------------------------------------- ----------------- ----------------------------- ----------------------------------- 
  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  M-MRE SW-MR TOTAL TOTAL NO DF DEM DEM REP REP DTS/O DTS/O  
 Total YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD LIKLY LIKLY M-LKY L-LKY DK/NA MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 241 217 129 273 458 402 42 507 370 25 284 169 453 191 259 173 245 101 93 118 82 
 
VOTER 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 
Voter 92  90  92  89  96  91  94  95  92  93  93  93  94  93  91  93  100  100  100  100  100  100  
Non-Voter 8  10  8  11  4  9  6  5  8  7  7  7  6  7  9  7  0  0  0  0  0  0  
 
LIKLEY VOTER 100  100  100  100  100  100  100  100  100  100  100  100  100  100  100  100  100  100  100  100  100  100  
Likely voter 80  77  72  80  88  74  85  88  76  84  91  81  77  79  78  82  85  87  94  90  80  90  
Unlikely voter 20  23  28  20  12  26  15  12  24  16  9  19  23  21  22  18  15  13  6  10  20  10  
 
 Q18 1/2 CNT SALES Q20 FINAL 1/2 CNT   
 TX VOTE AFTER POS SALES TAX VOTE Q8A INITIAL PARKING TAX VOTE GENDER BY AGE 
 ----------------- ----------------- ------------------------------------------ ----------------------- 
  TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  MEN MEN WOMEN WOMEN  
 Total YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 497 384 21 470 410 22 153 183 180 351 336 532 34 231 187 225 219 
 
VOTER 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 
Voter 92  91  95  88  91  94  91  93  89  94  92  91  93  97  88  98  91  94  
Non-Voter 8  9  5  12  9  6  9  7  11  6  8  9  7  3  12  2  9  6  
 
LIKLEY VOTER 100  100  100  100  100  100  100  100  100  100  100  100  100  100  100  100  100  100  
Likely voter 80  77  85  70  76  85  74  85  77  83  79  81  80  70  69  92  77  85  
Unlikely voter 20  23  15  30  24  15  26  15  23  17  21  19  20  30  31  8  23  15  
 
  Q22 BUSINESS TAX   
 Q8B INITIAL BUSINESS TAX VOTE AFTER POSITIVES Q9 CARD ROOM PROPOSAL SAMPLE/PHONE TYPE 
 ----------------------------------------- ----------------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------------- 
  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  STR SMWT STR TOTAL TOTAL  VOTER RDD CELL RDD RDD  
 Total YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD SUPPT SUPPT OPPOS SUPPT OPPOS UNDCD LIST SAMP SAMP CELL LAND  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 203 197 157 267 400 424 78 431 434 38 349 187 229 536 306 60 452 393 57 102 348 
 
VOTER 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 
Voter 92  87  95  92  94  91  94  92  91  93  92  91  92  93  92  94  92  100  84  92  80  86  
Non-Voter 8  13  5  8  6  9  6  8  9  7  8  9  8  7  8  6  8  0  16  8  20  14  
 
LIKLEY VOTER 100  100  100  100  100  100  100  100  100  100  100  100  100  100  100  100  100  100  100  100  100  100  
Likely voter 80  71  83  85  84  77  84  71  76  84  82  78  81  81  79  81  79  100  60  56  52  62  
Unlikely voter 20  29  17  15  16  23  16  29  24  16  18  22  19  19  21  19  21  0  40  44  48  38  
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TABLE 92:  VOTERS 
  
 
  Q21 WASTE DISPSAL Q10 CITY BUDGET  
 Q8C INITIAL WASTE DISPOSAL TAX TX AFTR POS & NEG 12 MONTHS FROM PARTY (COMBINED) 
 ----------------------------------------- ----------------- ----------------------------- ----------------- 
  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  SMWT MUCH TOTAL TOTAL NO DF     
 Total YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD WORSE WORSE WORSE BETTR DK/NA DEM REP DTS/O  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 205 204 148 291 409 439 54 429 450 24 131 83 214 196 56 417 195 201 
 
VOTER 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 
Voter 92  89  92  93  94  90  94  95  92  93  85  89  95  91  93  98  100  100  100  
Non-Voter 8  11  8  7  6  10  6  5  8  7  15  11  5  9  7  2  0  0  0  
 
LIKLEY VOTER 100  100  100  100  100  100  100  100  100  100  100  100  100  100  100  100  100  100  100  
Likely voter 80  78  76  82  83  77  83  77  76  84  70  75  87  80  74  84  86  92  84  
Unlikely voter 20  22  24  18  17  23  17  23  24  16  30  25  13  20  26  16  14  8  16  
 
 Q11 FEELINGS ABOUT Q15 FIRST CHOICE Q16 RDC SRV  
 THE CITY BUDGET PRT/BDGT SHRTFLL /RAISG REV CITY COUNCIL DISTRICT 
 ----------------------------- ------------------ ----------- ----------------------------------------------------------- 
  SMWT VERY TOTAL TOTAL NTRL/ REDCE REDCE RAISE REDCE RAISE            
 Total NEG NEG NEG POS DK/NA COMP SRVCS RVNUE SRVCS RVNUE 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 113 91 204 107 125 368 185 228 408 344 63 99 60 70 41 95 61 95 106 100 
 
VOTER 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 
Voter 92  93  97  95  86  92  95  87  92  93  91  99  94  92  87  94  98  88  91  94  98  
Non-Voter 8  7  3  5  14  8  5  13  8  7  9  1  6  8  13  6  2  12  9  6  2  
 
LIKLEY VOTER 100  100  100  100  100  100  100  100  100  100  100  100  100  100  100  100  100  100  100  100  100  
Likely voter 80  84  86  85  78  81  85  70  78  81  79  87  75  74  73  88  89  66  85  89  89  
Unlikely voter 20  16  14  15  22  19  15  30  22  19  21  13  25  26  27  12  11  34  15  11  11  
 
 VOTER SALES TAX TARGETS BUSINESS TAX TARGETS WASTE DISPOSAL TARGETS 
 ----------- ----------------------------------------- ----------------------------- ----------------------------- 
   NON- CONS CONS  POS NEG COST COMP CONS CONS  POS NEG CONS CONS  POS NEG  
 Total VOTER VOTER YES NO SWING MOVER MOVER P-MVR P-MVR YES NO SWING MOVER MOVER YES NO SWING MOVER MOVER  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 833 69 378 320 204 88 75 61 136 308 322 272 123 112 310 336 256 118 113 
 
VOTER 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 
Voter 92  100  0  92  95  90  89  94  98  94  91  95  90  92  89  91  94  91  93  91  
Non-Voter 8  0  100  8  5  10  11  6  2  6  9  5  10  8  11  9  6  9  7  9  
 
LIKLEY VOTER 100  100  100  100  100  100  100  100  100  100  100  100  100  100  100  100  100  100  100  100  
Likely voter 80  87  0  76  88  73  80  71  84  88  76  86  77  75  77  77  85  77  75  80  
Unlikely voter 20  13  100  24  12  27  20  29  16  12  24  14  23  25  23  23  15  23  25  20  
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TABLE 92:  VOTERS 
  
 
  Q24 TYPE OF Q25 Q26 KIDS   
 Q23 YEARS IN SAN JOSE RESIDENCE RESIDENCE AT HOME Q27 EDUCATION Q28 ETHNICITY 
 ----------------------------- ----------- ----------- ----------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------- 
       DETCH MULTI     HS OR SOME COLL POST NON-   NON-    
 Total 0-10 11-20 21-30 31-40 41+ HOUSE UNIT OWN RENT YES NO LESS COLL GRAD GRAD COLL COLL+ WHITE WHITE LATNO ASIAN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 184 210 191 161 151 703 164 672 219 362 533 185 220 351 127 404 477 461 418 187 173 
 
VOTER 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 
Voter 92  83  90  97  98  96  94  85  96  82  89  95  85  94  94  95  90  94  97  88  86  86  
Non-Voter 8  17  10  3  2  4  6  15  4  18  11  5  15  6  6  5  10  6  3  12  14  14  
 
LIKLEY VOTER 100  100  100  100  100  100  100  100  100  100  100  100  100  100  100  100  100  100  100  100  100  100  
Likely voter 80  69  72  84  89  92  84  65  86  63  74  84  63  82  86  86  73  86  91  68  67  66  
Unlikely voter 20  31  28  16  11  8  16  35  14  37  26  16  37  18  14  14  27  14  9  32  33  34  
 
   Q31 REGSTRD Q33 VOTE  
 Q29 AGE Q30 INCOME TO VOTE PROPENSITY GENDER 
 ----------------------------------------------- ----------------------- ----------- ----------------- ----------- 
          $0- $30K- $60K- $100K    ALMST     
 Total 18-29 30-39 40-49 50-64 65-74 75+ 18-49 50+ $30K $60K $100K + YES NO ALWYS ALL MOST MEN WOMEN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 104 153 198 257 87 62 455 406 160 160 196 148 381 65 390 277 108 433 469 
 
VOTER 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 
Voter 92  84  89  93  95  94  100  90  95  85  91  97  96  100  0  100  100  100  92  92  
Non-Voter 8  16  11  7  5  6  0  10  5  15  9  3  4  0  100  0  0  0  8  8  
 
LIKLEY VOTER 100  100  100  100  100  100  100  100  100  100  100  100  100  100  100  100  100  100  100  100  
Likely voter 80  60  70  81  87  83  99  73  88  68  77  86  81  71  0  100  100  35  79  80  
Unlikely voter 20  40  30  19  13  17  1  27  12  32  23  14  19  29  100  0  0  65  21  20  
 
 LIKELY    
 VOTER PARTY BY AGE ETHNICITY BY AGE ETHNICITY BY GENDER 
 ----------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------------------- 
    DEM DEM REP REP DTS/O DTS/O WHITE WHITE LATNO LATNO ASIAN ASIAN WHITE WHITE LATNO LATNO ASIAN ASIAN  
 Total YES NO 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 721 181 210 197 69 115 120 70 189 254 115 63 108 59 213 248 90 96 88 85 
 
VOTER 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 
Voter 92  100  62  100  100  100  100  100  100  95  98  84  91  84  89  97  97  84  88  90  83  
Non-Voter 8  0  38  0  0  0  0  0  0  5  2  16  9  16  11  3  3  16  12  10  17  
 
LIKLEY VOTER 100  100  100  100  100  100  100  100  100  100  100  100  100  100  100  100  100  100  100  100  100  
Likely voter 80  100  0  80  93  88  94  81  91  85  95  62  75  64  70  89  92  68  66  69  63  
Unlikely voter 20  0  100  20  7  12  6  19  9  15  5  38  25  36  30  11  8  32  34  31  37  
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TABLE 93:  PARTY REGISTRATION/SELF-ID COMBINED 
  
 
  Q5/Q6 COMB 1/4 Q7 SALES TAX SUPPORT GIVEN  
 Q5 INITIAL 1/2 CENT SALES TAX VOTE CENT SALES TX VTE EMPLOYEE COMPENSATION CUTS PARTY BY GENDER 
 ----------------------------------------- ----------------- ----------------------------- ----------------------------------- 
  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  M-MRE SW-MR TOTAL TOTAL NO DF DEM DEM REP REP DTS/O DTS/O  
 Total YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD LIKLY LIKLY M-LKY L-LKY DK/NA MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 241 217 129 273 458 402 42 507 370 25 284 169 453 191 259 173 245 101 93 118 82 
 
Democrat 46% 62% 47% 33% 35% 55% 34% 66% 55% 33% 63% 58% 40% 51% 35% 46% 100% 100% 0% 0% 0% 0% 
Republican 22  9  18  24  35  13  31  19  15  31  18  15  24  18  27  24  0  0  100  100  0  0  
DTS/Other 22  18  22  28  26  20  27  8  20  26  7  18  27  21  27  21  0  0  0  0  100  100  
Refused 10  11  12  15  5  12  8  8  11  9  12  9  9  9  12  10  0  0  0  0  0  0  
 
 Q18 1/2 CNT SALES Q20 FINAL 1/2 CNT   
 TX VOTE AFTER POS SALES TAX VOTE Q8A INITIAL PARKING TAX VOTE GENDER BY AGE 
 ----------------- ----------------- ------------------------------------------ ----------------------- 
  TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  MEN MEN WOMEN WOMEN  
 Total YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 497 384 21 470 410 22 153 183 180 351 336 532 34 231 187 225 219 
 
Democrat 46% 55% 35% 52% 56% 35% 47% 60% 47% 39% 41% 53% 40% 75% 39% 42% 53% 54% 
Republican 22  13  33  19  12  33  23  12  17  22  29  15  27  9  16  31  14  26  
DTS/Other 22  21  25  14  21  25  15  20  23  28  20  22  23  14  31  23  22  13  
Refused 10  12  7  14  11  8  14  8  12  11  9  11  10  3  13  3  11  8  
 
  Q22 BUSINESS TAX   
 Q8B INITIAL BUSINESS TAX VOTE AFTER POSITIVES Q9 CARD ROOM PROPOSAL SAMPLE/PHONE TYPE 
 ----------------------------------------- ----------------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------------- 
  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  STR SMWT STR TOTAL TOTAL  VOTER RDD CELL RDD RDD  
 Total YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD SUPPT SUPPT OPPOS SUPPT OPPOS UNDCD LIST SAMP SAMP CELL LAND  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 203 197 157 267 400 424 78 431 434 38 349 187 229 536 306 60 452 393 57 102 348 
 
Democrat 46% 59% 54% 34% 34% 56% 34% 62% 57% 35% 54% 52% 45% 40% 49% 41% 46% 51% 40% 52% 45% 40% 
Republican 22  10  17  27  34  13  31  11  12  32  13  15  24  31  18  29  13  26  18  12  11  19  
DTS/Other 22  16  22  29  26  19  27  14  20  24  24  22  22  21  22  21  31  23  21  27  19  22  
Refused 10  15  8  10  6  12  8  13  11  9  8  12  9  8  11  8  10  0  22  8  24  18  
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TABLE 93:  PARTY REGISTRATION/SELF-ID COMBINED 
  
 
  Q21 WASTE DISPSAL Q10 CITY BUDGET  
 Q8C INITIAL WASTE DISPOSAL TAX TX AFTR POS & NEG 12 MONTHS FROM PARTY (COMBINED) 
 ----------------------------------------- ----------------- ----------------------------- ----------------- 
  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  SMWT MUCH TOTAL TOTAL NO DF     
 Total YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD WORSE WORSE WORSE BETTR DK/NA DEM REP DTS/O  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 205 204 148 291 409 439 54 429 450 24 131 83 214 196 56 417 195 201 
 
Democrat 46% 55% 43% 38% 43% 49% 41% 63% 53% 40% 43% 42% 47% 44% 50% 49% 100% 0% 0% 
Republican 22  11  18  26  31  14  30  12  14  30  11  21  25  23  15  31  0  100  0  
DTS/Other 22  22  27  26  18  24  21  17  22  22  28  23  21  22  24  18  0  0  100  
Refused 10  12  12  9  8  12  8  8  11  9  18  14  7  11  11  3  0  0  0  
 
 Q11 FEELINGS ABOUT Q15 FIRST CHOICE Q16 RDC SRV  
 THE CITY BUDGET PRT/BDGT SHRTFLL /RAISG REV CITY COUNCIL DISTRICT 
 ----------------------------- ------------------ ----------- ----------------------------------------------------------- 
  SMWT VERY TOTAL TOTAL NTRL/ REDCE REDCE RAISE REDCE RAISE            
 Total NEG NEG NEG POS DK/NA COMP SRVCS RVNUE SRVCS RVNUE 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 113 91 204 107 125 368 185 228 408 344 63 99 60 70 41 95 61 95 106 100 
 
Democrat 46% 50% 37% 44% 47% 46% 44% 29% 59% 39% 55% 53% 43% 73% 36% 46% 52% 55% 43% 44% 46% 
Republican 22  25  30  27  21  18  28  26  10  32  13  16  26  5  21  22  30  18  19  26  31  
DTS/Other 22  19  28  23  16  26  21  30  20  22  20  29  24  15  30  26  16  13  29  22  20  
Refused 10  7  6  7  15  10  7  15  11  8  12  1  8  8  13  6  2  15  9  8  3  
 
 VOTER SALES TAX TARGETS BUSINESS TAX TARGETS WASTE DISPOSAL TARGETS 
 ----------- ----------------------------------------- ----------------------------- ----------------------------- 
   NON- CONS CONS  POS NEG COST COMP CONS CONS  POS NEG CONS CONS  POS NEG  
 Total VOTER VOTER YES NO SWING MOVER MOVER P-MVR P-MVR YES NO SWING MOVER MOVER YES NO SWING MOVER MOVER  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 833 69 378 320 204 88 75 61 136 308 322 272 123 112 310 336 256 118 113 
 
Democrat 46% 50% 0% 58% 33% 45% 47% 44% 47% 37% 60% 30% 50% 49% 48% 52% 37% 52% 58% 48% 
Republican 22  23  0  11  34  23  19  28  27  30  11  36  17  15  20  14  34  15  13  17  
DTS/Other 22  24  0  20  27  18  21  17  23  25  18  27  21  24  16  23  22  21  18  24  
Refused 10  2  100  11  7  14  13  11  2  8  11  7  13  11  16  11  7  12  11  12  
 
  Q24 TYPE OF Q25 Q26 KIDS   
 Q23 YEARS IN SAN JOSE RESIDENCE RESIDENCE AT HOME Q27 EDUCATION Q28 ETHNICITY 
 ----------------------------- ----------- ----------- ----------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------- 
       DETCH MULTI     HS OR SOME COLL POST NON-   NON-    
 Total 0-10 11-20 21-30 31-40 41+ HOUSE UNIT OWN RENT YES NO LESS COLL GRAD GRAD COLL COLL+ WHITE WHITE LATNO ASIAN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 184 210 191 161 151 703 164 672 219 362 533 185 220 351 127 404 477 461 418 187 173 
 
Democrat 46% 38% 48% 50% 46% 52% 48% 39% 48% 42% 46% 47% 49% 50% 41% 48% 49% 43% 44% 49% 57% 37% 
Republican 22% 12% 17% 27% 25% 29% 22% 20% 25% 13% 19% 23% 12% 20% 27% 25% 17% 27% 29% 14% 12% 14% 
DTS/Other 22  31  22  19  24  14  22  25  21  27  22  23  22  22  24  21  22  23  21  23  16  32  
Refused 10  18  13  4  5  6  8  16  6  19  13  7  17  8  8  6  12  7  5  14  15  18  
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TABLE 93:  PARTY REGISTRATION/SELF-ID COMBINED 
  
 
   Q31 REGSTRD Q33 VOTE  
 Q29 AGE Q30 INCOME TO VOTE PROPENSITY GENDER 
 ----------------------------------------------- ----------------------- ----------- ----------------- ----------- 
          $0- $30K- $60K- $100K    ALMST     
 Total 18-29 30-39 40-49 50-64 65-74 75+ 18-49 50+ $30K $60K $100K + YES NO ALWYS ALL MOST MEN WOMEN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 104 153 198 257 87 62 455 406 160 160 196 148 381 65 390 277 108 433 469 
 
Democrat 46% 51% 43% 46% 47% 55% 44% 46% 48% 43% 50% 53% 48% 49% 0% 51% 48% 62% 40% 52% 
Republican 22  6  16  19  27  23  41  15  28  14  19  23  25  20  0  28  23  17  23  20  
DTS/Other 22  27  28  25  19  15  13  26  17  26  18  20  22  25  0  20  27  19  27  18  
Refused 10  16  13  10  7  6  2  12  6  17  12  4  5  5  100  2  2  2  9  10  
 
 LIKELY    
 VOTER PARTY BY AGE ETHNICITY BY AGE ETHNICITY BY GENDER 
 ----------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------------------- 
    DEM DEM REP REP DTS/O DTS/O WHITE WHITE LATNO LATNO ASIAN ASIAN WHITE WHITE LATNO LATNO ASIAN ASIAN  
 Total YES NO 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 721 181 210 197 69 115 120 70 189 254 115 63 108 59 213 248 90 96 88 85 
 
Democrat 46% 50% 32% 100% 100% 0% 0% 0% 0% 45% 46% 57% 60% 33% 43% 34% 53% 52% 62% 38% 35% 
Republican 22  25  9  0  0  100  100  0  0  21  34  10  13  10  22  32  26  14  10  13  15  
DTS/Other 22  24  17  0  0  0  0  100  100  27  17  16  18  38  21  28  15  18  14  36  27  
Refused 10  2  42  0  0  0  0  0  0  7  3  17  9  19  15  6  5  16  14  13  23  
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TABLE 94:  DEMOGRAPHIC COMBINATIONS 
  
 
  Q5/Q6 COMB 1/4 Q7 SALES TAX SUPPORT GIVEN  
 Q5 INITIAL 1/2 CENT SALES TAX VOTE CENT SALES TX VTE EMPLOYEE COMPENSATION CUTS PARTY BY GENDER 
 ----------------------------------------- ----------------- ----------------------------- ----------------------------------- 
  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  M-MRE SW-MR TOTAL TOTAL NO DF DEM DEM REP REP DTS/O DTS/O  
 Total YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD LIKLY LIKLY M-LKY L-LKY DK/NA MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 899 240 217 128 272 457 401 42 505 369 25 282 169 451 191 257 173 245 101 93 118 82 
 
GENDER BY AGE 96% 96% 95% 98% 96% 95% 97% 91% 96% 96% 87% 96% 96% 96% 97% 95% 98% 97% 95% 94% 96% 93% 
Men 18-49 26  29  24  28  25  27  26  9  26  25  23  25  31  28  25  22  53  0  37  0  60  0  
Men 50+ 21  17  13  16  34  15  28  12  15  29  14  19  21  20  27  18  46  0  58  0  36  0  
Women 18-49 25  22  34  30  17  28  21  36  29  19  25  24  27  25  20  29  0  49  0  34  0  60  
Women 50+ 24  28  24  25  20  26  22  34  26  22  25  28  16  23  25  26  0  48  0  60  0  34  
 
PARTY BY GENDER 90  89  88  86  96  88  92  92  90  92  88  91  91  91  88  91  100  100  100  100  100  100  
Democrat men 19  28  17  8  19  23  16  14  22  15  23  24  18  22  19  14  100  0  0  0  0  0  
Democrat women 27  35  30  25  16  33  19  51  33  18  40  34  21  29  16  32  0  100  0  0  0  0  
Republican men 11  4  7  10  24  5  19  3  6  19  9  6  12  8  15  13  0  0  100  0  0  0  
Republican women 10  5  12  14  11  8  12  16  9  12  10  9  11  10  11  11  0  0  0  100  0  0  
DTS/Other men 13  10  12  17  16  11  17  4  11  17  3  10  18  13  16  11  0  0  0  0  100  0  
DTS/Other women 9  8  11  11  9  9  10  4  9  10  4  8  9  8  11  10  0  0  0  0  0  100  
 
PARTY BY AGE 87  85  84  85  92  85  90  85  86  89  78  88  87  87  86  87  98  97  95  94  96  93  
Democrat 18-49 23  30  28  20  14  29  16  37  30  14  31  29  24  27  15  24  53  49  0  0  0  0  
Democrat 50+ 22  31  18  13  20  25  18  24  24  19  24  28  15  23  20  22  46  48  0  0  0  0  
Republican 18-49 8  2  6  13  12  4  12  5  5  11  14  4  11  7  7  10  0  0  37  34  0  0  
Republican 50+ 13  6  10  11  22  8  19  12  9  19  2  10  11  10  19  12  0  0  58  60  0  0  
DTS/Other 18-49 13  12  15  16  14  13  15  3  13  14  3  11  17  13  18  11  0  0  0  0  60  60  
DTS/Other 50+ 8  4  7  12  10  6  11  4  6  11  4  6  10  8  8  8  0  0  0  0  36  34  
 
ETHNICITY BY AGE 88  86  88  92  87  87  88  86  88  87  81  88  86  87  92  86  88  87  87  88  89  87  
White 18-49 21  17  22  28  19  19  22  32  21  20  26  18  27  21  17  23  18  22  24  17  28  22  
White 50+ 28  26  25  28  33  25  31  30  25  33  23  30  21  27  33  28  24  31  42  48  22  21  
Latino 18-49 13  16  18  10  9  17  9  0  16  9  2  16  13  15  11  11  19  13  5  7  8  10  
Latino 50+ 7  10  6  5  6  8  6  9  8  6  7  9  7  8  6  5  7  11  5  4  6  5  
Asian 18-49 12  11  13  16  10  12  12  10  13  11  16  10  13  11  14  12  9  8  4  8  20  20  
Asian 50+ 7  6  5  5  9  6  8  5  5  9  7  5  5  5  10  6  10  3  8  5  6  7  
 
ETHNICITY BY GENDER 91  90  93  94  90  91  91  94  92  90  94  91  90  91  93  90  89  90  91  94  91  92  
White men 24  19  18  24  34  18  31  16  18  31  27  20  21  20  32  24  42  0  67  0  50  0  
White women 28  26  31  34  20  28  24  55  30  24  35  30  28  29  19  31  0  54  0  71  0  47  
Latino men 10  13  13  8  7  13  7  2  12  7  5  13  17  14  8  4  27  0  12  0  14  0  
Latino women 11  13  13  7  9  13  9  7  13  8  4  12  6  10  9  14  0  24  0  10  0  17  
Asian men 10  12  5  11  13  8  12  1  9  12  0  9  12  10  10  9  19  0  12  0  26  0  
Asian women 10  7  14  11  7  10  8  13  10  8  23  8  7  7  15  9  0  12  0  14  0  28  
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 Q18 1/2 CNT SALES Q20 FINAL 1/2 CNT   
 TX VOTE AFTER POS SALES TAX VOTE Q8A INITIAL PARKING TAX VOTE GENDER BY AGE 
 ----------------- ----------------- ------------------------------------------ ----------------------- 
  TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  MEN MEN WOMEN WOMEN  
 Total YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 899 495 382 21 469 408 22 153 183 180 349 336 529 34 231 187 225 219 
 
GENDER BY AGE 96% 96% 95% 99% 96% 95% 100% 96% 97% 96% 95% 96% 95% 97% 100% 100% 100% 100% 
Men 18-49 26  26  25  20  28  24  0  29  34  28  19  32  22  18  100  0  0  0  
Men 50+ 21  15  28  24  16  27  10  17  20  18  25  19  22  17  0  100  0  0  
Women 18-49 25  30  19  23  27  22  37  28  22  24  26  24  25  28  0  0  100  0  
Women 50+ 24  25  23  33  25  22  53  22  21  26  25  21  26  35  0  0  0  100  
 
PARTY BY GENDER 90  88  93  86  89  92  86  92  88  89  91  90  91  97  87  97  89  92  
Democrat men 19  22  15  25  24  14  6  28  23  16  14  25  15  27  39  42  0  0  
Democrat women 27  33  20  28  33  20  41  32  24  23  27  27  26  48  0  0  53  54  
Republican men 11  4  20  9  4  20  0  4  10  10  17  7  15  0  16  31  0  0  
Republican women 10  8  13  11  8  13  23  8  8  12  12  8  12  9  0  0  14  26  
DTS/Other men 13  11  16  9  12  16  4  12  15  18  10  14  13  9  31  23  0  0  
DTS/Other women 9  10  9  5  9  9  11  8  8  10  10  8  10  5  0  0  22  13  
 
PARTY BY AGE 87  85  90  85  86  88  86  88  85  86  87  86  87  94  87  97  89  92  
Democrat 18-49 23  30  15  24  29  16  21  33  23  19  20  28  20  41  39  0  53  0  
Democrat 50+ 22  24  19  27  26  17  26  25  22  19  21  23  20  31  0  42  0  54  
Republican 18-49 8  4  12  13  5  11  4  2  8  8  10  6  10  0  16  0  14  0  
Republican 50+ 13  8  20  7  6  20  19  8  9  12  18  8  16  9  0  31  0  26  
DTS/Other 18-49 13  14  14  5  13  13  11  16  15  19  10  15  13  4  31  0  22  0  
DTS/Other 50+ 8  6  10  9  7  10  4  4  8  9  9  6  9  9  0  23  0  13  
 
ETHNICITY BY AGE 88  89  87  86  89  86  98  89  93  87  84  91  85  94  91  92  90  93  
White 18-49 21  22  21  9  22  20  17  21  24  21  19  22  20  24  41  0  42  0  
White 50+ 28  25  33  28  25  32  43  21  29  27  31  25  30  37  0  61  0  64  
Latino 18-49 13  15  10  15  15  10  6  20  16  11  9  18  10  11  27  0  24  0  
Latino 50+ 7  8  5  7  8  6  4  8  6  5  8  7  7  8  0  13  0  17  
Asian 18-49 12  14  10  14  13  10  13  12  14  13  11  13  12  8  23  0  24  0  
Asian 50+ 7  4  9  14  5  8  14  7  5  9  6  6  7  6  0  18  0  12  
 
ETHNICITY BY GENDER 91  92  91  88  92  90  98  93  96  91  87  95  89  97  91  92  90  93  
White men 24  18  31  12  20  29  9  18  27  24  24  23  24  22  41  61  0  0  
White women 28  30  24  26  29  25  52  26  27  26  29  26  28  42  0  0  42  64  
Latino men 10  12  7  15  13  8  0  14  14  10  6  14  7  10  27  13  0  0  
Latino women 11  12  9  7  12  10  10  15  7  9  12  11  11  8  0  0  24  17  
Asian men 10  9  12  5  9  11  0  12  12  10  9  12  9  0  23  18  0  0  
Asian women 10  11  7  23  11  7  27  8  9  12  9  8  10  14  0  0  24  12  
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  Q22 BUSINESS TAX   
 Q8B INITIAL BUSINESS TAX VOTE AFTER POSITIVES Q9 CARD ROOM PROPOSAL SAMPLE/PHONE TYPE 
 ----------------------------------------- ----------------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------------- 
  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  STR SMWT STR TOTAL TOTAL  VOTER RDD CELL RDD RDD  
 Total YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD SUPPT SUPPT OPPOS SUPPT OPPOS UNDCD LIST SAMP SAMP CELL LAND  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 899 202 197 157 266 399 423 78 429 433 38 349 187 227 535 304 59 452 390 57 100 347 
 
GENDER BY AGE 96% 94% 97% 95% 97% 96% 96% 95% 97% 94% 95% 97% 96% 96% 97% 94% 94% 96% 95% 97% 97% 95% 
Men 18-49 26  31  26  28  23  29  25  17  29  23  17  24  31  24  27  25  18  21  29  39  37  28  
Men 50+ 21  16  15  22  30  16  27  14  16  26  10  21  17  24  19  23  22  25  17  8  10  18  
Women 18-49 25  24  29  24  19  27  21  37  28  21  36  28  25  21  27  21  30  22  27  38  31  28  
Women 50+ 24  23  26  21  25  25  24  27  23  25  32  25  23  27  24  25  24  28  22  12  19  22  
 
PARTY BY GENDER 90  85  93  90  94  89  93  87  89  91  92  88  91  92  89  92  91  100  79  92  77  82  
Democrat men 19  27  22  11  15  25  14  21  25  13  21  22  17  17  20  19  18  21  16  25  24  15  
Democrat women 27  32  32  23  19  32  20  40  32  22  33  30  28  24  29  23  29  30  24  27  22  25  
Republican men 11  4  6  17  20  5  19  4  5  18  2  8  11  18  9  17  4  13  10  6  5  10  
Republican women 10  6  11  11  14  9  13  7  7  14  11  7  13  13  9  13  10  13  9  6  6  9  
DTS/Other men 13  8  12  21  15  10  17  7  11  16  7  11  15  13  12  13  21  13  13  15  13  13  
DTS/Other women 9  8  9  8  11  9  10  8  9  8  17  11  7  8  10  8  9  10  8  12  7  9  
 
PARTY BY AGE 87  80  90  86  92  85  90  83  87  87  87  87  87  89  87  88  85  96  76  89  75  79  
Democrat 18-49 23  30  31  18  13  31  15  31  31  15  31  27  27  17  27  19  18  23  22  41  32  22  
Democrat 50+ 22  26  22  15  21  24  19  29  25  19  21  24  17  22  21  21  28  27  17  11  13  17  
Republican 18-49 8  2  7  11  11  5  11  6  5  11  0  5  11  9  7  9  5  7  9  4  5  9  
Republican 50+ 13  6  10  14  22  8  19  4  6  19  13  10  10  21  10  19  7  17  9  8  6  10  
DTS/Other 18-49 13  11  13  18  14  12  16  8  14  13  16  12  12  14  12  14  21  13  12  23  16  13  
DTS/Other 50+ 8  4  7  10  11  6  10  4  6  10  5  9  10  5  9  5  7  9  7  1  2  8  
 
ETHNICITY BY AGE 88  88  93  87  85  91  86  86  90  86  91  88  87  89  88  88  88  89  87  87  90  86  
White 18-49 21  16  21  24  19  19  21  34  20  21  25  21  21  22  21  22  19  22  19  27  21  20  
White 50+ 28  24  27  28  33  26  31  26  24  32  32  29  25  31  28  29  28  36  22  9  9  23  
Latino 18-49 13  23  17  8  7  20  8  6  17  9  10  16  14  9  15  10  5  10  16  15  14  16  
Latino 50+ 7  10  6  4  7  8  6  6  7  7  4  6  7  10  6  8  4  6  8  11  9  8  
Asian 18-49 12  12  14  16  10  13  12  7  15  9  17  10  16  10  12  11  20  8  14  26  26  13  
Asian 50+ 7  3  8  8  8  6  8  6  6  7  3  7  4  7  6  7  11  6  8  0  11  6  
 
ETHNICITY BY GENDER 91  94  94  91  87  94  89  90  92  90  94  91  91  92  91  92  91  92  91  87  91  90  
White men 24  17  20  29  29  19  29  20  19  28  20  23  23  26  23  25  20  26  22  20  19  23  
White women 28  27  28  25  25  28  25  43  27  28  37  28  26  28  28  27  30  35  21  16  12  23  
Latino men 10  17  12  9  6  15  7  4  12  8  5  11  10  9  11  10  3  8  12  13  12  12  
Latino women 11  16  12  5  9  14  8  9  12  9  12  11  12  11  11  11  6  8  14  13  12  14  
Asian men 10  12  9  11  10  10  10  5  12  9  0  7  12  10  9  11  12  9  10  13  15  9  
Asian women 10  6  12  13  9  9  10  8  10  8  19  10  7  8  9  8  20  6  13  13  22  10  
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  Q21 WASTE DISPSAL Q10 CITY BUDGET  
 Q8C INITIAL WASTE DISPOSAL TAX TX AFTR POS & NEG 12 MONTHS FROM PARTY (COMBINED) 
 ----------------------------------------- ----------------- ----------------------------- ----------------- 
  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  SMWT MUCH TOTAL TOTAL NO DF     
 Total YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD WORSE WORSE WORSE BETTR DK/NA DEM REP DTS/O  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 899 204 204 148 289 408 437 54 427 448 24 131 82 213 195 56 417 195 201 
 
GENDER BY AGE 96% 96% 95% 96% 96% 96% 96% 91% 96% 96% 89% 95% 98% 96% 97% 91% 98% 95% 95% 
Men 18-49 26  33  30  24  20  31  22  15  32  21  5  32  16  26  28  23  22  20  35  
Men 50+ 21  14  16  20  29  15  26  23  16  26  15  18  34  24  16  25  19  30  21  
Women 18-49 25  32  24  31  19  28  23  19  26  23  39  22  17  20  29  26  29  16  24  
Women 50+ 24  18  25  22  28  21  26  35  22  27  29  23  31  26  25  17  28  29  14  
 
PARTY BY GENDER 90  88  89  91  93  88  92  92  90  92  82  86  94  89  89  97  100  100  100  
Democrat men 19  24  20  14  17  22  16  25  26  13  11  18  19  18  19  18  41  0  0  
Democrat women 27  31  23  24  26  27  26  38  28  26  32  24  29  26  32  31  59  0  0  
Republican men 11  5  8  11  19  7  16  6  6  17  0  12  11  12  6  23  0  52  0  
Republican women 10  5  10  15  13  8  14  6  8  13  11  9  14  11  9  8  0  48  0  
DTS/Other men 13  12  14  18  12  13  14  9  12  14  18  17  19  17  15  6  0  0  59  
DTS/Other women 9  10  13  9  7  11  7  8  10  8  10  6  3  5  10  12  0  0  41  
 
PARTY BY AGE 87  84  85  88  91  84  90  84  86  89  71  84  91  87  86  88  98  95  95  
Democrat 18-49 23  36  22  21  17  29  18  22  31  17  15  20  15  18  30  20  50  0  0  
Democrat 50+ 22  17  21  17  26  19  23  37  21  22  25  20  33  25  19  25  47  0  0  
Republican 18-49 8  3  8  10  10  5  10  3  5  10  7  8  4  7  5  17  0  36  0  
Republican 50+ 13  7  8  15  20  8  18  6  7  18  5  13  20  16  9  11  0  59  0  
DTS/Other 18-49 13  14  17  18  9  16  12  4  14  13  8  18  11  16  13  12  0  0  60  
DTS/Other 50+ 8  6  9  7  8  7  8  12  7  9  13  4  8  6  10  4  0  0  35  
 
ETHNICITY BY AGE 88  89  91  91  85  90  87  83  89  87  83  86  89  87  88  83  88  88  88  
White 18-49 21  22  21  31  17  21  21  16  22  20  18  21  17  19  22  18  20  21  26  
White 50+ 28  19  29  25  34  24  31  39  24  32  23  27  36  30  25  31  28  45  21  
Latino 18-49 13  20  14  8  10  17  9  7  16  9  12  14  3  10  15  17  16  6  9  
Latino 50+ 7  5  6  5  9  6  8  10  6  8  7  4  9  6  10  6  9  4  6  
Asian 18-49 12  17  16  13  7  16  9  4  16  9  12  15  10  13  13  8  8  6  20  
Asian 50+ 7  5  5  8  8  5  8  7  5  8  11  6  14  9  5  3  6  7  6  
 
ETHNICITY BY GENDER 91  92  95  94  87  93  90  89  93  90  84  91  90  90  91  92  90  93  91  
White men 24  16  23  26  28  20  28  22  20  27  13  22  26  24  22  27  18  35  30  
White women 28  26  28  32  24  27  27  39  28  28  30  26  27  26  26  27  31  34  19  
Latino men 10  14  14  7  6  14  7  10  14  6  0  9  5  8  11  14  11  6  8  
Latino women 11  13  9  7  13  11  11  7  9  12  19  10  7  9  13  13  14  5  7  
Asian men 10  14  9  10  9  11  9  2  11  9  6  13  16  14  8  3  8  6  16  
Asian women 10  9  12  12  7  10  9  10  11  8  18  9  8  9  10  8  7  6  12  
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 Q11 FEELINGS ABOUT Q15 FIRST CHOICE Q16 RDC SRV  
 THE CITY BUDGET PRT/BDGT SHRTFLL /RAISG REV CITY COUNCIL DISTRICT 
 ----------------------------- ------------------ ----------- ----------------------------------------------------------- 
  SMWT VERY TOTAL TOTAL NTRL/ REDCE REDCE RAISE REDCE RAISE            
 Total NEG NEG NEG POS DK/NA COMP SRVCS RVNUE SRVCS RVNUE 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 899 113 89 202 107 125 367 184 228 407 342 63 99 60 70 41 95 61 95 106 100 
 
GENDER BY AGE 96% 96% 93% 95% 96% 97% 96% 97% 95% 96% 97% 97% 98% 100% 95% 100% 99% 97% 95% 98% 94% 
Men 18-49 26  24  21  23  32  22  22  32  23  27  25  18  26  30  33  33  22  25  29  28  19  
Men 50+ 21  22  27  24  15  20  25  22  16  24  17  21  29  18  19  25  19  18  19  21  28  
Women 18-49 25  22  15  19  30  33  22  24  32  22  27  30  20  42  20  19  34  36  13  22  18  
Women 50+ 24  29  31  29  19  22  26  19  24  22  28  27  23  10  24  23  24  19  34  27  29  
 
PARTY BY GENDER 90  93  95  94  85  90  93  86  89  92  88  99  92  92  87  94  98  85  91  92  97  
Democrat men 19  21  17  20  24  18  19  13  21  16  22  14  22  24  18  23  18  25  19  14  20  
Democrat women 27  28  20  25  24  28  25  16  38  22  33  38  20  48  18  23  34  29  24  29  25  
Republican men 11  14  17  16  6  11  14  15  4  19  4  9  14  5  11  11  10  8  13  15  14  
Republican women 10  10  13  11  15  7  14  11  6  13  9  7  13  0  10  11  20  10  6  11  17  
DTS/Other men 13  8  16  12  8  14  12  19  11  13  13  17  15  13  16  20  12  5  14  13  14  
DTS/Other women 9  10  13  11  8  13  9  12  9  8  7  12  9  2  14  5  5  8  15  9  6  
 
PARTY BY AGE 87  89  91  90  81  88  90  83  84  88  86  96  91  92  82  94  97  82  86  90  90  
Democrat 18-49 23  23  13  18  29  27  20  16  30  19  29  19  17  57  18  25  32  31  15  20  18  
Democrat 50+ 22  26  24  25  18  18  23  12  27  19  25  32  25  16  17  21  20  24  25  24  27  
Republican 18-49 8  8  11  9  10  5  10  8  4  12  4  6  11  0  6  3  12  10  6  11  5  
Republican 50+ 13  14  18  16  8  12  17  16  5  18  9  10  14  5  14  20  17  5  12  14  22  
DTS/Other 18-49 13  11  11  11  12  16  10  22  13  13  11  22  11  11  18  22  11  8  17  13  11  
DTS/Other 50+ 8  6  14  10  4  9  10  8  5  7  8  7  13  4  9  4  5  3  11  9  8  
 
ETHNICITY BY AGE 88  94  78  87  90  89  89  89  86  87  90  86  91  87  90  90  91  95  83  91  86  
White 18-49 21  20  15  18  21  30  20  21  23  23  21  22  17  35  14  6  33  17  10  25  21  
White 50+ 28  29  39  33  25  23  35  22  26  30  28  39  31  19  24  9  30  17  25  42  44  
Latino 18-49 13  11  9  10  18  13  11  15  12  10  15  7  12  23  9  29  10  33  12  10  3  
Latino 50+ 7  9  4  7  5  7  6  7  6  6  8  1  15  6  5  23  6  14  8  3  4  
Asian 18-49 12  14  5  10  20  7  8  15  15  12  11  11  12  5  26  16  7  8  15  9  10  
Asian 50+ 7  11  6  9  2  9  8  9  5  7  7  7  4  0  12  6  5  6  12  1  3  
 
ETHNICITY BY GENDER 91  98  81  90  95  92  92  92  90  90  93  88  93  87  93  90  92  97  87  93  92  
White men 24  21  32  26  22  23  26  24  22  28  21  23  23  27  23  4  31  19  20  26  31  
White women 28  30  25  28  28  33  31  21  29  27  30  39  27  26  17  12  33  18  16  42  37  
Latino men 10  7  6  6  16  11  9  13  6  9  10  4  16  17  6  30  3  17  8  9  8  
Latino women 11  15  8  12  7  10  9  11  11  8  13  5  10  11  9  22  13  30  13  5  2  
Asian men 10  19  2  11  9  6  9  14  8  11  9  9  11  3  20  17  5  6  14  9  6  
Asian women 10  6  9  7  13  10  8  9  13  8  10  9  5  2  18  5  8  8  15  2  8  
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 VOTER SALES TAX TARGETS BUSINESS TAX TARGETS WASTE DISPOSAL TARGETS 
 ----------- ----------------------------------------- ----------------------------- ----------------------------- 
   NON- CONS CONS  POS NEG COST COMP CONS CONS  POS NEG CONS CONS  POS NEG  
 Total VOTER VOTER YES NO SWING MOVER MOVER P-MVR P-MVR YES NO SWING MOVER MOVER YES NO SWING MOVER MOVER  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 899 832 67 377 318 203 88 75 61 136 306 321 272 123 112 309 335 255 118 113 
 
GENDER BY AGE 96% 96% 97% 96% 96% 95% 96% 89% 100% 97% 96% 95% 96% 99% 93% 96% 97% 94% 95% 94% 
Men 18-49 26  24  40  29  27  17  19  14  19  27  31  24  21  26  17  35  21  20  24  20  
Men 50+ 21  22  7  15  30  17  19  16  14  26  16  30  15  18  14  14  28  20  21  19  
Women 18-49 25  25  29  26  18  33  38  33  42  26  28  18  30  30  29  27  21  28  24  29  
Women 50+ 24  25  21  25  21  28  20  27  25  19  22  22  29  26  32  20  27  26  26  26  
 
PARTY BY GENDER 90  98  0  90  94  87  87  89  98  92  90  94  87  89  84  89  93  89  90  88  
Democrat men 19  21  0  26  16  13  15  10  11  14  28  13  16  19  12  25  13  20  26  14  
Democrat women 27  29  0  33  17  32  33  35  37  23  32  17  33  30  36  26  24  33  32  34  
Republican men 11  12  0  4  21  9  7  13  10  15  4  22  7  8  8  6  20  6  5  9  
Republican women 10  11  0  7  12  13  12  15  18  15  7  14  10  8  12  8  14  8  9  8  
DTS/Other men 13  14  0  11  17  10  12  9  13  19  9  18  12  15  11  12  15  13  11  14  
DTS/Other women 9  10  0  9  10  9  10  8  11  6  9  9  9  10  5  12  7  9  7  10  
 
PARTY BY AGE 87  94  0  86  91  83  85  80  98  90  87  90  84  88  78  86  91  83  85  83  
Democrat 18-49 23  25  0  31  15  23  29  23  33  20  34  12  25  24  23  31  14  26  29  25  
Democrat 50+ 22  24  0  26  18  21  17  19  15  16  25  18  23  25  22  19  23  24  28  20  
Republican 18-49 8  8  0  4  13  7  7  4  11  14  5  14  4  5  4  6  13  3  2  4  
Republican 50+ 13  14  0  6  20  14  11  20  16  16  5  21  13  10  16  7  20  10  9  12  
DTS/Other 18-49 13  14  0  13  14  12  13  12  16  14  12  14  14  18  9  16  12  12  10  14  
DTS/Other 50+ 8  8  0  6  11  5  7  3  7  11  6  12  5  6  4  7  9  8  7  8  
 
ETHNICITY BY AGE 88  87  94  88  88  87  91  78  93  91  91  85  87  86  86  90  86  88  88  90  
White 18-49 21  22  14  22  22  18  27  10  34  27  20  21  21  20  22  22  20  22  23  22  
White 50+ 28  30  9  26  34  24  22  23  24  29  23  33  29  25  32  23  33  29  28  31  
Latino 18-49 13  12  27  17  9  12  9  15  8  11  22  8  8  5  10  20  9  9  7  10  
Latino 50+ 7  7  8  7  4  10  10  11  5  5  8  7  5  4  6  4  7  10  11  10  
Asian 18-49 12  11  26  12  10  15  19  12  18  12  12  8  16  23  9  17  7  12  12  13  
Asian 50+ 7  6  9  4  8  8  4  8  5  6  5  7  8  9  8  5  9  6  7  4  
 
ETHNICITY BY GENDER 91  91  97  92  90  92  94  88  93  93  95  90  90  87  91  93  88  93  93  95  
White men 24  25  11  20  34  15  17  12  17  26  20  33  16  17  14  20  29  20  21  22  
White women 28  29  12  29  25  29  35  27  40  32  26  23  35  29  42  26  25  33  33  35  
Latino men 10  9  21  13  6  10  9  10  3  8  16  8  5  4  7  16  6  9  12  9  
Latino women 11  10  18  11  7  15  10  20  10  8  15  9  8  6  10  10  11  11  7  13  
Asian men 10  9  14  9  13  7  9  8  9  14  10  8  11  16  10  12  9  8  8  9  
Asian women 10  9  21  9  6  16  14  12  13  4  8  8  13  16  8  11  7  11  12  9  
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  Q24 TYPE OF Q25 Q26 KIDS   
 Q23 YEARS IN SAN JOSE RESIDENCE RESIDENCE AT HOME Q27 EDUCATION Q28 ETHNICITY 
 ----------------------------- ----------- ----------- ----------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------- 
       DETCH MULTI     HS OR SOME COLL POST NON-   NON-    
 Total 0-10 11-20 21-30 31-40 41+ HOUSE UNIT OWN RENT YES NO LESS COLL GRAD GRAD COLL COLL+ WHITE WHITE LATNO ASIAN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 899 184 209 191 161 151 703 164 672 219 361 533 184 220 351 127 404 477 461 418 187 173 
 
GENDER BY AGE 96% 94% 95% 97% 97% 98% 96% 97% 96% 97% 96% 96% 97% 97% 95% 95% 97% 95% 96% 96% 95% 97% 
Men 18-49 26  32  37  28  18  7  24  33  21  39  34  20  31  23  29  18  27  26  21  31  33  31  
Men 50+ 21  10  12  28  24  34  21  21  24  12  10  28  16  16  24  26  16  25  25  17  13  19  
Women 18-49 25  41  35  22  15  8  25  25  24  29  43  13  21  29  22  27  25  23  21  31  29  32  
Women 50+ 24  11  11  19  40  49  25  18  27  17  9  35  30  29  20  24  29  21  30  18  21  15  
 
PARTY BY GENDER 90  82  88  96  95  94  92  84  94  81  87  93  83  92  92  94  88  93  95  86  85  82  
Democrat men 19  14  19  24  16  23  19  20  19  21  17  21  23  18  19  17  20  19  16  23  25  19  
Democrat women 27  24  29  26  30  28  29  20  29  21  29  26  26  32  22  32  29  24  28  26  32  17  
Republican men 11  5  10  19  11  12  11  12  13  7  10  12  7  10  14  13  9  14  15  8  7  7  
Republican women 10  7  8  7  15  17  11  9  12  6  9  11  6  10  13  12  8  13  14  6  5  7  
DTS/Other men 13  18  16  11  15  5  13  16  12  16  13  13  14  9  16  14  11  15  13  13  9  18  
DTS/Other women 9  13  6  8  9  9  9  9  8  11  8  10  9  13  8  7  11  8  8  10  7  14  
 
PARTY BY AGE 87  76  84  92  93  93  89  82  90  79  84  89  80  90  88  89  86  88  92  83  82  80  
Democrat 18-49 23  30  34  29  11  7  24  24  21  30  38  14  25  26  22  17  26  20  18  29  35  20  
Democrat 50+ 22  6  11  21  34  45  23  15  25  12  7  32  23  23  18  30  23  21  25  18  20  15  
Republican 18-49 8  5  11  9  8  5  8  7  8  6  11  5  2  7  12  8  5  11  9  7  6  7  
Republican 50+ 13  4  6  17  16  24  13  13  15  6  7  17  10  13  14  14  11  14  19  6  4  7  
DTS/Other 18-49 13  24  16  10  11  2  13  14  11  19  18  11  13  14  13  15  14  13  11  16  10  24  
DTS/Other 50+ 8  5  5  7  13  11  8  9  9  5  3  11  7  7  10  6  7  9  9  7  6  7  
 
ETHNICITY BY AGE 88  85  87  88  87  93  89  84  89  87  89  88  89  88  87  88  88  87  96  83  95  97  
White 18-49 21  35  25  21  13  7  21  22  22  19  32  14  10  21  25  23  16  24  41  0  0  0  
White 50+ 28  11  15  28  39  58  29  22  33  14  9  41  19  31  30  35  26  31  55  0  0  0  
Latino 18-49 13  8  21  15  12  6  13  15  8  28  24  5  26  16  9  2  20  7  0  28  62  0  
Latino 50+ 7  2  2  6  11  18  7  7  7  7  5  9  16  6  4  3  11  4  0  15  34  0  
Asian 18-49 12  23  20  8  4  1  12  13  11  14  14  11  11  9  13  15  10  14  0  26  0  63  
Asian 50+ 7  7  5  10  8  2  7  5  7  4  4  8  7  5  6  9  6  7  0  14  0  34  
 
ETHNICITY BY GENDER 91  90  92  92  90  94  92  86  93  88  92  91  91  90  92  93  90  92  100  86  100  100  
White men 24  20  21  29  22  27  23  26  26  17  18  27  13  22  31  25  18  29  46  0  0  0  
White women 28  27  21  22  33  39  29  20  32  16  24  30  16  32  27  36  25  29  54  0  0  0  
Latino men 10  6  13  12  8  12  10  10  7  19  16  6  24  11  5  3  17  4  0  22  48  0  
Latino women 11  5  12  10  15  13  10  13  8  17  15  8  19  12  9  4  15  7  0  23  52  0  
Asian men 10  14  12  12  8  1  10  12  9  11  8  11  7  6  12  14  6  13  0  21  0  51  
Asian women 10  17  14  7  5  3  10  6  10  8  12  8  12  8  8  11  10  9  0  20  0  49  
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   Q31 REGSTRD Q33 VOTE  
 Q29 AGE Q30 INCOME TO VOTE PROPENSITY GENDER 
 ----------------------------------------------- ----------------------- ----------- ----------------- ----------- 
          $0- $30K- $60K- $100K    ALMST     
 Total 18-29 30-39 40-49 50-64 65-74 75+ 18-49 50+ $30K $60K $100K + YES NO ALWYS ALL MOST MEN WOMEN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 899 104 153 198 257 87 62 455 406 160 160 196 148 380 65 390 277 108 431 468 
 
GENDER BY AGE 96% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 99% 98% 95% 100% 95% 96% 98% 97% 95% 
Men 18-49 26  57  44  53  0  0  0  51  0  34  24  25  28  28  42  20  25  40  53  0  
Men 50+ 21  0  0  0  50  40  39  0  46  13  29  24  21  18  7  28  19  11  43  0  
Women 18-49 25  43  56  47  0  0  0  49  0  21  31  26  28  28  30  17  31  32  0  48  
Women 50+ 24  0  0  0  50  60  61  0  54  32  16  24  21  21  21  31  21  15  0  47  
 
PARTY BY GENDER 90  84  87  90  93  94  98  88  94  83  88  96  95  95  0  98  98  98  91  90  
Democrat men 19  28  14  21  21  20  12  20  19  21  21  19  22  20  0  22  17  30  40  0  
Democrat women 27  23  29  25  26  35  32  26  29  22  29  34  27  29  0  28  31  32  0  52  
Republican men 11  2  9  11  15  9  21  8  14  5  12  15  11  11  0  14  13  8  24  0  
Republican women 10  5  7  8  12  15  20  7  14  9  7  9  15  10  0  14  10  9  0  20  
DTS/Other men 13  15  16  16  12  10  6  16  11  16  13  14  14  15  0  12  15  14  27  0  
DTS/Other women 9  11  12  10  7  6  7  11  7  11  5  6  8  10  0  8  13  5  0  18  
 
PARTY BY AGE 87  84  87  90  93  94  98  88  94  83  88  96  93  92  0  94  95  96  88  86  
Democrat 18-49 23  51  43  46  0  0  0  46  0  25  27  30  25  29  0  17  30  42  21  25  
Democrat 50+ 22  0  0  0  47  55  44  0  48  18  23  24  22  19  0  33  16  18  18  25  
Republican 18-49 8  6  16  19  0  0  0  15  0  5  6  9  11  9  0  9  8  11  9  7  
Republican 50+ 13  0  0  0  27  23  41  0  28  9  13  14  14  11  0  17  14  6  14  12  
DTS/Other 18-49 13  27  28  25  0  0  0  26  0  16  11  12  15  16  0  10  17  17  17  11  
DTS/Other 50+ 8  0  0  0  19  15  13  0  17  10  8  8  6  8  0  9  9  1  10  6  
 
ETHNICITY BY AGE 88  91  91  90  93  92  94  91  93  92  93  93  95  86  97  86  89  88  88  87  
White 18-49 21  34  38  48  0  0  0  42  0  12  25  21  34  21  15  19  27  24  22  20  
White 50+ 28  0  0  0  58  63  83  0  63  23  29  30  30  22  9  41  26  11  26  30  
Latino 18-49 13  23  35  19  0  0  0  25  0  24  17  14  7  14  28  7  12  18  14  11  
Latino 50+ 7  0  0  0  15  21  8  0  15  11  6  10  4  8  9  7  4  8  6  8  
Asian 18-49 12  34  18  23  0  0  0  24  0  14  9  12  15  14  26  7  12  21  12  12  
Asian 50+ 7  0  0  0  20  8  4  0  15  7  8  5  7  6  10  4  8  6  8  6  
 
ETHNICITY BY GENDER 91  91  91  90  93  92  94  91  93  92  93  93  97  89  97  90  93  90  91  92  
White men 24  15  16  27  27  31  28  21  28  13  26  28  29  24  11  29  24  19  49  0  
White women 28  19  22  21  30  33  55  21  35  23  27  24  35  22  13  34  32  15  0  53  
Latino men 10  16  15  11  6  6  5  14  6  21  14  9  5  10  22  7  9  12  21  0  
Latino women 11  7  20  8  9  15  3  12  9  14  9  15  6  13  15  7  9  15  0  21  
Asian men 10  20  8  10  12  2  2  12  8  10  10  9  14  10  14  7  10  15  20  0  
Asian women 10  14  9  13  8  6  1  12  6  12  7  8  9  11  22  6  10  14  0  18  
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 LIKELY    
 VOTER PARTY BY AGE ETHNICITY BY AGE ETHNICITY BY GENDER 
 ----------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------------------- 
    DEM DEM REP REP DTS/O DTS/O WHITE WHITE LATNO LATNO ASIAN ASIAN WHITE WHITE LATNO LATNO ASIAN ASIAN  
 Total YES NO 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 899 721 178 210 197 69 115 120 70 189 254 115 63 108 59 213 248 90 96 88 85 
 
GENDER BY AGE 96% 96% 96% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 98% 95% 95% 95% 98% 95% 
Men 18-49 26  22  40  43  0  55  0  59  0  50  0  54  0  49  0  44  0  68  0  61  0  
Men 50+ 21  24  9  0  40  0  51  0  61  0  45  0  39  0  56  54  0  27  0  38  0  
Women 18-49 25  24  30  57  0  45  0  41  0  50  0  46  0  51  0  0  38  0  56  0  64  
Women 50+ 24  26  19  0  60  0  49  0  39  0  55  0  61  0  44  0  57  0  40  0  31  
 
PARTY BY GENDER 90  98  59  100  100  100  100  100  100  93  97  83  91  81  85  94  95  84  86  87  77  
Democrat men 19  20  14  43  40  0  0  0  0  16  16  29  19  15  29  34  0  52  0  38  0  
Democrat women 27  29  19  57  60  0  0  0  0  28  29  28  41  18  14  0  53  0  62  0  35  
Republican men 11  13  3  0  0  55  51  0  0  13  17  5  8  3  14  32  0  14  0  13  0  
Republican women 10  12  5  0  0  45  49  0  0  8  17  6  5  7  8  0  26  0  10  0  15  
DTS/Other men 13  13  13  0  0  0  0  59  61  17  10  8  11  22  11  28  0  18  0  36  0  
DTS/Other women 9  10  5  0  0  0  0  41  39  10  7  7  7  16  10  0  15  0  14  0  27  
 
PARTY BY AGE 87  94  57  100  100  100  100  100  100  93  97  83  91  81  85  93  90  80  84  87  72  
Democrat 18-49 23  23  24  100  0  0  0  0  0  45  0  57  0  33  0  15  22  37  34  19  22  
Democrat 50+ 22  25  8  0  100  0  0  0  0  0  46  0  60  0  43  20  30  13  27  20  9  
Republican 18-49 8  8  5  0  0  100  0  0  0  21  0  10  0  10  0  11  6  6  7  4  9  
Republican 50+ 13  15  4  0  0  0  100  0  0  0  34  0  13  0  22  20  18  5  3  9  6  
DTS/Other 18-49 13  14  13  0  0  0  0  100  0  27  0  16  0  38  0  16  7  11  9  27  20  
DTS/Other 50+ 8  9  4  0  0  0  0  0  100  0  17  0  18  0  21  12  7  8  4  8  7  
 
ETHNICITY BY AGE 88  88  88  88  91  91  94  92  94  100  100  100  100  100  100  98  95  95  95  98  95  
White 18-49 21  22  16  40  0  58  0  43  0  100  0  0  0  0  0  44  38  0  0  0  0  
White 50+ 28  34  7  0  59  0  76  0  61  0  100  0  0  0  0  54  57  0  0  0  0  
Latino 18-49 13  10  24  31  0  17  0  15  0  0  0  100  0  0  0  0  0  68  56  0  0  
Latino 50+ 7  7  9  0  19  0  7  0  16  0  0  0  100  0  0  0  0  27  40  0  0  
Asian 18-49 12  10  22  17  0  16  0  34  0  0  0  0  0  100  0  0  0  0  0  61  64  
Asian 50+ 7  6  10  0  13  0  11  0  18  0  0  0  0  0  100  0  0  0  0  38  31  
 
ETHNICITY BY GENDER 91  92  90  88  91  91  94  92  94  100  100  100  100  100  100  100  100  100  100  100  100  
White men 24  26  13  15  21  35  37  27  36  50  45  0  0  0  0  100  0  0  0  0  0  
White women 28  32  11  26  38  23  39  15  25  50  55  0  0  0  0  0  100  0  0  0  0  
Latino men 10  9  16  16  6  8  4  8  10  0  0  54  39  0  0  0  0  100  0  0  0  
Latino women 11  9  18  15  13  9  3  7  6  0  0  46  61  0  0  0  0  0  100  0  0  
Asian men 10  8  15  8  9  5  7  20  10  0  0  0  0  49  56  0  0  0  0  100  0  
Asian women 10  7  18  9  4  11  4  14  8  0  0  0  0  51  44  0  0  0  0  0  100  
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  Q5/Q6 COMB 1/4 Q7 SALES TAX SUPPORT GIVEN  
 Q5 INITIAL 1/2 CENT SALES TAX VOTE CENT SALES TX VTE EMPLOYEE COMPENSATION CUTS PARTY BY GENDER 
 ----------------------------------------- ----------------- ----------------------------- ----------------------------------- 
  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  M-MRE SW-MR TOTAL TOTAL NO DF DEM DEM REP REP DTS/O DTS/O  
 Total YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD LIKLY LIKLY M-LKY L-LKY DK/NA MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 241 217 129 273 458 402 42 507 370 25 284 169 453 191 259 173 245 101 93 118 82 
 
CONSISTENT VOTERS 77% 85% 80% 63% 87% 83% 79% 0% 77% 83% 16% 80% 73% 78% 76% 78% 85% 73% 81% 71% 83% 79% 
Consistent yes 42  85  80  0  0  83  0  0  74  1  2  70  46  61  20  25  56  51  14  29  36  41  
Consistent no 35  0  0  63  87  0  79  0  3  81  14  10  27  17  57  53  29  22  67  42  47  38  
 
SWING 23  15  20  37  13  17  21  100  23  17  84  20  27  22  24  22  15  27  19  29  17  21  
Swing 23  15  20  37  13  17  21  100  23  17  84  20  27  22  24  22  15  27  19  29  17  21  
 
MOVERS 28  13  14  58  29  14  38  85  24  32  63  29  52  38  20  16  19  29  35  38  31  24  
Positiver movers 10  0  0  33  9  0  17  48  7  11  34  10  14  12  10  6  7  12  6  11  9  10  
Negative movers 8  13  14  0  0  14  0  29  12  2  25  8  8  8  9  8  4  11  10  12  6  7  
Cost positive movers 7  0  0  23  5  0  11  42  12  0  0  9  7  8  7  4  4  9  6  11  7  8  
Compensation positive movers 15  0  0  37  25  0  29  49  7  24  33  21  45  30  0  0  11  13  21  21  22  10  
 
 Q18 1/2 CNT SALES Q20 FINAL 1/2 CNT   
 TX VOTE AFTER POS SALES TAX VOTE Q8A INITIAL PARKING TAX VOTE GENDER BY AGE 
 ----------------- ----------------- ------------------------------------------ ----------------------- 
  TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  MEN MEN WOMEN WOMEN  
 Total YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 497 384 21 470 410 22 153 183 180 351 336 532 34 231 187 225 219 
 
CONSISTENT VOTERS 77% 76% 83% 0% 80% 78% 0% 79% 78% 73% 79% 79% 77% 67% 85% 81% 70% 74% 
Consistent yes 42  76  0  0  80  0  0  60  56  41  26  58  31  55  48  30  44  44  
Consistent no 35  0  83  0  0  78  0  19  22  32  54  20  46  12  37  52  26  31  
 
SWING 23  24  17  100  20  22  100  21  22  27  21  21  23  33  15  19  30  26  
Swing 23  24  17  100  20  22  100  21  22  27  21  21  23  33  15  19  30  26  
 
MOVERS 28  23  34  43  16  41  35  30  26  29  29  28  29  13  23  31  34  25  
Positiver movers 10  18  0  0  15  3  17  11  12  9  9  11  9  3  7  9  15  8  
Negative movers 8  5  12  11  0  18  0  8  6  13  8  7  10  5  4  6  11  9  
Cost positive movers 7  8  5  19  7  5  20  9  7  5  7  8  7  0  5  5  11  7  
Compensation positive movers 15  10  21  19  10  20  25  18  16  11  16  17  14  7  16  19  15  12  
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  Q22 BUSINESS TAX   
 Q8B INITIAL BUSINESS TAX VOTE AFTER POSITIVES Q9 CARD ROOM PROPOSAL SAMPLE/PHONE TYPE 
 ----------------------------------------- ----------------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------------- 
  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  STR SMWT STR TOTAL TOTAL  VOTER RDD CELL RDD RDD  
 Total YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD SUPPT SUPPT OPPOS SUPPT OPPOS UNDCD LIST SAMP SAMP CELL LAND  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 203 197 157 267 400 424 78 431 434 38 349 187 229 536 306 60 452 393 57 102 348 
 
CONSISTENT VOTERS 77% 80% 77% 78% 83% 78% 81% 53% 79% 79% 49% 79% 75% 80% 78% 77% 73% 80% 75% 72% 73% 75% 
Consistent yes 42  65  59  35  17  62  24  37  67  17  35  50  42  30  47  31  47  38  46  43  49  44  
Consistent no 35  15  17  43  66  16  57  16  11  61  14  29  34  50  30  46  26  42  29  28  24  31  
 
SWING 23  20  23  22  17  22  19  47  21  21  51  21  25  20  22  23  27  20  25  28  27  25  
Swing 23  20  23  22  17  22  19  47  21  21  51  21  25  20  22  23  27  20  25  28  27  25  
 
MOVERS 28  25  25  33  26  25  29  41  23  33  29  27  32  26  29  28  23  28  27  28  26  28  
Positiver movers 10  8  11  7  8  10  8  21  14  6  8  10  14  6  11  7  11  10  10  9  9  10  
Negative movers 8  10  8  8  6  9  7  13  5  12  12  7  6  10  7  12  5  7  9  12  10  9  
Cost positive movers 7  6  7  5  5  6  5  18  8  6  5  8  7  5  8  5  7  7  7  4  8  6  
Compensation positive movers 15  13  11  22  15  12  17  19  12  18  14  17  18  13  17  12  9  17  14  8  5  16  
 
  Q21 WASTE DISPSAL Q10 CITY BUDGET  
 Q8C INITIAL WASTE DISPOSAL TAX TX AFTR POS & NEG 12 MONTHS FROM PARTY (COMBINED) 
 ----------------------------------------- ----------------- ----------------------------- ----------------- 
  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  SMWT MUCH TOTAL TOTAL NO DF     
 Total YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD WORSE WORSE WORSE BETTR DK/NA DEM REP DTS/O  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 205 204 148 291 409 439 54 429 450 24 131 83 214 196 56 417 195 201 
 
CONSISTENT VOTERS 77% 76% 77% 75% 81% 77% 79% 70% 76% 79% 72% 72% 89% 78% 77% 75% 78% 76% 81% 
Consistent yes 42  60  57  34  20  59  25  54  62  22  49  26  40  31  50  43  53  21  38  
Consistent no 35  16  20  41  61  18  54  17  13  57  23  46  49  47  27  32  25  55  43  
 
SWING 23  24  23  25  19  23  21  30  24  21  28  28  11  22  23  25  22  24  19  
Swing 23  24  23  25  19  23  21  30  24  21  28  28  11  22  23  25  22  24  19  
 
MOVERS 28  28  24  32  28  26  29  27  25  31  21  35  24  31  24  26  24  36  28  
Positiver movers 10  12  11  9  8  12  8  10  13  7  7  12  5  9  9  6  10  8  9  
Negative movers 8  9  6  11  7  7  9  12  7  10  1  10  4  8  9  11  8  11  6  
Cost positive movers 7  11  7  4  5  9  5  6  7  6  7  8  4  6  6  2  7  8  7  
Compensation positive movers 15  14  14  18  17  14  17  11  12  18  13  16  15  15  11  11  12  21  17  
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 Q11 FEELINGS ABOUT Q15 FIRST CHOICE Q16 RDC SRV  
 THE CITY BUDGET PRT/BDGT SHRTFLL /RAISG REV CITY COUNCIL DISTRICT 
 ----------------------------- ------------------ ----------- ----------------------------------------------------------- 
  SMWT VERY TOTAL TOTAL NTRL/ REDCE REDCE RAISE REDCE RAISE            
 Total NEG NEG NEG POS DK/NA COMP SRVCS RVNUE SRVCS RVNUE 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 113 91 204 107 125 368 185 228 408 344 63 99 60 70 41 95 61 95 106 100 
 
CONSISTENT VOTERS 77% 79% 84% 81% 80% 69% 81% 77% 76% 81% 78% 78% 81% 63% 72% 78% 80% 74% 80% 83% 78% 
Consistent yes 42  41  29  36  61  41  34  26  67  30  59  46  46  42  37  32  38  46  35  49  40  
Consistent no 35  38  55  45  19  28  47  50  9  51  18  32  36  21  35  46  42  28  45  34  39  
 
SWING 23  21  16  19  20  31  19  23  24  19  22  22  19  37  28  22  20  26  20  17  22  
Swing 23  21  16  19  20  31  19  23  24  19  22  22  19  37  28  22  20  26  20  17  22  
 
MOVERS 28  29  25  27  23  36  28  35  23  29  25  35  27  38  38  28  26  30  26  23  26  
Positiver movers 10  5  6  6  11  19  7  9  14  8  10  11  9  19  17  8  5  15  6  5  11  
Negative movers 8  14  4  9  3  10  7  11  5  7  8  10  8  12  8  12  7  10  7  6  9  
Cost positive movers 7  6  5  6  7  12  7  3  12  4  9  8  6  16  5  5  5  11  4  7  5  
Compensation positive movers 15  13  22  17  12  23  18  19  9  17  12  23  13  23  25  14  15  12  14  15  13  
 
 VOTER SALES TAX TARGETS BUSINESS TAX TARGETS WASTE DISPOSAL TARGETS 
 ----------- ----------------------------------------- ----------------------------- ----------------------------- 
   NON- CONS CONS  POS NEG COST COMP CONS CONS  POS NEG CONS CONS  POS NEG  
 Total VOTER VOTER YES NO SWING MOVER MOVER P-MVR P-MVR YES NO SWING MOVER MOVER YES NO SWING MOVER MOVER  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 833 69 378 320 204 88 75 61 136 308 322 272 123 112 310 336 256 118 113 
 
CONSISTENT VOTERS 77% 78% 70% 100% 100% 0% 0% 0% 24% 55% 81% 83% 67% 74% 65% 78% 82% 71% 70% 70% 
Consistent yes 42  42  45  100  0  0  0  0  0  0  72  13  42  57  29  65  17  47  57  37  
Consistent no 35  36  25  0  100  0  0  0  24  55  9  70  24  17  36  13  65  23  14  34  
 
SWING 23  22  30  0  0  100  100  100  76  45  19  17  33  26  35  22  18  29  30  30  
Swing 23  22  30  0  0  100  100  100  76  45  19  17  33  26  35  22  18  29  30  30  
 
MOVERS 28  28  25  0  25  84  100  100  100  100  21  29  35  28  44  22  27  35  32  42  
Positiver movers 10  9  14  0  0  43  100  1  62  38  11  4  15  20  13  11  5  14  17  14  
Negative movers 8  8  7  0  0  37  1  100  4  1  6  9  11  2  21  7  8  10  9  14  
Cost positive movers 7  7  2  0  5  23  43  3  100  27  7  4  10  11  11  7  3  11  9  14  
Compensation positive movers 15  15  12  0  24  30  59  2  61  100  11  17  17  16  20  10  16  20  16  24  



FAIRBANK, MASLIN, MAULLIN, METZ & ASSOCIATES 
2010 CITY OF SAN JOSÉ COMMUNITY BUDGET SURVEY - 320-422 - (JANUARY 13-21, 2010) 

452 

 
TABLE 95:  SALES TAX TARGETS 
  
 
  Q24 TYPE OF Q25 Q26 KIDS   
 Q23 YEARS IN SAN JOSE RESIDENCE RESIDENCE AT HOME Q27 EDUCATION Q28 ETHNICITY 
 ----------------------------- ----------- ----------- ----------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------- 
       DETCH MULTI     HS OR SOME COLL POST NON-   NON-    
 Total 0-10 11-20 21-30 31-40 41+ HOUSE UNIT OWN RENT YES NO LESS COLL GRAD GRAD COLL COLL+ WHITE WHITE LATNO ASIAN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 184 210 191 161 151 703 164 672 219 362 533 185 220 351 127 404 477 461 418 187 173 
 
CONSISTENT VOTERS 77% 71% 79% 78% 81% 78% 77% 78% 78% 74% 78% 77% 70% 80% 83% 73% 75% 80% 80% 73% 73% 73% 
Consistent yes 42  43  47  40  38  40  40  49  39  51  45  40  47  47  37  41  47  38  40  44  50  38  
Consistent no 35  28  33  37  43  37  37  30  39  24  33  37  23  32  46  32  28  42  40  29  23  34  
 
SWING 23  29  21  22  19  22  23  22  22  26  22  23  30  20  17  27  25  20  20  27  27  27  
Swing 23  29  21  22  19  22  23  22  22  26  22  23  30  20  17  27  25  20  20  27  27  27  
 
MOVERS 28  33  27  26  26  29  28  27  28  28  28  28  27  27  26  34  27  28  28  29  28  29  
Positiver movers 10  15  8  9  6  10  10  7  10  10  10  10  8  8  9  13  8  10  10  10  9  12  
Negative movers 8  9  9  9  6  8  8  11  7  12  8  9  14  8  6  8  11  6  6  11  12  9  
Cost positive movers 7  9  6  7  7  5  7  6  7  6  8  6  5  6  6  10  5  7  8  6  4  8  
Compensation positive movers 15  18  12  14  16  16  16  10  17  10  17  14  9  15  16  20  12  17  17  13  12  15  
 
   Q31 REGSTRD Q33 VOTE  
 Q29 AGE Q30 INCOME TO VOTE PROPENSITY GENDER 
 ----------------------------------------------- ----------------------- ----------- ----------------- ----------- 
          $0- $30K- $60K- $100K    ALMST     
 Total 18-29 30-39 40-49 50-64 65-74 75+ 18-49 50+ $30K $60K $100K + YES NO ALWYS ALL MOST MEN WOMEN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 104 153 198 257 87 62 455 406 160 160 196 148 381 65 390 277 108 433 469 
 
CONSISTENT VOTERS 77% 67% 77% 84% 78% 82% 69% 78% 77% 79% 76% 80% 78% 76% 70% 78% 80% 73% 83% 72% 
Consistent yes 42  48  43  48  33  48  37  46  37  48  47  44  38  46  48  38  42  54  40  44  
Consistent no 35  19  33  37  45  33  32  31  40  31  28  36  40  30  21  40  39  19  43  29  
 
SWING 23  33  23  16  22  18  31  22  23  21  24  20  22  24  30  22  20  27  17  28  
Swing 23  33  23  16  22  18  31  22  23  21  24  20  22  24  30  22  20  27  17  28  
 
MOVERS 28  35  28  24  29  19  32  28  27  23  28  27  34  28  26  31  24  27  26  29  
Positiver movers 10  24  8  7  9  8  6  11  8  5  13  9  11  9  14  10  9  10  8  12  
Negative movers 8  9  10  6  7  4  17  8  8  12  7  9  5  10  7  7  8  12  6  10  
Cost positive movers 7  16  6  6  6  6  5  8  6  3  10  6  12  7  1  9  5  9  5  9  
Compensation positive movers 15  17  14  16  16  12  13  16  15  10  17  12  22  14  12  21  12  8  17  14  
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 LIKELY    
 VOTER PARTY BY AGE ETHNICITY BY AGE ETHNICITY BY GENDER 
 ----------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------------------- 
    DEM DEM REP REP DTS/O DTS/O WHITE WHITE LATNO LATNO ASIAN ASIAN WHITE WHITE LATNO LATNO ASIAN ASIAN  
 Total YES NO 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 721 181 210 197 69 115 120 70 189 254 115 63 108 59 213 248 90 96 88 85 
 
CONSISTENT VOTERS 77% 79% 70% 77% 79% 79% 75% 80% 84% 81% 81% 78% 66% 72% 73% 85% 76% 78% 69% 83% 62% 
Consistent yes 42  40  49  55  50  21  19  42  33  43  38  55  45  42  29  35  45  56  45  37  39  
Consistent no 35  39  21  22  28  58  56  38  52  37  43  24  21  30  44  50  32  22  24  46  23  
 
SWING 23  21  30  23  21  21  25  20  16  19  19  22  34  28  27  15  24  22  31  17  38  
Swing 23  21  30  23  21  21  25  20  16  19  19  22  34  28  27  15  24  22  31  17  38  
 
MOVERS 28  28  27  25  23  37  36  29  27  29  26  26  31  31  28  26  29  22  34  31  27  
Positiver movers 10  10  10  12  7  9  9  10  9  13  8  7  13  15  6  7  12  9  9  9  15  
Negative movers 8  7  12  8  7  4  13  8  3  4  7  10  13  8  10  4  8  9  15  7  10  
Cost positive movers 7  7  6  9  5  9  9  8  6  11  6  4  5  10  5  5  10  2  6  6  9  
Compensation positive movers 15  17  9  13  11  27  19  16  21  19  16  13  11  15  14  17  17  12  12  22  7  
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  Q5/Q6 COMB 1/4 Q7 SALES TAX SUPPORT GIVEN  
 Q5 INITIAL 1/2 CENT SALES TAX VOTE CENT SALES TX VTE EMPLOYEE COMPENSATION CUTS PARTY BY GENDER 
 ----------------------------------------- ----------------- ----------------------------- ----------------------------------- 
  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  M-MRE SW-MR TOTAL TOTAL NO DF DEM DEM REP REP DTS/O DTS/O  
 Total YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD LIKLY LIKLY M-LKY L-LKY DK/NA MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 241 217 129 273 458 402 42 507 370 25 284 169 453 191 259 173 245 101 93 118 82 
 
CONSISTENT VOTERS 70% 66% 68% 66% 82% 67% 77% 35% 66% 79% 23% 71% 68% 70% 70% 69% 74% 63% 82% 71% 72% 71% 
Consistent yes 34  53  51  24  11  52  15  16  51  13  10  52  40  48  18  23  50  40  12  22  24  34  
Consistent no 36  12  17  42  71  14  62  19  15  66  13  19  28  22  53  47  25  23  70  49  48  37  
 
SWING 30  34  32  34  18  33  23  65  34  21  77  29  32  30  30  31  26  37  18  29  28  29  
Swing 30  34  32  34  18  33  23  65  34  21  77  29  32  30  30  31  26  37  18  29  28  29  
 
MOVERS 26  31  26  32  16  28  21  44  30  19  44  27  26  27  27  24  21  32  18  25  26  21  
Positive mover 14  17  16  19  7  16  11  13  17  8  22  13  18  15  15  10  14  15  9  10  15  15  
Negative mover 12  14  10  13  10  12  11  31  13  11  22  14  8  12  12  14  8  17  9  14  11  6  
 
 Q18 1/2 CNT SALES Q20 FINAL 1/2 CNT   
 TX VOTE AFTER POS SALES TAX VOTE Q8A INITIAL PARKING TAX VOTE GENDER BY AGE 
 ----------------- ----------------- ------------------------------------------ ----------------------- 
  TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  MEN MEN WOMEN WOMEN  
 Total YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 497 384 21 470 410 22 153 183 180 351 336 532 34 231 187 225 219 
 
CONSISTENT VOTERS 70% 65% 77% 38% 67% 76% 22% 68% 74% 66% 75% 71% 72% 34% 75% 78% 64% 64% 
Consistent yes 34  53  11  11  54  12  10  53  53  29  21  53  23  18  41  26  38  31  
Consistent no 36  12  67  27  13  64  11  15  21  37  54  18  48  16  34  52  26  33  
 
SWING 30  35  23  62  33  24  78  32  26  34  25  29  28  66  25  22  36  36  
Swing 30  35  23  62  33  24  78  32  26  34  25  29  28  66  25  22  36  36  
 
MOVERS 26  30  21  19  30  22  30  29  22  30  23  25  26  36  22  20  30  31  
Positive mover 14  19  7  9  20  6  10  17  15  17  9  16  12  21  14  12  16  14  
Negative mover 12  11  14  9  9  15  20  12  7  13  15  10  14  14  8  8  14  16  
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  Q22 BUSINESS TAX   
 Q8B INITIAL BUSINESS TAX VOTE AFTER POSITIVES Q9 CARD ROOM PROPOSAL SAMPLE/PHONE TYPE 
 ----------------------------------------- ----------------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------------- 
  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  STR SMWT STR TOTAL TOTAL  VOTER RDD CELL RDD RDD  
 Total YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD SUPPT SUPPT OPPOS SUPPT OPPOS UNDCD LIST SAMP SAMP CELL LAND  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 203 197 157 267 400 424 78 431 434 38 349 187 229 536 306 60 452 393 57 102 348 
 
CONSISTENT VOTERS 70% 79% 75% 65% 83% 77% 76% 0% 72% 74% 0% 65% 73% 76% 68% 75% 64% 72% 69% 60% 57% 71% 
Consistent yes 34  79  75  0  0  77  0  0  72  0  0  38  44  20  40  22  40  30  40  24  28  41  
Consistent no 36  0  0  65  83  0  76  0  0  74  0  27  28  56  27  53  24  41  29  35  30  30  
 
SWING 30  21  25  35  17  23  24  100  28  26  100  35  27  24  32  25  36  28  31  40  43  29  
Swing 30  21  25  35  17  23  24  100  28  26  100  35  27  24  32  25  36  28  31  40  43  29  
 
MOVERS 26  20  22  31  16  21  22  76  28  26  0  30  22  22  27  23  27  23  28  35  38  26  
Positive mover 14  0  0  31  16  0  22  39  28  0  0  17  13  11  16  10  15  11  16  18  23  15  
Negative mover 12  20  22  0  0  21  0  38  0  26  0  13  10  12  12  13  13  13  12  17  15  11  
 
  Q21 WASTE DISPSAL Q10 CITY BUDGET  
 Q8C INITIAL WASTE DISPOSAL TAX TX AFTR POS & NEG 12 MONTHS FROM PARTY (COMBINED) 
 ----------------------------------------- ----------------- ----------------------------- ----------------- 
  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  SMWT MUCH TOTAL TOTAL NO DF     
 Total YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD WORSE WORSE WORSE BETTR DK/NA DEM REP DTS/O  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 205 204 148 291 409 439 54 429 450 24 131 83 214 196 56 417 195 201 
 
CONSISTENT VOTERS 70% 70% 72% 68% 76% 71% 73% 37% 71% 71% 36% 64% 69% 66% 74% 67% 68% 76% 72% 
Consistent yes 34  57  56  20  13  57  15  18  59  11  24  28  26  28  43  35  44  17  28  
Consistent no 36  13  16  48  63  14  58  19  12  59  12  36  42  38  31  31  24  60  43  
 
SWING 30  30  28  32  24  29  27  63  29  29  64  36  31  34  26  33  32  24  28  
Swing 30  30  28  32  24  29  27  63  29  29  64  36  31  34  26  33  32  24  28  
 
MOVERS 26  28  23  28  22  25  24  48  24  27  29  31  30  31  20  24  27  21  24  
Positive mover 14  12  14  15  10  13  12  31  19  8  17  12  17  14  13  14  14  10  15  
Negative mover 12  16  9  13  11  12  12  17  5  19  13  19  13  17  6  10  13  11  9  
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TABLE 96:  BUSINESS TAX TARGETS 
  
 
 Q11 FEELINGS ABOUT Q15 FIRST CHOICE Q16 RDC SRV  
 THE CITY BUDGET PRT/BDGT SHRTFLL /RAISG REV CITY COUNCIL DISTRICT 
 ----------------------------- ------------------ ----------- ----------------------------------------------------------- 
  SMWT VERY TOTAL TOTAL NTRL/ REDCE REDCE RAISE REDCE RAISE            
 Total NEG NEG NEG POS DK/NA COMP SRVCS RVNUE SRVCS RVNUE 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 113 91 204 107 125 368 185 228 408 344 63 99 60 70 41 95 61 95 106 100 
 
CONSISTENT VOTERS 70% 70% 79% 74% 74% 61% 73% 68% 66% 75% 68% 69% 72% 67% 72% 81% 71% 81% 66% 65% 70% 
Consistent yes 34  35  19  28  47  30  27  28  49  27  47  43  39  33  39  37  31  56  22  30  27  
Consistent no 36  35  60  46  26  31  46  40  17  47  21  26  33  34  33  43  40  24  44  36  43  
 
SWING 30  30  21  26  26  39  27  32  34  25  32  31  28  33  28  19  29  19  34  35  30  
Swing 30  30  21  26  26  39  27  32  34  25  32  31  28  33  28  19  29  19  34  35  30  
 
MOVERS 26  27  20  24  24  33  23  27  31  23  28  26  25  24  25  19  20  16  32  31  25  
Positive mover 14  10  9  10  19  15  13  10  18  12  13  17  15  2  9  8  12  4  18  15  18  
Negative mover 12  17  11  15  5  18  10  17  13  11  14  9  10  22  16  12  8  12  14  17  7  
 
 VOTER SALES TAX TARGETS BUSINESS TAX TARGETS WASTE DISPOSAL TARGETS 
 ----------- ----------------------------------------- ----------------------------- ----------------------------- 
   NON- CONS CONS  POS NEG COST COMP CONS CONS  POS NEG CONS CONS  POS NEG  
 Total VOTER VOTER YES NO SWING MOVER MOVER P-MVR P-MVR YES NO SWING MOVER MOVER YES NO SWING MOVER MOVER  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 833 69 378 320 204 88 75 61 136 308 322 272 123 112 310 336 256 118 113 
 
CONSISTENT VOTERS 70% 71% 62% 70% 79% 55% 53% 60% 55% 65% 100% 100% 0% 0% 0% 78% 78% 50% 53% 49% 
Consistent yes 34  34  38  58  9  29  40  23  35  25  100  0  0  0  0  66  7  32  40  25  
Consistent no 36  37  24  11  71  26  13  37  20  41  0  100  0  0  0  12  71  18  14  24  
 
SWING 30  29  38  30  21  45  47  40  45  35  0  0  100  100  100  22  22  50  47  51  
Swing 30  29  38  30  21  45  47  40  45  35  0  0  100  100  100  22  22  50  47  51  
 
MOVERS 26  25  33  27  19  35  44  34  42  31  0  0  86  100  100  19  20  42  39  47  
Positive mover 14  13  15  18  6  16  28  4  21  14  0  0  45  100  0  14  7  22  32  11  
Negative mover 12  12  18  8  13  19  16  31  21  17  0  0  41  0  100  5  13  20  7  36  
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TABLE 96:  BUSINESS TAX TARGETS 
  
 
  Q24 TYPE OF Q25 Q26 KIDS   
 Q23 YEARS IN SAN JOSE RESIDENCE RESIDENCE AT HOME Q27 EDUCATION Q28 ETHNICITY 
 ----------------------------- ----------- ----------- ----------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------- 
       DETCH MULTI     HS OR SOME COLL POST NON-   NON-    
 Total 0-10 11-20 21-30 31-40 41+ HOUSE UNIT OWN RENT YES NO LESS COLL GRAD GRAD COLL COLL+ WHITE WHITE LATNO ASIAN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 184 210 191 161 151 703 164 672 219 362 533 185 220 351 127 404 477 461 418 187 173 
 
CONSISTENT VOTERS 70% 62% 72% 68% 77% 71% 70% 70% 70% 68% 70% 70% 71% 66% 75% 67% 68% 73% 70% 70% 80% 62% 
Consistent yes 34  37  36  33  33  30  33  40  31  42  36  33  40  33  30  40  37  33  30  39  51  32  
Consistent no 36  25  36  35  44  41  37  29  39  26  34  37  30  32  46  26  31  40  39  31  30  30  
 
SWING 30  38  28  32  23  29  30  30  30  32  30  30  29  34  25  33  32  27  30  30  20  38  
Swing 30  38  28  32  23  29  30  30  30  32  30  30  29  34  25  33  32  27  30  30  20  38  
 
MOVERS 26  32  25  28  20  24  26  25  26  27  27  25  26  29  22  25  28  23  26  26  16  34  
Positive mover 14  14  16  17  7  14  15  9  14  12  14  13  13  14  13  15  14  14  12  16  6  22  
Negative mover 12  19  9  11  14  11  11  16  12  15  13  12  12  15  9  10  14  9  14  11  10  12  
 
   Q31 REGSTRD Q33 VOTE  
 Q29 AGE Q30 INCOME TO VOTE PROPENSITY GENDER 
 ----------------------------------------------- ----------------------- ----------- ----------------- ----------- 
          $0- $30K- $60K- $100K    ALMST     
 Total 18-29 30-39 40-49 50-64 65-74 75+ 18-49 50+ $30K $60K $100K + YES NO ALWYS ALL MOST MEN WOMEN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 104 153 198 257 87 62 455 406 160 160 196 148 381 65 390 277 108 433 469 
 
CONSISTENT VOTERS 70% 61% 73% 71% 72% 71% 62% 69% 70% 69% 67% 74% 74% 69% 60% 71% 70% 75% 76% 65% 
Consistent yes 34  44  41  36  30  33  17  39  29  38  33  38  41  38  39  30  34  45  33  35  
Consistent no 36  18  32  35  42  37  45  30  42  31  34  36  33  31  21  41  36  30  42  30  
 
SWING 30  39  27  29  28  29  38  31  30  31  33  26  26  31  40  29  30  25  24  35  
Swing 30  39  27  29  28  29  38  31  30  31  33  26  26  31  40  29  30  25  24  35  
 
MOVERS 26  33  22  26  26  24  31  26  26  27  29  21  23  28  35  25  26  23  22  30  
Positive mover 14  14  13  18  12  14  19  15  13  14  13  16  13  17  16  14  13  13  13  14  
Negative mover 12  20  9  9  14  10  12  11  13  12  15  5  11  11  19  11  13  10  9  15  
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TABLE 96:  BUSINESS TAX TARGETS 
  
 
 LIKELY    
 VOTER PARTY BY AGE ETHNICITY BY AGE ETHNICITY BY GENDER 
 ----------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------------------- 
    DEM DEM REP REP DTS/O DTS/O WHITE WHITE LATNO LATNO ASIAN ASIAN WHITE WHITE LATNO LATNO ASIAN ASIAN  
 Total YES NO 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 721 181 210 197 69 115 120 70 189 254 115 63 108 59 213 248 90 96 88 85 
 
CONSISTENT VOTERS 70% 71% 65% 68% 68% 85% 70% 68% 80% 69% 69% 81% 79% 59% 65% 79% 61% 84% 77% 64% 59% 
Consistent yes 34  33  40  49  39  22  13  31  27  33  28  58  41  34  26  29  32  53  48  35  29  
Consistent no 36  38  25  19  29  63  57  37  54  36  41  23  38  25  39  51  30  30  29  29  30  
 
SWING 30  29  35  32  32  15  30  32  20  31  31  19  21  41  35  21  39  16  23  36  41  
Swing 30  29  35  32  32  15  30  32  20  31  31  19  21  41  35  21  39  16  23  36  41  
 
MOVERS 26  25  31  26  28  15  26  27  17  26  26  15  18  35  33  17  33  14  19  36  32  
Positive mover 14  13  17  14  16  8  10  19  11  13  12  6  8  26  18  10  14  5  8  22  23  
Negative mover 12  12  14  12  13  7  15  9  6  13  14  9  10  9  16  7  19  9  11  13  10  
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TABLE 97:  WASTE DISPOSAL TARGETS 
  
 
  Q5/Q6 COMB 1/4 Q7 SALES TAX SUPPORT GIVEN  
 Q5 INITIAL 1/2 CENT SALES TAX VOTE CENT SALES TX VTE EMPLOYEE COMPENSATION CUTS PARTY BY GENDER 
 ----------------------------------------- ----------------- ----------------------------- ----------------------------------- 
  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  M-MRE SW-MR TOTAL TOTAL NO DF DEM DEM REP REP DTS/O DTS/O  
 Total YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD LIKLY LIKLY M-LKY L-LKY DK/NA MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 241 217 129 273 458 402 42 507 370 25 284 169 453 191 259 173 245 101 93 118 82 
 
CONSISTENT VOTERS 72% 67% 68% 75% 82% 68% 80% 40% 66% 81% 52% 66% 67% 66% 78% 77% 71% 66% 84% 77% 72% 73% 
Consistent yes 34  48  49  35  12  49  19  21  47  17  35  43  44  43  26  25  45  33  20  25  31  44  
Consistent no 37  18  19  40  70  19  60  19  18  64  17  23  24  23  51  52  26  32  65  52  42  29  
 
SWING 28  33  32  25  18  32  20  60  34  19  48  34  33  34  22  23  29  34  16  23  28  27  
Swing 28  33  32  25  18  32  20  60  34  19  48  34  33  34  22  23  29  34  16  23  28  27  
 
MOVERS 26  30  29  22  17  30  19  49  31  18  29  32  32  32  19  19  27  31  16  20  24  24  
Positive mover 13  16  19  9  8  17  8  16  18  7  10  17  20  18  8  7  18  16  6  11  11  10  
Negative mover 13  14  10  13  10  12  11  33  14  10  20  15  12  14  11  12  9  16  10  9  13  14  
 
 Q18 1/2 CNT SALES Q20 FINAL 1/2 CNT   
 TX VOTE AFTER POS SALES TAX VOTE Q8A INITIAL PARKING TAX VOTE GENDER BY AGE 
 ----------------- ----------------- ------------------------------------------ ----------------------- 
  TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  MEN MEN WOMEN WOMEN  
 Total YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 497 384 21 470 410 22 153 183 180 351 336 532 34 231 187 225 219 
 
CONSISTENT VOTERS 72% 66% 80% 65% 67% 78% 51% 68% 74% 69% 77% 71% 74% 36% 78% 73% 69% 70% 
Consistent yes 34  49  16  38  51  16  27  48  54  36  18  51  24  28  47  23  37  29  
Consistent no 37  17  64  27  17  62  24  20  20  33  59  20  50  8  30  50  32  41  
 
SWING 28  34  20  35  33  22  49  32  26  31  23  29  26  64  22  27  31  30  
Swing 28  34  20  35  33  22  49  32  26  31  23  29  26  64  22  27  31  30  
 
MOVERS 26  32  19  12  30  21  28  29  24  27  22  26  23  54  22  25  27  27  
Positive mover 13  19  6  10  18  7  15  15  13  15  10  14  12  23  12  13  13  14  
Negative mover 13  13  12  2  12  13  13  14  11  12  11  12  12  32  10  12  15  13  
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TABLE 97:  WASTE DISPOSAL TARGETS 
  
 
  Q22 BUSINESS TAX   
 Q8B INITIAL BUSINESS TAX VOTE AFTER POSITIVES Q9 CARD ROOM PROPOSAL SAMPLE/PHONE TYPE 
 ----------------------------------------- ----------------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------------- 
  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  STR SMWT STR TOTAL TOTAL  VOTER RDD CELL RDD RDD  
 Total YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD SUPPT SUPPT OPPOS SUPPT OPPOS UNDCD LIST SAMP SAMP CELL LAND  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 203 197 157 267 400 424 78 431 434 38 349 187 229 536 306 60 452 393 57 102 348 
 
CONSISTENT VOTERS 72% 65% 74% 67% 85% 69% 78% 49% 68% 77% 42% 71% 70% 77% 71% 74% 70% 72% 72% 65% 66% 73% 
Consistent yes 34  53  59  24  13  56  17  18  58  12  30  39  44  19  41  22  44  32  38  29  33  38  
Consistent no 37  12  15  43  72  13  61  31  11  66  12  32  26  58  30  52  26  40  34  36  33  34  
 
SWING 28  35  26  33  15  31  22  51  32  23  58  29  30  23  29  26  30  28  28  35  34  27  
Swing 28  35  26  33  15  31  22  51  32  23  58  29  30  23  29  26  30  28  28  35  34  27  
 
MOVERS 26  32  24  31  14  28  20  43  29  21  36  27  28  22  27  24  21  25  26  28  29  26  
Positive mover 13  16  12  14  9  14  11  21  20  6  23  13  17  11  15  11  10  12  13  21  22  12  
Negative mover 13  16  12  16  6  14  10  22  9  16  13  13  11  11  12  13  12  13  13  7  7  14  
 
  Q21 WASTE DISPSAL Q10 CITY BUDGET  
 Q8C INITIAL WASTE DISPOSAL TAX TX AFTR POS & NEG 12 MONTHS FROM PARTY (COMBINED) 
 ----------------------------------------- ----------------- ----------------------------- ----------------- 
  DEF PR/LN PR/LN DEF TOTAL TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL  SMWT MUCH TOTAL TOTAL NO DF     
 Total YES YES NO NO YES NO UNDCD YES NO UNDCD WORSE WORSE WORSE BETTR DK/NA DEM REP DTS/O  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 205 204 148 291 409 439 54 429 450 24 131 83 214 196 56 417 195 201 
 
CONSISTENT VOTERS 72% 75% 77% 65% 82% 76% 77% 0% 72% 75% 0% 72% 70% 71% 75% 64% 68% 81% 73% 
Consistent yes 34  75  77  0  0  76  0  0  72  0  0  31  18  26  41  28  38  22  36  
Consistent no 37  0  0  65  82  0  77  0  0  75  0  41  52  45  33  35  30  59  36  
 
SWING 28  25  23  35  18  24  23  100  28  25  100  28  30  29  25  36  32  19  27  
Swing 28  25  23  35  18  24  23  100  28  25  100  28  30  29  25  36  32  19  27  
 
MOVERS 26  23  21  34  16  22  22  85  28  25  0  26  29  27  23  32  30  18  24  
Positive mover 13  0  0  34  16  0  22  42  28  0  0  10  12  11  15  18  17  8  11  
Negative mover 13  23  21  0  0  22  0  43  0  25  0  16  17  16  8  14  13  10  13  
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TABLE 97:  WASTE DISPOSAL TARGETS 
  
 
 Q11 FEELINGS ABOUT Q15 FIRST CHOICE Q16 RDC SRV  
 THE CITY BUDGET PRT/BDGT SHRTFLL /RAISG REV CITY COUNCIL DISTRICT 
 ----------------------------- ------------------ ----------- ----------------------------------------------------------- 
  SMWT VERY TOTAL TOTAL NTRL/ REDCE REDCE RAISE REDCE RAISE            
 Total NEG NEG NEG POS DK/NA COMP SRVCS RVNUE SRVCS RVNUE 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 113 91 204 107 125 368 185 228 408 344 63 99 60 70 41 95 61 95 106 100 
 
CONSISTENT VOTERS 72% 74% 78% 76% 75% 62% 76% 72% 65% 76% 71% 62% 66% 74% 69% 76% 78% 73% 76% 66% 75% 
Consistent yes 34  37  20  30  57  29  26  33  50  29  45  37  29  37  42  31  39  46  25  28  34  
Consistent no 37  37  58  46  18  33  51  40  15  47  25  25  37  37  27  46  38  27  50  38  42  
 
SWING 28  26  22  24  25  38  24  28  35  24  29  38  34  26  31  24  22  27  24  34  25  
Swing 28  26  22  24  25  38  24  28  35  24  29  38  34  26  31  24  22  27  24  34  25  
 
MOVERS 26  25  17  21  25  33  21  26  32  23  27  31  30  26  27  24  21  24  24  32  23  
Positive mover 13  12  11  11  16  12  11  14  16  11  15  16  14  2  16  11  14  12  11  15  14  
Negative mover 13  13  6  10  9  21  10  12  16  11  12  16  16  24  11  13  7  11  13  17  8  
 
 VOTER SALES TAX TARGETS BUSINESS TAX TARGETS WASTE DISPOSAL TARGETS 
 ----------- ----------------------------------------- ----------------------------- ----------------------------- 
   NON- CONS CONS  POS NEG COST COMP CONS CONS  POS NEG CONS CONS  POS NEG  
 Total VOTER VOTER YES NO SWING MOVER MOVER P-MVR P-MVR YES NO SWING MOVER MOVER YES NO SWING MOVER MOVER  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 833 69 378 320 204 88 75 61 136 308 322 272 123 112 310 336 256 118 113 
 
CONSISTENT VOTERS 72% 72% 67% 68% 81% 63% 58% 66% 52% 63% 74% 86% 53% 55% 54% 100% 100% 0% 0% 0% 
Consistent yes 34  34  40  53  13  34  39  28  34  23  66  11  26  36  13  100  0  0  0  0  
Consistent no 37  38  28  15  68  29  19  38  18  40  7  74  27  19  40  0  100  0  0  0  
 
SWING 28  28  33  32  19  37  42  34  48  37  26  14  47  45  46  0  0  100  100  100  
Swing 28  28  33  32  19  37  42  34  48  37  26  14  47  45  46  0  0  100  100  100  
 
MOVERS 26  26  27  29  17  34  40  34  45  34  24  13  42  42  44  0  0  91  100  100  
Positive mover 13  13  12  18  5  17  22  14  18  14  15  5  20  31  7  0  0  46  100  0  
Negative mover 13  12  15  11  12  16  18  20  27  20  9  8  21  11  36  0  0  44  0  100  
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TABLE 97:  WASTE DISPOSAL TARGETS 
  
 
  Q24 TYPE OF Q25 Q26 KIDS   
 Q23 YEARS IN SAN JOSE RESIDENCE RESIDENCE AT HOME Q27 EDUCATION Q28 ETHNICITY 
 ----------------------------- ----------- ----------- ----------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------- 
       DETCH MULTI     HS OR SOME COLL POST NON-   NON-    
 Total 0-10 11-20 21-30 31-40 41+ HOUSE UNIT OWN RENT YES NO LESS COLL GRAD GRAD COLL COLL+ WHITE WHITE LATNO ASIAN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 184 210 191 161 151 703 164 672 219 362 533 185 220 351 127 404 477 461 418 187 173 
 
CONSISTENT VOTERS 72% 63% 78% 69% 77% 70% 71% 74% 71% 75% 74% 70% 73% 75% 72% 70% 74% 71% 70% 73% 73% 71% 
Consistent yes 34  39  43  31  35  19  33  41  32  43  38  32  41  35  28  43  38  32  31  40  42  40  
Consistent no 37  23  35  38  42  51  38  33  39  32  36  38  31  40  43  27  36  39  40  33  31  31  
 
SWING 28  37  22  31  23  30  29  26  29  25  26  30  27  25  28  30  26  29  30  27  27  29  
Swing 28  37  22  31  23  30  29  26  29  25  26  30  27  25  28  30  26  29  30  27  27  29  
 
MOVERS 26  32  21  28  19  29  27  22  27  21  24  27  25  24  26  26  24  26  28  24  25  26  
Positive mover 13  13  11  17  10  15  15  7  15  7  10  15  13  13  15  12  13  14  14  12  12  14  
Negative mover 13  19  10  12  9  14  12  15  12  14  13  12  12  11  11  14  11  12  14  12  13  12  
 
   Q31 REGSTRD Q33 VOTE  
 Q29 AGE Q30 INCOME TO VOTE PROPENSITY GENDER 
 ----------------------------------------------- ----------------------- ----------- ----------------- ----------- 
          $0- $30K- $60K- $100K    ALMST     
 Total 18-29 30-39 40-49 50-64 65-74 75+ 18-49 50+ $30K $60K $100K + YES NO ALWYS ALL MOST MEN WOMEN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 104 153 198 257 87 62 455 406 160 160 196 148 381 65 390 277 108 433 469 
 
CONSISTENT VOTERS 72% 65% 75% 76% 70% 74% 72% 73% 71% 77% 69% 73% 72% 72% 65% 71% 75% 68% 75% 69% 
Consistent yes 34  52  40  39  29  23  20  42  26  38  33  37  42  36  41  32  32  41  36  33  
Consistent no 37  14  35  37  42  51  52  31  45  39  37  36  30  35  25  39  43  26  39  36  
 
SWING 28  35  25  24  30  26  28  27  29  23  31  27  28  28  35  29  25  32  25  31  
Swing 28  35  25  24  30  26  28  27  29  23  31  27  28  28  35  29  25  32  25  31  
 
MOVERS 26  34  23  21  28  22  26  25  26  21  29  25  26  26  29  27  22  32  23  28  
Positive mover 13  10  13  13  13  12  19  12  13  10  10  16  16  15  13  14  11  18  12  14  
Negative mover 13  24  10  8  15  10  7  12  13  11  19  9  11  12  16  13  11  14  11  14  



FAIRBANK, MASLIN, MAULLIN, METZ & ASSOCIATES 
2010 CITY OF SAN JOSÉ COMMUNITY BUDGET SURVEY - 320-422 - (JANUARY 13-21, 2010) 

463 

 
TABLE 97:  WASTE DISPOSAL TARGETS 
  
 
 LIKELY    
 VOTER PARTY BY AGE ETHNICITY BY AGE ETHNICITY BY GENDER 
 ----------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------------------- ----------------------------------- 
    DEM DEM REP REP DTS/O DTS/O WHITE WHITE LATNO LATNO ASIAN ASIAN WHITE WHITE LATNO LATNO ASIAN ASIAN  
 Total YES NO 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ 18-49 50+ MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN  
 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----  
Base 902 721 181 210 197 69 115 120 70 189 254 115 63 108 59 213 248 90 96 88 85 
 
CONSISTENT VOTERS 72% 73% 68% 68% 69% 88% 78% 75% 71% 71% 71% 80% 59% 71% 73% 76% 66% 74% 72% 76% 67% 
Consistent yes 34  33  40  46  30  26  18  41  29  35  28  53  21  48  24  29  32  53  32  41  39  
Consistent no 37  40  28  23  39  61  60  34  42  35  44  27  38  22  50  46  34  21  40  35  28  
 
SWING 28  27  32  32  31  12  22  25  29  29  29  20  41  29  27  24  34  26  28  24  33  
Swing 28  27  32  32  31  12  22  25  29  29  29  20  41  29  27  24  34  26  28  24  33  
 
MOVERS 26  25  28  30  28  10  21  23  25  27  27  17  38  27  22  23  31  26  24  23  28  
Positive mover 13  12  16  16  17  4  9  10  12  14  13  7  21  13  14  12  16  15  9  11  16  
Negative mover 13  13  12  13  12  6  12  13  13  13  14  10  18  14  9  12  16  11  15  12  12  
 
 


	TABLE 1: Q1.  Before we begin, I need to know if I have reached you on a cell phone, and if so, are you in a safe place where you can talk?
	TABLE 2: Q2.  Of all the personal telephone calls that you receive, that is calls not related to your job, do you get all calls on a cell phone, almost all calls on a cell phone, some on a cell phone and some on a regular home phone, or all or almost all calls on a regular home phone?
	TABLE 3: Q5A.  (SPLIT A) The first measure is entitled The City of San José Vital City Services Measure, and reads as follows:  In order to provide temporary emergency funding to protect and maintain essential City services such as police patrols, fire protection, 9-1-1 emergency response, street maintenance, pothole repair, parks and libraries, youth and senior recreation programs, and neighborhood watch and crime prevention, shall an ordinance be adopted to enact a one-half cent sales tax limited to 6 years subject to existing financial audits and public expenditure reports?  If there were an election today, do you think you would vote yes in favor of this measure or no to oppose it?
	TABLE 4: Q5B.  (SPLIT B) The first measure is entitled The City of San José Vital City Services Measure, and reads as follows:  In order to provide funding to protect and maintain essential City services such as police patrols, fire protection, 9-1-1 emergency response, street maintenance, pothole repair, parks and libraries, youth and senior recreation programs, and neighborhood watch and crime prevention, shall an ordinance be adopted to enact a one-half cent sales tax subject to existing financial audits and public expenditure reports?  If there were an election today, do you think you would vote yes in favor of this measure or no to oppose it?
	TABLE 5: Q5.  (OVERALL) The first measure is entitled The City of San José Vital City Services Measure, and reads as follows:  In order to provide (SPLIT A ONLY: temporary emergency) funding to protect and maintain essential City services such as police patrols, fire protection, 9-1-1 emergency response, street maintenance, pothole repair, parks and libraries, youth and senior recreation programs, and neighborhood watch and crime prevention, shall an ordinance be adopted to enact a one-half cent sales tax (SPLIT A ONLY: limited to 6 years) subject to existing financial audits and public expenditure reports?  If there were an election today, do you think you would vote yes in favor of this measure or no to oppose it?
	TABLE 6: Q6.  Suppose the measure I just described to you enacted a one-quarter cent sales tax instead of a one-half cent sales tax.  In that case, would you vote yes in favor of this measure or no to oppose it?
	TABLE 7: Q5/Q6.  COMBINED 
	TABLE 8: Q7.  Now let me provide you with some additional background information.  City employees are currently in discussions with the City to voluntarily reduce their compensation by 5 percent to help address the City's budget deficit.  If City employees were to voluntarily reduce their compensation by 5 percent, would you be more likely or less likely to support a one-half cent sales tax to protect and maintain essential City services like police patrols, fire protection, street repair, parks and libraries.
	TABLE 9: Q8A.  Now I would like to ask you about three other measures that may appear on a future City of San José ballot.  Each measure would provide funding to protect and maintain essential City services such as police patrols, fire protection, 9-1-1 emergency response, street maintenance, pothole repair, parks and libraries, youth and senior recreation programs.  After I read each one, please tell me whether you would you vote yes to support it, or no to oppose it:  A measure to protect and maintain essential City services like police patrols, fire protection, street repair, parks and libraries by establishing a ten percent tax on parking facility rates in San José
	TABLE 10: Q8B.  Now I would like to ask you about three other measures that may appear on a future City of San José ballot.  Each measure would provide funding to protect and maintain essential City services such as police patrols, fire protection, 9-1-1 emergency response, street maintenance, pothole repair, parks and libraries, youth and senior recreation programs.  After I read each one, please tell me whether you would you vote yes to support it, or no to oppose it:  A measure to protect and maintain essential City services like police patrols, fire protection, street repair, parks and libraries by increasing and modernizing the tax that businesses pay and regularly adjusting the tax for inflation
	TABLE 11: Q8C.  Now I would like to ask you about three other measures that may appear on a future City of San José ballot.  Each measure would provide funding to protect and maintain essential City services such as police patrols, fire protection, 9-1-1 emergency response, street maintenance, pothole repair, parks and libraries, youth and senior recreation programs.  After I read each one, please tell me whether you would you vote yes to support it, or no to oppose it:  A measure to protect and maintain essential City services like police patrols, fire protection, street repair, parks and libraries by increasing the tax, paid by waste disposal companies, on waste they dump at waste disposal facilities from 13 dollars per ton to seventeen dollars and fifty cents per ton and regularly adjusting the tax for inflation
	TABLE 12: Q9C.  (SPLIT C)I would like to ask you about a proposal the Mayor and City Council may consider.  This proposal would raise funds and help prevent cuts in City services like police, fire, street repair, parks and libraries by increasing the number of tables that card rooms are allowed to operate in the City.  Does this sound like something you would support or oppose?
	TABLE 13: Q9D.  (SPLIT D) I would like to ask you about a proposal the Mayor and City Council may consider.  This proposal would raise funds and help prevent cuts in City services like police, fire, street repair, parks and libraries by increasing the tax on card room revenues in San Jose from 13 percent to 15 percent and increasing the number of tables that card rooms are allowed to operate in the City.  Does this sound like something you would support or oppose?
	TABLE 14: Q9.  I would like to ask you about a proposal the Mayor and City Council may consider.  This proposal would raise funds and help prevent cuts in City services like police, fire, street repair, parks and libraries by (SPLIT SAMPLE C) increasing the number of tables that card rooms are allowed to operate in the City. (SPLIT SAMPLE D) increasing the tax on card room revenues in San Jose from 13 percent to 15 percent and increasing the number of tables that card rooms are allowed to operate in the City.  Does this sound like something you would support or oppose?
	TABLE 15:  Q10.  Do you expect the City's budget to be better or worse twelve months from now?
	TABLE 16:  Q11.  Do you currently have a generally positive or generally negative feeling about the City's budget?
	TABLE 17:  Q12.  I am going to ask you to imagine you are in charge of San José's city budget.  The City of San José has five major priority goals and I would like you to tell me how you would prioritize City spending to achieve these goals.  For this exercise, assume you have 100 dollars to spend on all five.  After I read you all of the goals, please tell me how many dollars out of 100 you would spend on each goal, keeping in mind that the total must add up to 100 dollars : A SAFE CITY
	TABLE 18:  Q12.  I am going to ask you to imagine you are in charge of San José's city budget.  The City of San José has five major priority goals and I would like you to tell me how you would prioritize City spending to achieve these goals.  For this exercise, assume you have 100 dollars to spend on all five.  After I read you all of the goals, please tell me how many dollars out of 100 you would spend on each goal, keeping in mind that the total must add up to 100 dollars : A PROSPEROUS ECONOMY
	TABLE 19:  Q12.  I am going to ask you to imagine you are in charge of San José's city budget.  The City of San José has five major priority goals and I would like you to tell me how you would prioritize City spending to achieve these goals.  For this exercise, assume you have 100 dollars to spend on all five.  After I read you all of the goals, please tell me how many dollars out of 100 you would spend on each goal, keeping in mind that the total must add up to 100 dollars : AN ATTRACTIVE VIBRANT COMMUNITY
	TABLE 20:  Q12.  I am going to ask you to imagine you are in charge of San José's city budget.  The City of San José has five major priority goals and I would like you to tell me how you would prioritize City spending to achieve these goals.  For this exercise, assume you have 100 dollars to spend on all five.  After I read you all of the goals, please tell me how many dollars out of 100 you would spend on each goal, keeping in mind that the total must add up to 100 dollars : A GREEN SUSTAINABLE CITY
	TABLE 21:  Q12.  I am going to ask you to imagine you are in charge of San José's city budget.  The City of San José has five major priority goals and I would like you to tell me how you would prioritize City spending to achieve these goals.  For this exercise, assume you have 100 dollars to spend on all five.  After I read you all of the goals, please tell me how many dollars out of 100 you would spend on each goal, keeping in mind that the total must add up to 100 dollars : A RELIABLE WELL-MAINTAINED INFRASTRUCTURE
	TABLE 22:  Q13A.  I am going to read you a list of some specific public safety services provided by the City of San José.  It is likely that some of these services will need to be reduced next year given the City's projected budget shortfall.  Please tell me whether you would find each of the following public safety budget cuts to be completely acceptable, somewhat acceptable, or not at all acceptable as a way of helping to balance the City's budget:  Reducing public information desk hours at the police station
	TABLE 23:  Q13B.  I am going to read you a list of some specific public safety services provided by the City of San José.  It is likely that some of these services will need to be reduced next year given the City's projected budget shortfall.  Please tell me whether you would find each of the following public safety budget cuts to be completely acceptable, somewhat acceptable, or not at all acceptable as a way of helping to balance the City's budget:  Reducing police-based after-school athletic programs for young people
	TABLE 24:  Q13C.  I am going to read you a list of some specific public safety services provided by the City of San José.  It is likely that some of these services will need to be reduced next year given the City's projected budget shortfall.  Please tell me whether you would find each of the following public safety budget cuts to be completely acceptable, somewhat acceptable, or not at all acceptable as a way of helping to balance the City's budget:  Reducing enforcement of traffic laws that protect the safety of drivers, bikers, and pedestrians
	TABLE 25:  Q13D.  I am going to read you a list of some specific public safety services provided by the City of San José.  It is likely that some of these services will need to be reduced next year given the City's projected budget shortfall.  Please tell me whether you would find each of the following public safety budget cuts to be completely acceptable, somewhat acceptable, or not at all acceptable as a way of helping to balance the City's budget:  Reducing investigation of robberies
	TABLE 26:  Q13E.  I am going to read you a list of some specific public safety services provided by the City of San José.  It is likely that some of these services will need to be reduced next year given the City's projected budget shortfall.  Please tell me whether you would find each of the following public safety budget cuts to be completely acceptable, somewhat acceptable, or not at all acceptable as a way of helping to balance the City's budget:  Reducing the SWAT team that provides special skills and equipment to address critical incidents involving threats to life
	TABLE 27:  Q13F.  I am going to read you a list of some specific public safety services provided by the City of San José.  It is likely that some of these services will need to be reduced next year given the City's projected budget shortfall.  Please tell me whether you would find each of the following public safety budget cuts to be completely acceptable, somewhat acceptable, or not at all acceptable as a way of helping to balance the City's budget:  Reducing the police canine unit for detecting drugs and explosives
	TABLE 28:  Q13G.  I am going to read you a list of some specific public safety services provided by the City of San José.  It is likely that some of these services will need to be reduced next year given the City's projected budget shortfall.  Please tell me whether you would find each of the following public safety budget cuts to be completely acceptable, somewhat acceptable, or not at all acceptable as a way of helping to balance the City's budget:  Reducing police officers dedicated to maintaining school safety
	TABLE 29:  Q13H.  I am going to read you a list of some specific public safety services provided by the City of San José.  It is likely that some of these services will need to be reduced next year given the City's projected budget shortfall.  Please tell me whether you would find each of the following public safety budget cuts to be completely acceptable, somewhat acceptable, or not at all acceptable as a way of helping to balance the City's budget:  Reducing investigation of violent crimes and assaults
	TABLE 30:  Q13I.  I am going to read you a list of some specific public safety services provided by the City of San José.  It is likely that some of these services will need to be reduced next year given the City's projected budget shortfall.  Please tell me whether you would find each of the following public safety budget cuts to be completely acceptable, somewhat acceptable, or not at all acceptable as a way of helping to balance the City's budget:  Reducing the number of police officers patrolling downtown on horseback
	TABLE 31:  Q13J.  I am going to read you a list of some specific public safety services provided by the City of San José.  It is likely that some of these services will need to be reduced next year given the City's projected budget shortfall.  Please tell me whether you would find each of the following public safety budget cuts to be completely acceptable, somewhat acceptable, or not at all acceptable as a way of helping to balance the City's budget:  Reducing the number of City fire
	TABLE 32:  Q13K.  I am going to read you a list of some specific public safety services provided by the City of San José.  It is likely that some of these services will need to be reduced next year given the City's projected budget shortfall.  Please tell me whether you would find each of the following public safety budget cuts to be completely acceptable, somewhat acceptable, or not at all acceptable as a way of helping to balance the City's budget:  Reducing the Fire Department's hazardous materials unit
	TABLE 33:  Q13L.  I am going to read you a list of some specific public safety services provided by the City of San José.  It is likely that some of these services will need to be reduced next year given the City's projected budget shortfall.  Please tell me whether you would find each of the following public safety budget cuts to be completely acceptable, somewhat acceptable, or not at all acceptable as a way of helping to balance the City's budget:  Reducing hours dedicated to non-emergency response community police patrols
	TABLE 34:  Q13M.  I am going to read you a list of some specific public safety services provided by the City of San José.  It is likely that some of these services will need to be reduced next year given the City's projected budget shortfall.  Please tell me whether you would find each of the following public safety budget cuts to be completely acceptable, somewhat acceptable, or not at all acceptable as a way of helping to balance the City's budget:  Deferring the opening of the South San Jose Police Substation under construction near the highway 101 and 85 interchange
	TABLE 35:  Q13N.  I am going to read you a list of some specific public safety services provided by the City of San José.  It is likely that some of these services will need to be reduced next year given the City's projected budget shortfall.  Please tell me whether you would find each of the following public safety budget cuts to be completely acceptable, somewhat acceptable, or not at all acceptable as a way of helping to balance the City's budget:  Reducing the number of officers dedicated to investigating and preventing gang-related crimes
	TABLE 36:  Q13O.  I am going to read you a list of some specific public safety services provided by the City of San José.  It is likely that some of these services will need to be reduced next year given the City's projected budget shortfall.  Please tell me whether you would find each of the following public safety budget cuts to be completely acceptable, somewhat acceptable, or not at all acceptable as a way of helping to balance the City's budget:  Reducing crossing guards to protect students walking to school
	TABLE 37:  Q13P.  I am going to read you a list of some specific public safety services provided by the City of San José.  It is likely that some of these services will need to be reduced next year given the City's projected budget shortfall.  Please tell me whether you would find each of the following public safety budget cuts to be completely acceptable, somewhat acceptable, or not at all acceptable as a way of helping to balance the City's budget:  Reducing investigation of property-related crimes like theft and burglary
	TABLE 38:  Q13Q.  I am going to read you a list of some specific public safety services provided by the City of San José.  It is likely that some of these services will need to be reduced next year given the City's projected budget shortfall.  Please tell me whether you would find each of the following public safety budget cuts to be completely acceptable, somewhat acceptable, or not at all acceptable as a way of helping to balance the City's budget:  Reducing the police helicopter to support criminal pursuits and other police activities
	TABLE 39:  Q13R.  I am going to read you a list of some specific public safety services provided by the City of San José.  It is likely that some of these services will need to be reduced next year given the City's projected budget shortfall.  Please tell me whether you would find each of the following public safety budget cuts to be completely acceptable, somewhat acceptable, or not at all acceptable as a way of helping to balance the City's budget:  Reducing a police unit dedicated to reducing urban crimes, such as drugs, vagrancy and prostitution
	TABLE 40:  Q13S.  I am going to read you a list of some specific public safety services provided by the City of San José.  It is likely that some of these services will need to be reduced next year given the City's projected budget shortfall.  Please tell me whether you would find each of the following public safety budget cuts to be completely acceptable, somewhat acceptable, or not at all acceptable as a way of helping to balance the City's budget:  Lengthening 9-1-1 emergency response times
	TABLE 41:  Q13T.  I am going to read you a list of some specific public safety services provided by the City of San José.  It is likely that some of these services will need to be reduced next year given the City's projected budget shortfall.  Please tell me whether you would find each of the following public safety budget cuts to be completely acceptable, somewhat acceptable, or not at all acceptable as a way of helping to balance the City's budget:  Reducing domestic violence and child abuse response services
	TABLE 42:  Q13U.  I am going to read you a list of some specific public safety services provided by the City of San José.  It is likely that some of these services will need to be reduced next year given the City's projected budget shortfall.  Please tell me whether you would find each of the following public safety budget cuts to be completely acceptable, somewhat acceptable, or not at all acceptable as a way of helping to balance the City's budget:  Reducing investigation of sexual assault crimes
	TABLE 43:  Q13V.  I am going to read you a list of some specific public safety services provided by the City of San José.  It is likely that some of these services will need to be reduced next year given the City's projected budget shortfall.  Please tell me whether you would find each of the following public safety budget cuts to be completely acceptable, somewhat acceptable, or not at all acceptable as a way of helping to balance the City's budget:  Reducing investigation of homicides and murders
	TABLE 44:  Q13W.  I am going to read you a list of some specific public safety services provided by the City of San José.  It is likely that some of these services will need to be reduced next year given the City's projected budget shortfall.  Please tell me whether you would find each of the following public safety budget cuts to be completely acceptable, somewhat acceptable, or not at all acceptable as a way of helping to balance the City's budget:  Rotating closures of the City's fire stations
	TABLE 45:  Q13X.  I am going to read you a list of some specific public safety services provided by the City of San José.  It is likely that some of these services will need to be reduced next year given the City's projected budget shortfall.  Please tell me whether you would find each of the following public safety budget cuts to be completely acceptable, somewhat acceptable, or not at all acceptable as a way of helping to balance the City's budget:  Reducing the number of firefighters and fire-fighting equipment assigned to certain stations
	TABLE 46:  Q14A.  I am going to read you a list of specific neighborhood services provided by the City of San José.  It is also likely that some of these services will need to be reduced next year given the City's projected budget shortfall.  Please tell me whether you would find each of the following neighborhood service budget cuts to be completely acceptable, somewhat acceptable, or not at all acceptable as a way of helping to balance the City's budget:  Reducing maintenance and upkeep of parks
	TABLE 47:  Q14B.  I am going to read you a list of specific neighborhood services provided by the City of San José.  It is also likely that some of these services will need to be reduced next year given the City's projected budget shortfall.  Please tell me whether you would find each of the following neighborhood service budget cuts to be completely acceptable, somewhat acceptable, or not at all acceptable as a way of helping to balance the City's budget:  Reducing sports and recreation programs
	TABLE 48:  Q14C.  I am going to read you a list of specific neighborhood services provided by the City of San José.  It is also likely that some of these services will need to be reduced next year given the City's projected budget shortfall.  Please tell me whether you would find each of the following neighborhood service budget cuts to be completely acceptable, somewhat acceptable, or not at all acceptable as a way of helping to balance the City's budget:  Closing restrooms in parks
	TABLE 49:  Q14D.  I am going to read you a list of specific neighborhood services provided by the City of San José.  It is also likely that some of these services will need to be reduced next year given the City's projected budget shortfall.  Please tell me whether you would find each of the following neighborhood service budget cuts to be completely acceptable, somewhat acceptable, or not at all acceptable as a way of helping to balance the City's budget:  Reducing the number of days that libraries are open
	TABLE 50:  Q14E.  I am going to read you a list of specific neighborhood services provided by the City of San José.  It is also likely that some of these services will need to be reduced next year given the City's projected budget shortfall.  Please tell me whether you would find each of the following neighborhood service budget cuts to be completely acceptable, somewhat acceptable, or not at all acceptable as a way of helping to balance the City's budget:  Reducing graffiti removal services
	TABLE 51:  Q14F.  I am going to read you a list of specific neighborhood services provided by the City of San José.  It is also likely that some of these services will need to be reduced next year given the City's projected budget shortfall.  Please tell me whether you would find each of the following neighborhood service budget cuts to be completely acceptable, somewhat acceptable, or not at all acceptable as a way of helping to balance the City's budget:  Closing some community centers
	TABLE 52:  Q14G.  I am going to read you a list of specific neighborhood services provided by the City of San José.  It is also likely that some of these services will need to be reduced next year given the City's projected budget shortfall.  Please tell me whether you would find each of the following neighborhood service budget cuts to be completely acceptable, somewhat acceptable, or not at all acceptable as a way of helping to balance the City's budget:  Reducing the number park rangers for the City's regional parks
	TABLE 53:  Q14H.  I am going to read you a list of specific neighborhood services provided by the City of San José.  It is also likely that some of these services will need to be reduced next year given the City's projected budget shortfall.  Please tell me whether you would find each of the following neighborhood service budget cuts to be completely acceptable, somewhat acceptable, or not at all acceptable as a way of helping to balance the City's budget:  Reducing recreational and therapeutic services for residents with mental illnesses and physical disabilities
	TABLE 54:  Q14I.  I am going to read you a list of specific neighborhood services provided by the City of San José.  It is also likely that some of these services will need to be reduced next year given the City's projected budget shortfall.  Please tell me whether you would find each of the following neighborhood service budget cuts to be completely acceptable, somewhat acceptable, or not at all acceptable as a way of helping to balance the City's budget:  Reducing support for special events such as Christmas in the Park
	TABLE 55:  Q14J.  I am going to read you a list of specific neighborhood services provided by the City of San José.  It is also likely that some of these services will need to be reduced next year given the City's projected budget shortfall.  Please tell me whether you would find each of the following neighborhood service budget cuts to be completely acceptable, somewhat acceptable, or not at all acceptable as a way of helping to balance the City's budget:  Reducing adult and family literacy and learning programs
	TABLE 56:  Q14K.  I am going to read you a list of specific neighborhood services provided by the City of San José.  It is also likely that some of these services will need to be reduced next year given the City's projected budget shortfall.  Please tell me whether you would find each of the following neighborhood service budget cuts to be completely acceptable, somewhat acceptable, or not at all acceptable as a way of helping to balance the City's budget:  Reducing programs to promote good nutrition among seniors
	TABLE 57:  Q14L.  I am going to read you a list of specific neighborhood services provided by the City of San José.  It is also likely that some of these services will need to be reduced next year given the City's projected budget shortfall.  Please tell me whether you would find each of the following neighborhood service budget cuts to be completely acceptable, somewhat acceptable, or not at all acceptable as a way of helping to balance the City's budget:  Reducing anti-gang and at-risk youth programs
	TABLE 58:  Q14M.  I am going to read you a list of specific neighborhood services provided by the City of San José.  It is also likely that some of these services will need to be reduced next year given the City's projected budget shortfall.  Please tell me whether you would find each of the following neighborhood service budget cuts to be completely acceptable, somewhat acceptable, or not at all acceptable as a way of helping to balance the City's budget:  Reducing enforcement of building codes
	TABLE 59:  Q15A.  The City currently provides many services to its residents, but will not generate enough revenue to continue providing services at current levels in the future.    Please tell me which one of the following three strategies the City of San José should place the highest priority on to address its budget shortfall:  Reducing City's employees' compensation and retirement benefits, OR reducing existing City services, OR raising additional revenue, including taxes or fees:  First priority
	TABLE 60:  Q15B.  The City currently provides many services to its residents, but will not generate enough revenue to continue providing services at current levels in the future.    Please tell me which one of the following three strategies the City of San José should place the second highest priority on to address its budget shortfall:  Reducing City's employees' compensation and retirement benefits, OR reducing existing City services, OR raising additional revenue, including taxes or fees:  Second priority
	TABLE 61:  Q16.  Even if the City and its employees agree upon substantial reductions to employees' compensation and retirement benefits, San José will still face a large budget shortfall.  With that in mind, in making decisions about the budget, should the City of San José place a higher priority on:  Reducing existing City services to reduce the need to raise additional revenue, including taxes or fees, OR raising additional revenue, including taxes or fees, to reduce the need to cut existing City services.
	TABLE 62:  Q17A.  I am going to read you some statements from people who support the first measure I read to you, the measure that would enact a one-half cent sales tax to protect and maintain essential City services like police patrols, fire protection, street repair, parks and libraries.  After hearing each statement, please tell me whether you find it very convincing, somewhat convincing, or not convincing as a reason to support such a measure:  Over the past eight years, the City has eliminated nearly one thousand full time employee positions to address its budget deficit.  The City cannot make any more cuts to its workforce without reducing vital services
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