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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Introduction to the Study

The Kern Council of Governments commissioned Godbe Research to conduct a telephone survey of
residents of Kern County with the following research objectives: (a) assess residents’ overall opinion of
the quality of life in their city or town; (b) survey the importance of issues related to the future quality of life
in the County and the role of local government agencies in managing these issues; (c) evaluate residents’
support for housing and commercial development; (d) identify their housing preferences and choices; and
(e) to understand the daily commute of the average resident and attitudes toward transportation related
issues. The survey was also designed to track the results of a telephone survey conducted in February
2007, as well as community outreach workshops conducted March through June 2007, and comparisons
of the results are presented throughout the report.

Key Findings
Based on the analyses of the survey data, Godbe Research offers the following key findings:
Quality of Life:

= Overall, Kern County residents have a positive opinion of the quality of life in their city or
town. Approximately 79 percent of the residents surveyed indicated that they are at least
“Somewhat Satisfied” with the quality of life.

= In contrast to ratings of the current quality of life, the residents surveyed were largely split on
their outlook of the future. Although 37 percent of the residents indicated that the quality of
life in their city or town will be better in the next 20 years, 41 percent reported that it will be
worse. Approximately 19 percent of the residents reported that the quality of life will stay
about the same.

=  When compared to the results of the 2007 survey, County residents appear to have a slightly
more pessimistic outlook on future quality of life in their city or town. The results of the current
survey suggest that residents are more concerned about jobs and the economy now than
they were in 2007. The recent economic downturn may account for this slight increase in
pessimism toward the future.

= The results indicate that residents most like the small-town atmosphere or sense of
community of their city or town. Further, this result was consistent across the four regions of
the County. The central location, safety of neighborhoods and communities, weather and
climate, and natural resources in the area also were frequently mentioned features. The
availability of natural resources, including outdoor recreation, rivers, trees, and wildlife, is
particularly appreciated by residents of the Mountains region.

= In contrast to the above features, the features that residents least like about their city or town
included the crime rate, air quality, issues related to growth and planning, the lack of unique
attractions, and traffic congestion. Crime rate was mentioned most frequently by the West
Kern and Central Valley residents, whereas the Mountains residents most frequently
mentioned issues related to growth and planning, such as population growth. Finally, the East
Kern residents most frequently mentioned the lack of unique attractions, such as restaurants,
shopping, and other entertainment. Although there was some consistency in these
responses, the results suggest that the four regions of Kern County have unique concerns
and challenges.

2008 Community Survey Page 2
Godbe Research May 2008



Issues in Improving the Future Quality of Life in Kern County:

Overall, the residents indicated that creating more high paying jobs, maintaining and
improving basic local services, such as public safety and education, and improving air and
water quality are the most important issues facing the future of Kern County.

The survey assessed the importance of 22 issues in improving the future quality of life in
Kern County. Issues related to services, safety and equity were the relatively most important,
such as improving crime prevention programs and the quality of public education. Also high in
importance were the issues related to natural resources, such as preserving water supply
and improving air quality.

The importance of issues related to growth and development varied according to the specific
issue. Although creating more high paying jobs was among the relatively most important
issues to residents, creating more affordable housing and a variety of housing options were
relatively less important.

Residents rated maintaining local streets and roads as among the relatively most important
issues; however, other issues related to mobility were among the relatively less important
issues, including improving public transportation to other cities and expanding local bus
services.

Across all four regions of the County, the relatively most important issues of the 22 that were
tested in the survey were improving crime prevention and the quality of public education and
preserving water quality. At the same time, several issues were particularly important to the
residents of the individual regions. For example, improving air quality was a unique priority to
the residents of Central Valley.

A follow-up question on important issues was included in the survey. When considering the
increase in population that is expected to occur within the next 20 years, 82 percent of the
residents surveyed mentioned one of the following as the single, most important issue for the
future of Kern County: quality of jobs; crime rate or gang violence; streets, roads, and
freeways; environmental issues, such as air pollution and water contamination; education;
and well-planned growth.

The Role of Local Government Agencies in Preparing for the Future:

The findings showed that a majority of County residents believe that local government
agencies should play an even more active role in preparing for the future of Kern County.

Of the seven topic areas tested, no more than 14 percent of the residents surveyed reported
that local agencies are doing too much to manage the issue.

Compared to the other response options, significantly more County residents reported that
local government agencies are not doing enough to manage the following: agriculture and
growth management; air quality; mobility; economic development; housing; and services,
safety and equity.

A statistically equal percent of the residents reported that local agencies are either not doing
enough or are doing just right to manage water resources.
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Support for New Housing and Commercial Development:

Kern County residents, on average, most support new housing development of single-family
homes in existing residential neighborhoods and new housing development on open spaces
around cities and towns. In contrast, residents, on average, are opposed to new housing
development on farm and agricultural land in the Central Valley.

Similarly, Kern County residents, on average, most support new commercial development in
existing business and industrial areas and on open spaces around cities and towns, and least
support new commercial development on farm and agricultural land in the Central Valley.

Although 48 percent of residents rated preserving open spaces and native animal habitats as
“Extremely Important,” a majority of residents (65%) at least somewhat support new
commercial and housing development on open spaces around cities and towns.

Consideration of Housing Options:

Results indicate that residents are most interested in single-family housing if they were to
relocate within Kern County within the next 10 years.

84 percent of the residents would consider a single-family home with a large yard and 65
percent would consider one with a small yard. This preference for single-family homes was
consistent across the four regions of the County.

In contrast, 40 percent of residents would consider a townhouse or condominium, and only
29 percent and 21 percent would consider an apartment or housing in a mixed-use building,
respectively.

The findings suggest that there is somewhat of a disconnect between residents’ opinions
toward the preservation of open spaces and farm land and their personal housing
preferences.

The survey also assessed factors that influence housing choices, and the results revealed
that energy efficient housing and a neighborhood with yards or land separating the homes
are the most important to residents. The benefits of high-density housing, such as a closer
proximity to work and services, were relatively lower in importance.

Traffic Flow and Alternative Transportation:

Residents’ opinions of traffic flow in their city or town was largely determined by region. Only
one-third of the West Kern, Mountains, and East Kern residents rated traffic flow negatively
as either “Fair” or Poor.” In comparison, 65 percent of Central Valley residents rated traffic
flow negatively.

Supporting these results, significantly more of the Central Valley residents mentioned that
traffic congestion is the feature that they least like about their city or town, rated reducing
traffic congestion and other issues related to mobility as more important, and reported that
local government agencies are not doing enough to manage mobility issues.

A majority of residents (77%) typically drive alone to go to work or school, and many of these
residents are not interested in alternative transportation (44%).

Of the residents who rely on driving alone, 14 percent reported that public transit stops near
their home or work and a better transit schedule would encourage them to use public transit.
Another 12 percent cited higher gas prices as a factor that would encourage them to drive
less.

Public transit usage is largely related to household income, and the survey results, as a
whole, suggest that it will be difficult to encourage many County residents to use alternative
transportation. Information on the proximity of transit stops to their home or work, transit
schedules, and the cost-savings of riding versus driving may encourage the use of alternative
transportation. Given the importance of improving air quality to Central Valley residents, this
benefit of alternative transportation may also encourage use.
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SURVEY METHODOLOGY

The table below briefly outlines the methodology used in the study. The respondents of this study were
selected using random digit dialing (RDD), which randomly selects phone numbers from the active
residential phone exchanges within the area of a study. Interviewers first asked potential respondents a
series of questions that were used to ensure that the person lived in Kern County and was at least 18
years of age. In order to ensure that the sample was representative of the demographics of the County
population, a listed sample of Hispanic residents was used to supplement the RDD methodology.

Overall, 1,200 residents in Kern County completed the telephone survey, representing a total universe of
approximately 419,998 adult residents of the County. The study parameters resulted in a margin of error
of plus or minus 2.8 percent. Interviews were conducted from March 26 through April 8, 2008, and the
average interview time was approximately 18 minutes. Interviews were conducted in either Spanish (n =
87) or English (n = 1,113), depending on the preference of the resident who was surveyed.

Data Collection Telephone Interviewing

Sample Size 1,200 Respondents

Universe 419,998 Adult Residents in Kern County

Margin of Error +2.8%

Field Dates March 26 to April 8, 2008

Interview Length 18 Minutes

[NCIVEVAREGIEGEESIM English and Spanish
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Sample and Weighting

In order to allow segmentation of the results by region of Kern County, three areas of the County were
over-sampled. During the study, 200 interviews were completed in each of the following regions — West
Kern, Mountains, and East Kern, and the remaining 600 interviews were completed in the Central Valley
region. For the overall results presented in this report, the over-sampling was corrected by statistically
weighting the data by region. The following table illustrates the assigned quotas for each region of the
County and their weighted proportions in the overall results.

Weighted

Quota Assigned Percentage

West Kern 200 3%

Central Valley 600 77%

Mountains 200 7%

East Kern 200 13%

Once collected, the sample of respondents was compared with the actual adult population of Kern County
(based on 2006 US Census estimates) to examine possible differences between the demographics of the
sample of respondents and the actual County population. The data were weighted to correct differences,
and the results presented are representative of the adult population of Kern County in terms of gender,
age, ethnicity and region of residence.

Questionnaire Design

To avoid the problem of systematic position bias, where the order in which a series of questions is asked
systematically influences the answers, several questions in the survey were randomized such that the
respondents were not consistently asked the questions in the same order. The series of items in
Questions 5, 7, 8, 9, 10 and 11 were randomized to avoid such position bias.

Questions 3, 4, 6 and 16 allowed the respondents surveyed to mention multiple responses. For this
reason, the response percentages sum to more than 100, and these represent the percent of the
respondents that mentioned a particular response, rather than the percent of total responses.

Segmentation Analyses

The results of the survey were analyzed by demographic and attitudinal subgroups in order to better
understand the opinions of Kern County residents. Regional differences are presented throughout the
report, and general opinion questions are also segmented by gender, ethnicity, age, homeownership
status and household income. Complete segmentation analyses are presented in Appendix D, and these
also include length of residence, satisfaction with quality of life (Q1), and opinion of future quality of life

(Q2).
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OVERALL QUALITY OF LIFE

The results indicate that a majority of County residents are satisfied with the quality of life in their city or
town. Overall, 79 percent of the respondents reported being satisfied with the quality of life, with 38
percent “Very Satisfied” and 41 percent “Somewhat Satisfied.” In contrast, approximately 20 percent of
the residents surveyed were either “Very” or “Somewhat Dissatisfied.” The remaining one percent of the
respondents either did not know or did not answer the question (DK/NA).

DK/NA
1%

Very Satisfied

Very
Dissatisfied 38%
8% Somewhat
Satisfied
Somewhat 21%

Dissatisfied
12% Total

Satisfaction
79%

Similar to the results of the current survey, the results of the 2007 survey indicated that residents hold a
positive opinion of their community. Approximately 87 percent of the residents surveyed in 2007 reported
that their community is either “Very” or “Somewhat Desirable.” The different wording of the question in the
current survey could account for the lower level of positive ratings; however, it is possible that the recent
downturn in the economy has effected residents’ satisfaction with the quality of life in their city or town.
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OVERALL QUALITY OF LIFE

Differences in Key Demographic Subgroups

The following table highlights the key subgroup differences that were observed in residents’ satisfaction
with the quality of life in their city or town'. The men were significantly more likely to be “Very Satisfied”
with the quality of life than the women, whereas the women were significantly more likely to be “Very
Dissatisfied” than the men. Regarding homeownership status, substantially more of the homeowners than
the renters reported being “Very Satisfied” with the quality of life. No differences opinions of overall quality
of life emerged as a factor of ethnicity or age.

Gender Homeownership
Male Female Rent Own

Very satisfied

Somewhat satisfied

Somewhat dissatisfied

Very dissatisfied

DK/NA

Regional Differences

Several regional differences emerged in residents’ satisfaction with the overall quality of life in their city or
town. Specifically, significantly more of the Mountains residents stated that they are “Very Satisfied” with
the quality of life than their counterparts in other regions. Total satisfaction, obtained by summing the
“Very” and “Somewhat Satisfied” responses, was also significantly higher among the Mountains residents
(94%) than the residents of West Kern (77%), Central Valley (77%), and East Kern (78%).

In contrast, the proportion of “Somewhat Dissatisfied” residents was significantly higher in the West Kern
and Central Valley regions. Finally, significantly more of the East Kern residents reported that they are
“Very Dissatisfied” with the quality of life than their counterparts in the Mountains.

West Kern Central Valley Mountains East Kern

Very satisfied

Somewhat satisfied

Somewhat dissatisfied

Very dissatisfied

DK/NA

: Significant differences at the 95% confidence level between subgroups on any given survey item are denoted by colors: a blue
mean score or percentage is statistically higher than a red mean score or percentage between demographic subgroups, e.g., male
vs. female.
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FUTURE QUALITY OF LIFE

Respondents were asked whether they think the quality of life in their city or town will stay about the same
as today, or will it be better or worse in the next 20 years. Approximately 37 percent of the residents
surveyed stated that the quality of life will be better, and a roughly equally percent stated that it will be
worse, at 41 percent. One in five of the respondents indicated that it will “Stay About the Same.”

DK/NA
Much Worse 4% Much Better
19% 15%

Total Better
37%

Total Worse
41%

Somewhat Somewhat
Better

Worse Stay About
22%
22% the Same 19% °

In 2007, 40 percent of the survey respondents indicated that the quality of life in their community would
“Improve,” and this does not differ significantly from the above results. However, in comparison to the
current survey, significantly more of the 2007 respondents indicated that the quality of life would “Stay
About the Same” (25%) and significantly less indicated that it would “Become Worse” (28%). These
results indicate that the residents of Kern County may be slightly more pessimistic toward the future than

they were a year ago.
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FUTURE QUALITY OF LIFE

Differences in Key Demographic Subgroups

Significantly more of the women than the men reported that the quality of life in their city or town would be
“Somewhat Worse” in the next 20 years, whereas more of the men than the women reported that it would
“Stay About the Same.” Regarding age, more of the respondents ages 18 to 24 think that the quality of
life will be “Somewhat Better” than their counterparts ages 45 to 54. Finally, the older residents surveyed
were more pessimistic than these younger residents. Specifically, significantly more of the residents ages
25 and above reported that quality of life will be “Much Worse” than the residents ages 18 to 24.

Gender Age

35to 45 to

Male Female 24 54

Much better

Somewhat better

Stay about the same

Somewhat worse

Much worse

Overall, the Hispanic residents surveyed were more optimistic toward the future than the Caucasian
residents and the residents of other ethnic groups. Specifically, significantly more of the Hispanic
residents reported “Much Better” and significantly less reported “Somewhat” or “Much Worse.” Regarding
homeownership status, more of the homeowners than the renters reported that the quality of life in their
city or town would stay about the same over the next 20 years.

Ethnicity Homeownership

Caucasian Hispanic Other Rent Own

Much better

Somewhat better

Stay about the same ‘

Somewhat worse ‘

Much worse
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FUTURE QUALITY OF LIFE

Regional Differences

The results indicate that the residents of East Kern are the most optimistic about the future quality of life
in their city or town, and 47 percent indicated that it will be “Much” or “Somewhat Better” in the next 20
years. In contrast, the Central Valley residents have the relatively most pessimistic outlook of the future,
and 44 percent indicated that quality of life will be “Much” or “Somewhat Worse.”

West Kern | Central Valley | Mountains East Kern

Much better

Somewhat better

Stay about the same

Somewhat worse

Much worse

DK/NA
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MOST LIKED FEATURES

The respondents were then asked what they liked the most about their city or town, and this question was
presented in an open-response format. The residents surveyed were free to say anything that came to
mind, and they were not prompted by the interviewer with a list of categories. Approximately 1 out of 2
residents surveyed mentioned that they most like the small-town atmosphere and sense of community.
The convenient or central location and the safety of neighborhoods and communities rounded out a
second tier of responses, at 14 percent and 13 percent, respectively.

Small-town atmosphere
Location

Safe neighborhoods
Weather and climate
Natural resources

Cost of living/housing
Education and youth programs
Well-planned growth
Low traffic congestion
Cultural diversity
Unigue attractions

Job opportunities
Farming and agriculture
Other

DK/NA

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50%

This question was unique to the present survey, so no comparison data are available from the survey
conducted in 2007. However, the community outreach workshops conducted March through June 2007
also found that “Community spirit,” “Low crime/sense of safety,” and “Location/proximity” were the most
consistently mentioned items across communities.
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MOST LIKED FEATURES

Regional Differences

Across the four regions of the County, the residents surveyed reported that they most like the small-town
atmosphere and sense of community in their city or town. However, significantly more of the West Kern,
Mountains, and East Kern residents mentioned this feature than the Central Valley residents. Several
differences also emerged in the less frequently mentioned features. Specifically, significantly more of the
Mountains residents mentioned the location, the weather and climate, and the natural resources than
their counterparts from other regions. Finally, the Central Valley residents mentioned the weather and the
cost of living more than the West Kern residents.

West Kern | Central Valley | Mountains | East Kern

521;2]5%\/'\;; atmosphere/Sense of 63% 43% 66% 61%
Location 7% 14% 16% 14%
Safe neighborhoods/communities 16% 14% 12% 12%
Weather and climate 2% 8% 10% 6%
I\_Iatural resources (outdoor recreation, 5% 6% 20% 5%
rivers, trees, wildlife — — - —
Cost of living/housing 2% 7% 3% 2%

| Education and youth programs 5% 5% 1% 1%
WeII-pIanned.growth (includes quality 3% 3% 204 4%
of roads and infrastructure
Low traffic congestion 3% 3% 1% 3%
Cultural diversity 2% 3% 2% 1%
Unique attractions (parks, restaurants,
shopping, museums and other 2% 2% 1% 0%
entertainment
Availability of job opportunities 2% 2% 0% 1%
Farming and agriculture 1% 1% 3% 0%
Other 2% 2% 1% 0%
DK/NA 8% 12% 2% 9%
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LEAST LIKED FEATURES

The residents surveyed were also asked to report what they like the least about their city or town. Similar
to the previous question, the respondents were free to say anything that came to mind, and they were not
prompted by the interviewer. Approximately 1 out of 5 residents surveyed mentioned the crime rate or
gang violence. Poor air quality and problems related to growth and planning rounded out the three most
frequently mentioned features, at 16 percent and 12 percent, respectively.

Crime rate/Gang violence

Air quality

Growth and planning

Lack of unique attractions
Traffic congestion

Cost of living

Lack of community resources
Climate/Pollution

Youth programs

Poor roads

Public transportation

Job opportunities

Local government

lllegal Immigration

Loss of farms to development
Other

DK/NA

0% 10% 20% 30%

In the 2007 survey, residents were read a list of 10 issues and asked to indicate the most serious
problems effecting the quality of life in their community. Overall, the results of the current survey are
similar to the 2007 results. Approximately 19 percent of the 2007 respondents reported that crime was the
most serious problem, 13 percent reported air quality, and 11 percent reported population growth. One
difference emerged, 15 percent of the 2007 respondents indicated that the most serious problem was
immigration, whereas just 1 percent of the current respondents mentioned that illegal immigration is the
feature they like least about their city or town. Further, only 2 percent of the Caucasian residents who
participated in the current survey mentioned this feature. Attitudes toward immigration may have changed
since the previous survey, or immigration may be of relatively less concern to residents when they are not
prompted with the issue.
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LEAST LIKED FEATURES

Regional Differences

Follow-up analyses revealed a number of regional differences in the features that residents least like
about their city or town. The West Kern residents most frequently mentioned the lack of unique attractions
(14%), crime rate (14%), and growth and planning (13%). The Central Valley residents most frequently
mentioned crime rate (26%), air quality (19%), traffic congestion (11%) and growth and planning (11%). In
contrast, growth and planning (19%), a lack of community resources (16%), and crime rate (9%) were
most frequently mentioned by the Mountains residents. Finally, the East Kern residents most frequently
mentioned the lack of unique attractions (17%), growth and planning (16%), and crime rate (11%). For
statistically significant difference between these regions of the County, see the table below.

’ West Kern Central Valley ’ Mountains | East Kern
Crime rate/Gang violence 14% 26% 9% 11%
Air quality 5% 19% 3% 3%
Growth and planning 13% 11% 19% 16%
Lack of unique attractions (parks,
restaurants, shopping, museums and 14% 8% 8% 17%
other entertainment)
Traffic congestion 2% 11% 4% 1%
Cost of living/housing affordability 4% 6% 6% 5%
Lack of community resources
Lack Qf community resources 9% 3% 16% 8%
(hospitals and social services) -
Cllmate/EnV|ronmentaI problems/Water 4% 5% 5% 204
or ground pollution
Youth programs '(educat|on and 6% 2% 5% 5%
recreation for children/teens
Poor roads and street maintenance 1% 2% 3% 10%
Ppbllc transportation (bus, train, and 1% 2% 6% 10%
bike lanes
Job opportunities 4% 2% 3% 7%
Local government 3% 3% 1% 5%
lllegal Immigration 7% 1% 0% 0%
Farm land (loss of farms to 0% 1% 0% 0%
development)
Other 5% 4% 5% 4%
DK/NA 17% 13% 20% 13%
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SERVICES, SAFETY AND EQUITY

The survey presented respondents with a list of 22 issues facing residents, and they were asked to rate
the importance of each issue in improving the future quality of life in Kern County. Responses were made
on a scale of 0 to 4, 0 being “Not Important” to 4 being “Extremely Important.” These numeric responses
were averaged to create an overall score of importance, where a higher score indicates a relatively more
important issue. On average, all 22 issues were rated as important and scores ranged from 2.5 to 3.6 on
a scale of 4.0. A table presenting the mean score and percent breakdown of responses for each of the
issues follows this section on page 24.

To facilitate reporting, the 22 issues have been grouped into 4 topic areas: (a) Services, Safety and
Equity; (b) Natural Resources; (c) Growth and Development; and (d) Mobility. Shown in the following
chart are the four issues related to Services, Safety, and Equity, and this topic area received the relatively
highest importance ratings. On average, “Improving crime prevention and gang prevention programs” and
“Improving the quality of public education” earned importance scores of 3.6 out of 4.0. To provide some
context for these scores, 74 percent and 75 percent of the respondents, respectively, rated these issues
as “Extremely Important.” “Improving local health care and social services” and “Improving fire and
emergency medical services” were slightly lower in relative importance, and 62 percent and 58 percent of
the residents surveyed rated these issues as “Extremely Important,” respectively.

Crime prevention/gang
prevention programs

Improving quality of public
education

Improving local
healthcare/social services

Improving fire/lemergency
medical services

1
0.0 1.0 2.0 3.0 4.0

Not Extremely
Important Important

In 2007, 82 percent of the residents surveyed agreed that the County has a major gang violence problem.
The results of the current survey suggest that residents’ attitudes toward gang violence have not
changed, given the high importance ratings of “Improving crime prevention and gang prevention
programs.”
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SERVICES, SAFETY AND EQUITY

Regional Differences

On average, the Central Valley residents attributed significantly higher importance to all four of the issues
in this topic area than their counterparts in other regions of the County. Additionally, the residents of West
Kern rated improving local health care and social services, as well as fire and emergency services, as
significantly more important that the Mountains residents.

West Kern | Central Valley | Mountains East Kern

Improving crime prevention and

gang prevention programs
Improving the quality of public

education

Improving local health care and
social services

Improving fire and emergency
medical services
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NATURAL RESOURCES

Three of the issues related to natural resources were among the relatively most important of the 22
issues tested. “Preserving water supply,” “Improving air quality,” and “Improving water quality” were rated

as “Extremely Important” by 75 percent, 74 percent, and 64 percent of the residents surveyed,
respectively. In comparison, “Improving flood protection” and “Reducing residential air pollution, su
wood-burning fire places” were rated as “Extremely Important” by 40 percent and 43 percent of the
respondents, respectively.

ch as

. 3.6
Preserving water supply

. . . 3.5
Improving air quality

Improving water quality

Preserving open
spaces/animal habitats

Improving flood protection

Reducing residential air

pollution
I 1
0.0 1.0 20 3.0 4.0
Not Extremely
Important Important

In 2007, 78 percent of the residents surveyed agreed that the County has a serious air pollution problem.
However, when the 2007 respondents were asked whether wood-burning residential fireplaces should be
forbidden, 70 percent of the 2007 respondents disagreed. The results of the current survey are similar in
that improving air quality was of higher relative importance than reducing residential air pollution caused

by wood-burning fireplaces. The above results also suggest that County residents may be more re
to limiting the use of wood-burning fireplaces than restricting the use altogether.
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NATURAL RESOURCES

Regional Differences

The Central Valley residents rated 5 of the 6 issues related to natural resources as significantly more
important than their counterparts in other regions of the County. The Mountains residents rated
preservation of open spaces as significantly more important than the West and East Kern residents;
however, they rated four of the issues related to air and water quality as significantly less important than
the residents of other regions.

West Kern|| Central Valley | Mountains|| East Kern

Preserving water supply 3.5 3.6 3.5 3.6
Improving air quality 3.4 3.7 2.8 2.7
Improving water quality 3.2 3.4 3.1 3.4
Preserving open spaces and native 28 31 32 27
animal habitats

Improving flood protection 2.3 3.0 2.3 2.3
Reducing reS|dent|§1I alr_pollutlon, 23 3.0 18 22

such as wood-burning fireplaces
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GROWTH AND DEVELOPMENT

Of the 22 issues tested, 6 related to growth and development. Of these issues, “Creating more high
paying jobs” was rated as the relatively most important, followed by “Revitalizing older neighborhoods and
business districts that are becoming rundown”; “Encouraging new businesses to relocate to the County in
order to diversity the local economy”; and “Preventing the loss of farm land to residential and commercial
development.” In contrast to these, the issues related to housing were relatively less important: “Creating
more affordable housing” and “Developing a variety of housing options, including apartments, town-
homes and condominiums.”

Creating high paying jobs

Revitalize rundown neighborhoods/business districts
Encouraging new businesses

Preventing loss of farm land

Creating affordable housing

Developing variety of housing options

0.0 1.0 2.0 3.0 4.0
Not Extremely
Important Important

When compared to the results of the 2007 survey, the current findings suggest that the residents of Kern
County may be more concerned about the economy than they were a year ago. Specifically, only 51
percent of the 2007 respondents agreed with the statement, “Kern County lacks opportunities for well-
paying jobs.” In comparison, the respondents of the current survey rated “Creating more high paying jobs”
as one of the relatively most important issues. Similar to the results of the current survey, the 2007 survey
found that affordable housing was rated relatively lower than other issues. Only 57 percent of the
respondents to the 2007 survey agreed with the statement, “We should require local governments to
provide new housing that is affordable for the workforce in the area.” In the current survey, only 52
percent of the respondents rated “Creating more affordable housing” as “Extremely Important.”
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GROWTH AND DEVELOPMENT

Regional Differences

Several regional differences emerged in the residents’ responses to the issues related to growth and
development. Revitalizing older neighborhoods and business districts, creating more affordable housing,
and developing a variety of housing options were significantly more important to the West Kern, Central
Valley, and East Kern residents. Creating more high paying jobs was significantly more important to the
Central Valley residents than the Mountains residents. Finally, preventing the loss of farm land was
significantly less important to the residents of East Kern than their counterparts who reside in the other

regions of the County.

Creating more high paying jobs
Revitalizing older neighborhoods and
business districts that are becoming
rundown

Encouraging new businesses to
relocate to the County in order to
diversify the local economy
Preventing the loss of farm land to
residential and commercial
development

Creating more affordable housing

Developing a variety of housing
options, including apartments,
townhomes and condominiums
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MOBILITY

Although the residents surveyed rated the issues related to mobility as highly important, 4 of these issues
were among the 7 relatively less important issues of the 22 that were tested. Two issues were rated as
relatively more important: “Maintaining local streets and roads” and “Reducing traffic congestion.” These
issues were rated as “Extremely Important” by 62 percent and 57 percent of the residents surveyed,
respectively. Interestingly, the specific projects that could be used to reduce traffic congestion were rated
relatively lower in importance: “Expanding highways”; “Maintaining and improving sidewalks and bike
lanes”; “Improving public transportation to other cities”; and “Expanding local bus service.”

Maintaining local streets and
roads

Reducing traffic congestion

Expanding highways
Maintaining sidewalks and
bike lanes

Improving public
transportation

Expanding local bus services

1 1
0.0 10 2.0 3.0 4.0

Not Extremely
Important Important

Road maintenance also emerged as a priority among the respondents to the 2007 survey. Only 66
percent of those respondents agreed that the roads throughout Kern County are safe and adequate to
handle the current population, and 50 percent disagreed that local governments have adequate funding to
provide the roads and public transportation projects needed to accommodate future population growth.

Approximately 76 percent of the residents surveyed in 2007 agreed with the statement “We should
expand bus and public transit systems.” However, improving public transit was among the relatively
lowest issues in importance to the residents of the current survey. “Improving public transportation to
other cities” and “Expanding local bus service” were rated as “Extremely Important” by only 43 percent
and 39 percent of the residents, respectively. The high agreement observed in 2007 was most likely due
to the less controversial nature of expanding bus and public transit systems.
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MOBILITY

Regional Differences

Here as well, the Central Valley residents rated the issues in this topic area as significantly more
important than the residents of the other regions of the County, particularly those who reside in the
Mountains. Additionally, the residents of West and East Kern, when compared to the Mountains
residents, indicated that expanding highways and maintaining sidewalks and bike lanes are significantly
more important issues.

Although the Mountains residents rated “Maintaining local streets and roads” as relatively less important
than the Central Valley residents, this issue actually was among the 4 relatively most important issues to
the Mountains residents. Although the importance score is lower, it's position relative to the other 22
issues suggests that it is still a priority for residents in the Mountains region. For the top scoring issues
within each region, see page 25.

West Kern | Central Valley | Mountains| East Kern

Maintaining local streets and roads

Reducing traffic congestion

Expanding highways
Maintaining and improving sidewalks

and bike lanes
Improving public transportation to
other cities

Expanding local bus services
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ISSUES FOR THE FUTURE - OVERALL RATINGS

The table below shows the mean score and percentage breakdown of responses for each of the 22

issues tested, ordered from the relatively most important to least important.

These results are similar to the results of the community outreach workshops conducted March through
June 2007. The participants of the workshops identified water, economic development, and other issues
related to services, safety and equity as the most important for the future of Kern County.

Improving crime prevention and
gang prevention programs

Improving the quality of public
education

Preserving water supply

Improving air qualit

Maintaining local streets and
roads

Creating more high paying jobs

Improving local health care and
social services

Improving water quality

Revitalizing older neighborhoods
and business districts that are
becoming rundown

Improving fire and emergency
medical services

Preventing the loss of farm land
to residential and commercial
development

Encouraging new businesses to
relocate to the County in order to
diversify the local economy

Reducing traffic congestion

Creating more affordable
housing

Preserving open spaces and
native animal habitats

Expanding highways

Improving public transportation

to other cities
Maintaining and improving
sidewalks and bike lanes

Expanding local bus services
Reducing residential air
pollution, such as wood-burning
fireplaces
Improving flood protection
Developing a variety of housing
options, including apartments,

| town-homes and condominiums |
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Mean | Not ' Extremely |
Score Important Important | DK/NA
0 1 2 3 4
3.6 3% 1% 5% 17% 74% 0%
3.6 3% 2% 5% 14% 75% 0%
3.6 1% 2% 6% 14% 75% 0%
3.5 4% 3% 7% 11% 74% 0%
3.5 1% 1% 8% | 27% 62% 0%
3.4 3% 1% 8% | 22% 65% 1%
3.4 2% 2% 10% | 22% 62% 1%
3.4 3% 3% 10% | 20% 64% 0%
3.3 3% 2% 12% | 31% 52% 0%
3.3 2% 4% 12% | 24% 58% 0%
3.2 4% 4% 13% | 28% 50% 1%
3.2 3% 2% 15% | 31% 49% 0%
3.2 4% 5% 14% | 20% 57% 0%
3.1 6% 6% 14% | 21% 52% 0%
3.1 5% 4% 17% | 24% 48% 1%
3.0 5% 5% 18% | 25% 47% 0%
3.0 5% 8% 17% | 27% 43% 1%
3.0 5% 5% 20% | 27% 43% 0%
2.9 6% 5% 20% | 28% 39% 1%
2.8 9% 10% | 18% | 19% 43% 1%
2.8 6% 8% 20% | 23% 40% 2%
2.5 8% 12% | 27% | 23% 29% 0%
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ISSUES FOR THE FUTURE - OVERALL REGIONAL RATINGS

The table below shows the mean scores of the 22 issues tested for each of the four regions of Kern
County. Significant regional differences were highlighted in the previous tables. This table presents the
relatively most important issues, highlighted in blue, within each region. Improving crime prevention and
the quality of public education, as well as preserving water quality, were among the relatively most
important issues across regions. However, several issues were particularly important to the residents of
the individual regions, such as improving air quality to the residents of Central Valley.

Mountains | East Kern

West Kern Central Valley

prevent|on programs '
Improving the quallty of public education . 3.4 \
%\ 3-5

Improving air quality

Godbe Research

Maintaining local streets and roads 3.4 3.5
Creating more high paying jobs 3.4 3.5
Imprloving local health care and social 34 34 31 33
services
Improving water quality 3.2 3.4 3.1
Revitalizing older neighborhoods and
business districts that are becoming 3.2 3.4 2.8 3.2
rundown
Imprloving fire and emergency medical 34 34 31 33
services
Preyentipg the loss of far_m land to 32 33 30 26
residential and commercial development
Encouraging new businesses to relocate to
the County in order to diversify the local 3.2 3.2 3.1 3.3
economy
Reducing traffic congestion 2.6 3.5 2.5 2.3
Creating more affordable housing 3.2 3.2 2.4 2.9
Preserving open spaces and native animal 28 31 39 27
habitats ' : : :
Expanding highways 3.0 3.1 2.3 2.8
Ir_n_provmg public transportation to other 3.0 3.0 27 28
cities
Mamtammg and improving sidewalks and 58 31 29 28
bike lanes

2.6 3.0 25 2.8
Reducing r§5|d§nt|al air pollution, such as 23 3.0 18 29
wood-burning fireplaces
Improving flood protection 2.3 3.0 2.3 2.3
Developing a variety of housing options,
including apartments, townhomes and 2.5 2.6 1.8 2.3
condominiums
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MOST IMPORTANT ISSUE

The residents surveyed were told that the population of Kern County is expected to grow significantly
within the next 20 years, and they were asked to name the single, most important issue for the future of
the County. The respondents were free to say anything that came to mind, and they were not prompted
by the interviewer with any list or categories. In response to this, the residents surveyed most frequently
mentioned the quality of jobs available in the area, at 20 percent. Issues related to crime rate and gang
violence were the next most frequently mentioned, at 17 percent. Rounding out a third tier of responses
were issues related to streets, roads, and freeways, environmental issues, education, and planning for
growth and development. Each of these categories was mentioned by 10 percent to 13 percent of the
residents surveyed.

These results parallel the findings of the previous questions in the current survey that asked the
respondents to rate the importance of issues. Additionally, the 22 issues that were tested in the previous
guestions encompassed all major categories that the residents raised when they were free to mention
anything that came to mind. These results suggest that the 22 issues that were tested are a
comprehensive list of issues that residents consider to be important to the future.

Quality of jobs 20%
Crime rate/Gang violence
Streets, roads, freeways
Environmental Issues
Education

Well-planned growth

Housing

Improved public transportation
Healthcare/hospitals

Water resources

Natural resources

Economic stability

Sense of community

Unique attractions

llegal Immigration

Farming and agriculture
Other

DK/NA

0% 10% 20% 30%

As described on page 14 of this report, the 2007 survey presented a list of important issues and asked
the respondents to rank the three most important. Only 5 percent of the 2007 respondents indicated that
the economy was the most serious problem currently facing their community, whereas 20 percent of the
current respondents indicated that the quality of jobs is the most important issue for the future of Kern
County. Overall, County residents appear to be more concerned about the economy than when surveyed
in February 2007.
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MOST IMPORTANT ISSUE

Regional Differences

Among the issues that were mentioned the most frequently overall, significantly fewer of the East Kern
residents indicated that environmental issues are the single, most important issue for the future of Kern
County in the next 20 years. The remaining statistically significant differences were among the less
frequently mentioned issues.

West Kern Central Valley ‘ Mountains | East Kern

Quality of jobs 18% 20% 15% 19%
Crime rate/Gang violence 18% 17% 18% 19%
Streets, roads, freeways 11% 15% 8% 10%
Environmentgl is§ues (Air pollution, 10% 12% 12% 3%
water contamination)

Education (better schools, more

classrooms, funding for public 11% 11% 10% 11%

schools

Well-planned growth 5% 10% 12% 11%

Housing 7% 5% 4% 6%

Improved public transportation 2% 5% 3% 7%

Healthcare/hospitals 5% 4% 6% 6%

Water resources 3% 3% 5% 7%

Natural resources (outdoor recreation, 4% 3% 8% 4%
rivers, trees, wildlife - -

II?\(/:icr)]réomlc stability/Inflation/Cost of 20 2% 20 3%

Sense of community \ 1% 3% 4% 3%

Umqug attractions (parks, restaurants, 206 20 506 3%
sho , and museums

Illegal immigration 3% 1% 3% 2%

Farming and agriculture 4% 1% 7% 0%

Other | 3% 1% 5% 2%

DK/NA | 14% 9% 15% 12%
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ROLE OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT AGENCIES

In the next question of the survey, the residents were asked to consider the role of local government
agencies in preparing for the future of Kern County, and indicate whether local government agencies are
doing enough to manage seven issues". For each of the seven issues tested, no more than 14 percent of
the respondents indicated that local agencies are doing too much. In fact, for all but one of the issues,
water, significantly more of the respondents reported that local agencies are not doing enough than are
doing just right.

70%
63%

61% 60%

60%

50%

40% A

30%

Agriculture and  Air Quality Water Mobility Economic Housing Services,
Growth Development Safety and
Management Equity

B Not Enough B Just Right B Too Much B DK/NA

This question was unique to the present survey, so no comparison data are available from the survey
conducted in 2007. However, this question is similar to an exercise that was included in the community
outreach workshops. The workshops found that a majority of the residents who participated called for new
levels of incentives, new regulations, or stronger regulatory frameworks to manage these issues. In
support of the workshop results, the current findings suggest that a majority of County residents think that
local agencies should be doing even more to prepare for the future of Kern County.

" These issues have been abbreviated for charting purposes; for the exact wording, please see the table on the following page.
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ROLE OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT AGENCIES

Regional Differences

For the purpose of these regional comparisons, the responses to these items were coded such that mean
scores could be calculated, where “Too Much” = +1, “Just Right” = 0, and “Not Enough” = -1. To facilitate
the interpretation of these scores, a negative score indicates that residents, on average, believe that local
government agencies are doing between just right and not enough to manage an issue. The more
negative a score, the greater the percent of residents who reported “Not Enough.” Significantly more of
the Central Valley respondents reported that agencies are not doing enough to manage air quality and
mobility than the residents of other regions. Significantly more of the Central Valley and Mountains
respondents, when compared to the West Kern respondents, reported that agencies are not doing
enough to manage water issues. Finally, significantly more of the West Kern and Central Valley
respondents reported that agencies are not doing enough to manage housing issues than their
counterparts who resident in the Mountains region.

Central Valley | Mountains

reserving farm lands and open space

griculture and Growth Management:
P
and managing urban growth

’Air Quality:
|

mproving air quality

ater:
Improving local flood protection, water
supply, and water quality

Mobility:
Reducing traffic congestion and
improving public transportation

Economic Development:

Supporting new businesses and
industries, education programs and job
opportunities

Housing:

Improving housing affordability and
encouraging the development of more
housing options

Services, Safety and Equity:

Improving services, such as police and
ire services and local healthcare and
social services
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SUPPORT FOR NEW HOUSING DEVELOPMENT

The next section of the survey asked respondents to indicate their support for new development in
specific areas of the County. Shown in the following chart are the support levels for new housing
development. The responses to these questions were recoded such that mean scores could be
calculated, where “Strongly Support” = +2, “Somewhat Support” = +1, “Somewhat Oppose” = -1, and
“Strongly Oppose” = -2. To facilitate the interpretation of these scores, a positive score indicates that the
residents, on average, indicated some support for new housing development in an area.

The residents surveyed indicated the most support of new housing development of single-family homes in
existing residential neighborhoods, at 79 percent total support. With a mean score of 0.4, approximately
65 percent of the respondents support new housing development on open spaces around cities and
towns. In contrast, the residents, on average, oppose new housing development on farm and agricultural
land in the Central Valley, at 56 percent total opposition.

Single-family homes in neighborhoods
On open spaces around cities and towns
In existing business/industrial areas

Apartments/condos in neighborhoods

Near military installations

On farm land in the Central Valley

-1.0 0.0 1.0 2.0

Somewhat Somewhat Strongly
Oppose Support Support

In the 2007 survey, approximately 61 percent of the respondents agreed that a public policy should forbid
urban and suburban development on farm and agricultural lands, and 62 percent agreed that future
development should be restricted to existing areas rather than expanding into rural areas. The current
results indicate that residents have not changed their opinion of development on farm land in the past
year.

The 2007 survey also assessed residents’ attitudes toward development near military installations and
activities. Approximately 61 percent of the respondents agreed that development underneath all military
flight corridors where the military conduct test flights should be prohibited. In comparison, just 44 percent
of the respondents to the current survey oppose new housing development near military installations and
flight paths in the desert region. This finding indicates that proximity to military installations, underneath
versus near, may effect residents’ support for new housing development in the desert region.
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SUPPORT FOR NEW HOUSING DEVELOPMENT

Regional Differences

The residents of West Kern, Central Valley, and East Kern showed significantly more support for new
housing development on open spaces around cities and towns than the Mountains residents. The
residents of East Kern reported more support for housing in existing business and industrial areas than
their counterparts in the Central Valley. Both the West Kern and Central Valley residents indicated more
support for the development of apartments and condominiums in existing residential neighborhoods,
when compared to the Mountains and East Kern residents. Although the West Kern residents, on
average, showed some support for housing near military installations and flight paths in the desert region,
the residents of the Central Valley and the Mountains, on average, were evenly split on development in
this area. Finally, the Mountains residents indicated significantly more opposition to development of
housing on farm and agricultural land than the residents of West Kern and Central Valley.

West Kern | Central Valley | Mountains | East Kern

Of single-family homes in existing
residential neighborhoods

On open spaces around cities and
towns

In existing business and industrial

areas
Of apartments and condominiums in
existing residential neighborhoods
Near military installations and flight
paths in the desert region

On farm and agricultural land in the
Central Valley
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SUPPORT FOR NEW COMMERCIAL DEVELOPMENT

Shown in the following chart are the support levels for new commercial development in five areas of the
County. Here as well, mean scores were calculated such that a positive score indicates that the residents,
on average, indicated some support for new business, industrial, and office development in an area. The
residents surveyed indicated the most support of new commercial development in existing business and
industrial areas, at 79 percent total support. With a mean score of 0.5, approximately 66 percent of the
respondents support new commercial development on open spaces around cities and towns. In contrast,
the residents surveyed, on average, indicated some opposition to new commercial development in
existing residential neighborhoods (51% total opposition) and on farm and agricultural land in the Central
Valley (62% total opposition).

In existing business/industrial areas 1.0
On open spaces around cities and towns
Near military installations
In existing residential neighborhoods
On farm land in the Central Valley
-1.0 0.0 1.0 2.0
Somewhat Somewhat Strongly
Oppose Support Support
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SUPPORT FOR NEW COMMERCIAL DEVELOPMENT

Regional Differences

Similar to attitudes toward new housing development, the Mountains residents showed significantly less
support for new commercial development on open spaces around cities and towns, as well as on farm
and agricultural land in the Central Valley, than their counterparts who reside in other regions of the
County. Additionally, the Mountains residents showed more opposition to new commercial development
in existing residential neighborhoods than the residents of West Kern and Central Valley. Otherwise,
significantly more support for new commercial development in existing business and industrial areas was
indicated by the East Kern residents than by the Central Valley residents.

West Kern | Central Valley | Mountains | East Kern

In existing business and industrial
areas

On open spaces around cities and
towns

Near military installations and flight
paths in the desert region

In existing residential neighborhoods

On farm and agricultural land in the
Central Valley
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CONSIDERATION OF HOUSING OPTIONS

Residents were read a list of housing options and asked whether they would consider that type of
housing, given their household income, if they were to relocate within Kern County in the next 10 years.
The results indicate that the residents surveyed have a greater preference for low-density, more
traditional housing than high-density housing. Specifically, 84 percent of the respondents would either
probably or definitely consider a single-family home with a large yard, and 65 percent would either
probably or definitely consider a single-family home with a small yard. In comparison, only 29 percent of
the respondents would consider an apartment and only 21 percent would consider a building with offices
and stores on the first floor and condominiums on the upper floors. This question was unique to the
present survey, so no comparison data are available from the survey conducted in 2007.

A single-family home with a large yard 15%
A single-family home with a small yard

A townhouse or condominium |[EEEd 27%

An apartment 10% 19%
!/ | |

Offices on first floor and condominiums on upper floors [N

1 T T T T 1
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

B Definitely Yes B Probably Yes m No @ DK/NA
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CONSIDERATION OF HOUSING OPTIONS

Differences in Key Demographic Subgroups

For the purpose of these subgroup comparisons, the responses to these items were coded such that
mean scores could be calculated, where “Definitely Yes” = 2, “Probably Yes” = 1, and “No” = 0. To
facilitate the interpretation of these scores, a score of 1.0 would indicate that a group, on average, would
probably consider the housing option.

Significantly more of the respondents who currently rent their place of residence would consider each of
the five housing options tested than the respondents who own their place of residence. Otherwise, the
two groups showed the same order of preference for housing options. Regardless of homeownership
status, more of the respondents would consider a single-family home with a large yard than the other four
housing options.

Homeownership

Rent . Own

A single-family home with a large yard

A single-family home with a small yard

A townhouse or condominium

An apartment

A building with offices and stores on the
first floor and condominiums on the
upper floors
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CONSIDERATION OF HOUSING OPTIONS

Regional Differences

Here as well, the responses were coded such that a mean score of 1.0 would indicate that the region, on
average, would probably consider a housing option. The residents of all four regions showed more
willingness to consider a single-family home with a large yard than the other four housing options.
However, several regional differences emerged in the responses to these other options. Significantly
more of the West Kern residents would consider a single-family home with a small yard than the Central
Valley residents. Additionally, significantly more of the Central Valley residents would consider a
townhouse or condominium, an apartment, or a mixed-use building than the Mountains and the East Kern
residents.

West Kern | Central Valley | Mountains | East Kern

A single-family home with a large yard

A single-family home with a small yard

A townhouse or condominium

An apartment

A building with offices and stores on
the first floor and condominiums on the
upper floors
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IMPORTANCE OF HOUSING OPTIONS

This question was designed to provide information on the factors that influence the housing choices of
County residents. The residents surveyed were read a list of nine possible housing options in the future,
and asked to indicate how important the housing option would be to them if they were to relocate within
Kern County. Responses were made on a scale of 0 to 4, 0 being “Not Important” to 4 being “Extremely
Important.” These numeric responses were averaged to create an overall score of importance, where a
higher score indicates that the housing option is relatively more important. “Energy efficient housing” was
the relatively most important option, and 74 percent of the residents surveyed rated it as “Extremely
Important.” Following this were “a neighborhood with yards or land separating the houses” (59%
“Extremely Important”) and “housing close to quality public schools” (64% “Extremely Important”).
Housing within walking distance to amenities, close to work, and with access to public transportation were
the relatively less important options.

These results also indicate that County residents, on average, have a greater preference for low-density,
more traditional housing than high-density housing. A benefit of low-density housing, a yard or land
separating the houses, was rated as significantly more important than many of the benefits of high-
density housing, being closer to shops and services.

Energy efficient housing

Neighborhood with yards 3.4

Housing close to quality public schools
Housing within driving distance to shops
Housing close to health care and services
Housing within walking distance to parks
Housing close to work

Housing with access to public transportation
Housing within walking distance to shops

0.0 1.0 2.0 3.0 4.0

Not Extremely
Important Important
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IMPORTANCE OF HOUSING OPTIONS

Differences in Key Demographic Subgroups

The residents who rent rated 7 of the 9 housing options as more important than the homeowners. In
particular, housing close to health care and professional services and with access to public transportation
was more important to the renters than to the homeowners. These differences likely reflect differences in
household income and that the renters rely on public transportation significantly more than the

homeowners.

Energy efficient housing ||
A neighborhood with yards or land separating the
houses

Housing close to quality public schools

Housing within driving distance to shopping,
restaurants and entertainment

Housing close to health care and professional
services

Housing within walking distance to parks and

recreation programs
Housing close to your work

Housing with access to public transportation

Housing within walking distance to shopping,
_restaurants and entertainment
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IMPORTANCE OF HOUSING OPTIONS

Regional Differences

Of the 9 housing options, 7 were more important to the Central Valley residents than the Mountains
residents. Further, 5 of the 9 also were more important to the West and East Kern residents than the
Mountains residents. Overall, the results indicate that housing close to services and attractions is less
important to the residents of the Mountains region than those in other areas of the County.

West Kern | Central Valley| | Mountains | East Kern

Energy efficient housing 3.5 3.6 3.6 3.5
A nelgh_borhood with yards or land 3.4 3.4 3.4 33
separating the houses

Housing close to quality public schools S 3.4 2.7 3.1
Housw_\g within driving distance to_ 31 33 30 31
shopping, restaurants and entertainment =

Housmg_ close to health care and 32 39 29 31
professional services - -

Housing W|Fh|n walking distance to parks 31 39 27 30
and recreation programs =

Housing close to your work 2.9 3.0 2.5 3.0
Housing W|_th access to public 28 30 25 29
transportation - - - =
Housw_]g within walking distance tc_) 27 28 29 26
shopping, restaurants and entertainment = = = =
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TRAFFIC FLOW

Based on their personal experience, 16 percent of the residents surveyed rated traffic flow in their city or
town as “Excellent,” 28 percent “Good,” 36 percent “Fair,” and 20 percent “Poor.”

Poor
20%

Excellent
16%

Good
28%

Overall Positive

Rating
44%

The current results are similar to the findings of the 2007 survey. When traveling to and from work, 25

percent of the 2007 respondents indicated that traffic congestion is either a “Severe Problem” or

“Somewhat of a Problem,” whereas 43 percent reported that it is “Not Usually a Problem.” These results
are comparable with the results of the present study, where 44 percent of the respondents rated traffic
flow as either “Excellent” or “Good.” Overall, residents’ opinions of traffic flow do not appear to have
changed since the previous survey.
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TRAFFIC FLOW

Regional Differences

Strong regional differences emerged in the residents’ ratings of traffic flow in their city or town.
Significantly more of the Central Valley residents rated traffic flow as either “Fair” or “Poor” (65%) than the
residents of West Kern (34%), Mountains (28%), and East Kern (22%). These results are similar to the
other survey findings. Specifically, significantly more of the Central Valley residents mentioned that traffic
congestion is the feature they least like about their city or town, and they also rated reducing traffic
congestion and other issues related to mobility as significantly more important. Finally, significantly more
of the Central Valley residents indicated that local government agencies are not doing enough to manage
issues related to mobility.

West Kern Central Valley Mountains East Kern

Excellent

Good

Fair

Poor
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TYPE OF TRANSPORTATION

An overwhelming majority of the residents surveyed (77%) indicated that they typically drive alone to go

to work or school. In comparison, just 7 percent of the respondents carpool and 6 percent take public
transit.

Drive alone 1%
Carpool %
Public Transit 6%

Work from home/No work 3%

Bicycle 2%
Walk [ 1%

DK/NA 4%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70%  80%

A majority of the respondents to the 2007 survey (57%) reported that they drive alone to work or school.
Although this percentage is significantly lower than the current results, approximately 24 percent of the
2007 respondents reported that they do not work outside the home. Of the 2007 respondents who worked
outside the home, 76 percent reported that they typically drive alone. Transportation modes of County
residents have not changed significantly since the 2007 survey.
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TYPE OF TRANSPORTATION

Differences in Key Demographic Subgroups

Significantly more of the Hispanic residents reported that they either carpool or take public transit to get to
school or work. Further, significantly more of the residents from other ethnic groups also reported that
they take public transit. Regarding homeownership status, significantly more of the residents who rent
than the homeowners reported that they carpool, take public transit, bicycle, or walk. Conversely,
significantly less of the renters than the homeowners drive alone.

\ Ethnicity Homeownership

Caucasian Hispanic Other Rent Own

Drive alone

Carpool

Public Transit

Work from home/
No work

Bicycle
Walk
DK/NA

The differences in transportation modes as a factor of ethnicity and homeownership most likely reflect
economic differences. As would be expected, significantly more of the residents with household income
less than $20,000 reported that they take public transit, work from home or do not currently work, or walk
than their counterparts with higher household income. In contrast, fewer of the residents with household
income less than $20,000 reported that they drive alone. No other significant differences between
demographic groups were observed for public transit usage. This result suggests that the use of public
transit in Kern County is largely related to household income.

Annual Household Income |

Less than $20,000 to less | $40,000 to less | More than
$20,000 than $40,000 than $80,000 $80,000

Drive alone
Carpool

Public Transit
Work from home/
No work

Bicycle

Walk

DK/NA
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TYPE OF TRANSPORTATION

Regional Differences

Transportation modes do not differ greatly across the regions of the County, and a majority of residents in
all regions usually drive alone to get to work or school. However, significantly more of the Mountains
residents than the Central Valley residents reported that they work from home or are not currently
employed.

West Kern Central Valley Mountains East Kern

Drive alone

Carpool

Public Transit

Work from home/
No work

Bicycle
Walk
DK/NA
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AVERAGE COMMUTE TIME

On average, the residents surveyed reported a round-trip commute time of 33.4 minutes. Approximately
25 percent of the residents indicated that they spend 10 to 20 minutes traveling to and from work each
day, and 27 percent indicated that they spend 20 to 40 minutes.

Less than 10 minutes

10 to 20 minutes
20 to 40 minutes 27%
40 to 60 minutes

60 minutes or more

DK/NA

0% 30%

These results differ significantly from the survey conducted in 2007. To facilitate comparisons between
the 2007 survey and the current survey, the 2007 respondents who indicated that they do not work
outside the home were eliminated from the analyses. Of the 2007 respondents who worked outside the
home, 42 percent indicated a round-trip commute time less than 10 minutes. In the current study, the
average reported commute time was fairly consistent across demographic groups. Therefore, the
difference in average commute time between the two studies cannot be accounted for by differences in
the demographics of the samples. The average commute time of County residents may have increased
since the 2007 survey, or this difference may reflect the methodology of the 2007 survey.

2007 Survey Results

Less than 10 minutes
10 to 20 minutes
20 to 40 minutes
40 to 60 minutes

60 minutes or more
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AVERAGE COMMUTE TIME

Regional Differences

Significantly more of the West Kern residents than the Central Valley residents reported traveling less
than 10 minutes to and from work each day. Additionally, significantly more of the Central Valley residents
than the Mountains residents travel 20 to 40 minutes each day.

West Kern | Central Valley = Mountains | East Kern

Less than 10 minutes

10 to 20 minutes

20 to 40 minutes

40 to 60 minutes

More than 60 minutes

DK/NA
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AVERAGE COMMUTE MILES

On average, the residents surveyed reported a round-trip commute distance of 24.7 miles. Approximately
20 percent of the respondents travel less than 5 miles to and from work each day and another 20 percent

travel 5 to 10 miles.

Less than 5 miles

5to 10 miles

10 to 20 miles

20 to 40 miles

More than 40 miles

DK/NA

20%

20%

0%

30%
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AVERAGE COMMUTE MILES

Regional Differences

Significantly more of the West Kern residents reported that they travel less than 5 miles to and from work
each day than their counterparts in other regions of the County. It was also found that significantly more
of the Central Valley and East Kern residents travel 5 to 10 miles than the West Kern and Mountains
residents. Finally, fewer of the Central Valley residents travel more than 40 miles each day than their
counterparts in other regions of the County.

‘ West Kern | | Central Valley = Mountains | East Kern |
Less than 5 miles 31% 21% 18% 17%
5to 10 miles 6% 21% 9% 22%
10 to 20 miles 14% 18% 23% 17%
20 to 40 miles 15% 19% 14% 16%
More than 40 miles 20% 11% 26% 20%

DK/NA 14% 10% 10% 7%
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FACTORS TO ENCOURAGE TRANSIT USE

The residents who reported that they usually drive alone to get to work or school (n = 923) were asked
what would encourage them to use alternative transportation, such as carpooling or bus service. In
response, 1 out of 4 car drivers reported that nothing would encourage them to take alternative
transportation or that they just are not interested. Additionally, 3 percent reported that they would only
take transit if circumstances made them unable to drive and 16 percent of the car drivers could not think
of a response (DK/NA). Several factors were mentioned by the remaining car drivers, including public
transit stops near their home or work (14%), better transit schedules or more buses (13%), and higher
gas prices (12%). Overall, the results suggest that many residents of the County would be reluctant or
unwilling to try alternative transportation. This question was unique to the present survey, so no
comparison data are available from the survey conducted in 2007.

Nothing/Not interested 25%
Public transit stop near home/work
Better transit schedule/More buses

Higher gas prices

Carpool planning from employer
Cheaper/Discounted transit fares
Express bus service

If I could not drive

Environmental issues/Reducing pollution
Better roads/traffic conditions
Information about transit/schedules
Other

DK/NA

0% 10% 20% 30%
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FACTORS TO ENCOURAGE TRANSIT USE

Regional Differences

It may be particularly challenging to encourage the residents of West Kern to use alternative
transportation. Significantly more of these residents reported that they are not interested, or could not

think of a response (DK/NA).

Nothing/Not interested

Public transit stop near my house/work
Better transit schedule/More buses
Higher gas prices

Carpool planning from my employer
Cheaper/Discounted transit fares

Express bus service

Extreme circumstances that make me
unable to drive

Environmental issues/Reducing pollution

Better roads and traffic conditions
Information about transit/schedules
Long distance travel

Other

DK/NA
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West Kern | Central Valley | Mountains | East Kern
37% 24% 30% 23%
11% 14% 18% 16%
7% 15% 11% 9%
8% 13% 8% 13%
7% 9% 9% 9%
7% 6% 8% 5%
3% 6% 3% 5%
2% 3% 4% 4%
2% 2% 0% 0%
0% 2% 2% 0%
1% 1% 2% 2%
2% 0% 2% 1%
2% 2% 3% 3%
19% 16% 8% 16%
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MARGIN OF ERROR

Because a survey typically involves a limited number of people who are part of a larger population group,
by mere chance alone there will almost always be some differences between a sample and the
population from which it was drawn. These differences are known as “sampling error” and they are
expected to occur regardless of how scientifically the sample has been selected. The advantage of a
scientific sample is that we are able to calculate the sampling error. Sampling error is determined by four
factors: the population size, the sample size, a confidence level, and the dispersion of responses.

The table below shows the possible sampling variation that applies to a percent result reported from a
probability type sample. Because the sample of 1,200 respondents was drawn from the estimated
population of approximately 419,998 adult residents of Kern County, one can be 95 percent confident that
the margin of error due to sampling will not vary, plus or minus, by more than the indicated number of
percent points from the result that would have been obtained if the interviews had been conducted with all
persons in the universe. As the Table indicates, the maximum margin of error for all aggregate
responses is between 1.7 and 2.8 percent for this survey.

This means that, for a given question with dichotomous response options (e.g., Yes/No) answered by all
1,200 respondents, one can be 95 percent confident that the difference between the percent breakdowns
of the sample and those of the total population is no greater than 2.8 percent. The percent margin of
error applies to both sides of the answer, so that for a question in which 50 percent of respondents said
yes, one can be 95 percent confident that the actual percent of the population that would say yes is
between 47.2 (50 minus 2.8) percent and 52.8 (50 plus 2.8) percent.

Distribution of Responses

n 90% / 10% | 80% / 20% ‘ 70% /30% = 60% / 40% ‘ 50% / 50% |

1200 1.7% 23% | 2.6% 28%  28% |
600 2.4% 3.2% 3.7% 3.9% 4.0%
200 4.2% 5.5% 6.3% 6.8% 6.9%

The margin of error for a given question also depends on the distribution of responses to the question.
The 2.8 percent refers to dichotomous questions where opinions are evenly split in the sample with 50
percent of respondents saying yes and 50 percent saying no. If that same question were to receive a
response in which 10 percent of the respondents say yes and 90 percent say no, then the margin of error
would be no greater than plus or minus 1.7 percent. As the number of respondents in a particular
subgroup (e.g., age) is smaller than the number of total respondents, the margin of error associated with
estimating a given subgroup’s response will be higher. Due to the high margin of error, Godbe Research
cautions against generalizing the results for subgroups that are composed of 25 or fewer respondents.



READING CROSSTABULATION

The questions discussed and analyzed in this report comprise a subset of various Crosstabulation tables
available for each question. Only those subgroups that are of particular interest or that illustrate particular
insights are included in the discussion. Should readers wish to conduct a closer analysis of subgroups for
a given question; the complete breakdowns appear in Appendix D. These crosstabulation tables provide
detailed information on the responses to each question by demographic and attitudinal groups that were
assessed in the survey. A typical crosstabulation table is shown below.

A short description of the item appears on the left-hand side of the table. The item sample size

(n = 1200) is presented in the first column of data under “Total.” The results to each possible answer
choice of all respondents are presented in the first column of data under “Total.” The aggregate number
of respondents in each answer category is presented as a whole number, and the percent of the entire
sample that this number represents is just below the whole number. In this example, among the total
respondents, 454 residents reported that they are “Very Satisfied” with the quality of life in their city or
town, and this number of respondents equals 38 percent of the total sample size of 1200". Next to the
“Total” column are other columns representing responses from men and women. The data from these
columns are read in the same fashion as the data in the “Total” column, although each group makes up a
smaller percent of the entire sample.

Gender

Male Female

Total

Very satisfied

Somewhat satisfied

Somewhat dissatisfied

DK/NA

Very dissatisfied

" For the overall results of the survey, the data were weighted to compensate for the over-sampling of specific regions of Kern
County. Following this weighting, the sample sizes were rounded to the nearest whole number — sample sizes of .5 or above were
rounded up to the next number, and .4 or below were rounded down to the previous number. As a result, the sample sizes may not
total to exactly 1200. Please note that the raw data include precisely 1200 respondents, and the differences in the table above are
simply the consequences of statistical weighting.



SUBGROUP COMPARISONS

To test whether or not the differences found in percent results among subgroups are likely due to actual
differences in opinions or behaviors — rather than the results of chance due to the random nature of the
sampling design — a “z-test” was performed. In the headings of each column are labels, “A,” “B,” “C,” etc.
along with a description of the variable. The “z-test” is performed by comparing the percent in each cell
with all other cells in the same row within a given variable (within Gender in the pictured table, for
example).

The results from the “z-test” are displayed in a separate table adjacent to the crosstabulation table. If the
percent in one cell is statistically different from the percent in another, the column label will be displayed
in the cell from which it varies significantly. For instance, in the table below, a significantly higher percent
of the men (41%) report “Very Satisfied” than the percent of women (35%); the letter “B,” which stands for
Female appears under Column “A,” which stands for Male. The letters in the table indicate the differences
where one can be 95 percent confident that the results are due to actual differences in opinions or
behaviors reported by subgroups of respondents.

It is important to note that the percent difference among subgroups is just one piece in the equation to
determine whether or not two percents are significantly different from each other. The variance
associated with each data point is integral to determining significance. Therefore, two calculations may be
different from each other according to the percent reported, yet the difference may not be statistically
significant according to the “z” statistic.

Gender

Male ‘ Female

Total

Very satisfied

Somewhat satisfied

Somewhat dissatisfied

Very dissatisfied

DK/NA

Gender
‘ Female
(B)

Very satisfied

Somewhat satisfied

Somewhat dissatisfied

Very dissatisfied

DK/NA




UNDERSTANDING A MEAN SCORE

In addition to the analysis of the percent of the responses, some results are discussed with respect to a
descriptive mean. Means are the arithmetic averages of responses. For example, to derive the overall
importance of an issue in improving the future quality of life in Kern County (Q5), residents were asked to
rate an issue on a scale of O to 4, 0 being “Not Important” to 4 being “Extremely Important.” The
responses were then averaged to produce a final score that reflects overall importance. The resulting
mean score makes the interpretation of the data considerably easier.

For Questions 5, 7, 8, 9, 10 and 11 of the survey, the reader will find mean scores. These mean scores
represent the average response of each group. The table below shows the scales for each of the
corresponding gquestions. The respondents who did not know or did not respond to the question (DK/NA)
were not included in the calculations of these mean scores.

Question Measure Values




UNDERSTANDING A MEAN SCORE

Only those subgroups that are of particular interest, or that illustrate a particular insight, are included in
the discussion within the report with regard to mean scores. A typical crosstabulation table of mean
scores is shown in the adjacent table.

The aggregate mean score for each item in the question series is presented in the first column of the data
under “Total.” For example, among all the survey respondents, the housing option 10A, “a single-family
home with a small yard,” earned a mean score of 0.9. Next to the “Total” column are other columns
representing the mean scores assigned by the respondents grouped by Gender.

The data from these columns are read in the same fashion as the data in the “Total” column. To test

whether two mean scores are statistically different, a “t-test” is performed. As in the case of the “z-test”
for percents, a statistically significant result is indicated by the letter representing the data column.

Gender

Total Male Female ‘

10A. a single-family home with a small yard

10B. a single-family home with a large yard

10C. a townhouse or condominium

10D. a building with offices and stores on the
first floor and condominiums on the upper
floors

10E. an apartment
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Godbe Research

KERN COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS: 2008 COMMUNITY SURVEY
Topline Report
April 2008

The Kern Council of Governments commissioned Godbe Research to conduct a survey of
residents of Kern County with the following research objectives: (a) assess residents’ overall
opinion of the quality of life in their city or town; (b) survey the importance of issues related to
the future quality of life in the County and the role of local government agencies in managing
these issues; (c) evaluate residents’ support for housing and commercial development; (d)
identify their housing preferences and choices; and (e) to understand the daily commute of the
average resident and attitudes toward transportation related issues.

SURVEY METHODOLOGY

The respondents of this study were selected using random digit dialing (RDD), which randomly
selects phone numbers from the active residential phone exchanges within the area of a study.
Interviewers first asked potential respondents a series of questions referred to as “Screeners.”
These questions were used to ensure that the person lived in Kern County and was at least 18
years of age. In order to ensure that the sample was representative of the ethnicity of the
County population, a listed sample of Hispanic residents was used to supplement the RDD
methodology.

Overall, 1,200 residents in Kern County completed the survey, representing a total universe of
approximately 419,998 adult residents in the County. The study parameters resulted in a margin
of error of plus or minus 2.8 percent. Interviews were conducted from March 26 through April 8,
2008, and the average interview time was approximately 18 minutes. Interviews were conducted
in either Spanish (n = 87) or English (n = 1,113), depending on the preference of the resident
who was surveyed.

In order to allow segmentation of the results by region of Kern County, three areas of the
County were over-sampled. During the study, 200 interviews were completed in each of the
following regions —West Kern, Mountains, and East Kern, and the remaining 600 interviews
were completed in the Central Valley region. For the overall results presented in this report, the
over-sampling was corrected by statistically weighting the data by region (see Question G).

Once collected, the sample of respondents was compared with the actual adult population of
Kern County (based on 2006 US Census estimates) to examine possible differences between
the demographics of the sample of respondents and the actual County population. The data
were weighted to correct differences, and the results presented are representative of the adult
population of Kern County in terms of gender, age, ethnicity and region of residence.
Specifically, the sample was weighted by respondent gender, age, ethnicity and region of
residence.

QUESTIONNAIRE METHODOLOGY

To avoid the problem of systematic position bias, where the order in which a series of questions
is asked systematically influences the answers, several questions in the survey were
randomized such that the respondents were not consistently asked the questions in the same
order. The series of items in Questions 5, 7, 8, 9, 10 and 11 were randomized to avoid such
position bias.

Questions 3, 4, 6 and 16 allowed the respondents surveyed to mention multiple responses. For
this reason, the response percentages sum to more than 100, and these represent the percent
of the respondents that mentioned a particular response, rather than the percent of total
responses.
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MEAN SCORES AND ROUNDING

In addition to the percentage breakdown of responses to each question, results for the
guestions relating to the importance of issues related to future quality of life (Q5) and housing
options (Q11) include a mean score. For example, to derive the overall importance of an issue
in improving the future quality of life in Kern County (Q5), residents were asked to rate an issue
on a scale of 0 to 4, 0 being “Not Important” to 4 being “Extremely Important.” The responses
were then averaged to produce a final score that reflects overall importance. The resulting mean
score makes the interpretation of the data considerably easier. The respondents who did not
know or did not respond to the question (DK/NA) were not included in the calculations of these
mean scores.

Conventional rounding rules apply to the percentages shown in this report, .5 or above is
rounded up to the next number, and .4 or below is rounded down to the previous number. As a
result, the percentages may not total to 100 percent.
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1. Generally speaking are you satisfied or dissatisfied with the quality of life in your city or
town? [GET ANSWER, THEN ASK:] Is that very (satisfied/dissatisfied) or somewhat

(satisfied/dissatisfied)?

Very satisfied 38%
Somewhat satisfied 41%
Somewhat dissatisfied 12%
Very dissatisfied 8%
DK/NA 1%

2. Looking ahead to the next 20 years, do you think the quality of life in your city or town will
stay about the same as today, or will it be better or worse? [ASK IF REPLY IS “BETTER”

OR "WORSE":] Is that much (better/worse) or somewhat (better/worse)?

Much better 15%
Somewhat better 22%
Stay about the same 19%
Somewhat worse 22%
Much worse 19%
DK/NA 4%
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3. What do you like MOST about your city or town? [OPEN-ENDED QUESTION; DON'T READ
CHOICES, RECORD MULTIPLE RESPONSES]

Small-town atmosphere/Sense of community 47%
Location 14%
Safe neighborhoods/communities 13%
Weather and climate 8%
Natural resources (outdoor recreation, rivers, trees, wildlife) \ 7%
Cost of living/housing 6%
Education and youth programs 5%
Well-planned growth (includes quality of roads and infrastructure) 3%
Low traffic congestion \ 3%
Cultural diversity | 3%
Unique attractions (parks, restaurants, shopping, museums and other entertainment) \ 2%
Availability of job opportunities \ 1%
Farming and agriculture 1%
Other 2%
DK/NA 11%

4. What do you like LEAST about your city or town? [OPEN-ENDED QUESTION; DON'T
READ CHOICES, RECORD MULTIPLE RESPONSES]

Crime rate/Gang violence 22%
Air quality 16%
Growth and planning 12%
Lack of unique attractions (parks, restaurants, museums and other entertainment) 9%
Traffic congestion 9%
Cost of living/Housing affordability 5%
Lack of community resources (hospitals and social services) 5%
Climate/Environmental problems/Water or ground pollution 5%
Youth programs (education and recreation for children/teens) 4%
Poor roads and street maintenance 3%
Public transportation (bus, train, and bike lanes) \ 3%
Job opportunities ‘ 3%
Local government \ 3%

| 1%

lllegal Immigration

Farm land (loss of farms to development) 1%

Other ‘ 4%
DK/NA 13%
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5. Again, looking ahead to the next 20 years, I'd like to ask you about a number of issues
facing residents. Please rate the importance of each issue in improving the future quality of
life in Kern County.

On a scale of 0 to 4, 0 being not important to 4 being extremely important, how important is

?
Mean Not Extremely
Score Important Important | DK/NA
B 0 11 ] 2 | 3 | 4

AGRICULTURE |
5A._Prev.enting the loss o.f farm land to 4% | 13% | 28% 1%
residential and commercial development
AIR QUALITY

5B. Improving air quality . 3% | 7% | 11% 0%
5C. Reducing _resic_iential air pollution, such 10% | 18% | 19% 1%
as wood-burning fireplaces
ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT
5D. Creating more high paying jobs . 1% | 8% | 22% 1%
5E. Encouraging new businesses to relocate
to the County in order to diversify the local . 2% | 15% | 31% 0%
economy

GROWTH AND MANAGEMENT

5F. Revitalizing older neighborhoods and
business districts that are becoming
rundown

HOUSING

5G. Creating more affordable housing

5H. Developing a variety of housing options,
including apartments, town-homes and
condominiums

MOBILITY

5I. Expanding highways
5J. Reducing traffic congestion
5L. Expanding local bus services
5M. Improving public transportation to other
cities
5N. Maintaining and improving sidewalks
and bike lanes
 OPEN SPACE AND HABITATS
50. Preserving open spaces and native
_animal habitats
SERVICES, SAFETY AND EQUITY
5P. Improving fire and emergency medical
services
5Q. Improving local health care and social
services
5R. Improving crime prevention and gang
prevention programs
5S. Improving the quality of public education
WATER
5T. Preserving water supply 3.6 0%

5U. Improving flood protection 2.8 2%
5V. Improving water quality 3.4 0%
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6. The population of Kern County is expected to grow significantly within the next 20 years.
With this in mind, what do you think is the single, most important issue for the future of Kern
County? [OPEN-ENDED QUESTION; DON'T READ CHOICES, RECORD MULTIPLE
RESPONSES]

Quality of jobs 20%
Crime rate/Gang violence 17%
Streets, roads, freeways 13%
Environmental issues (air pollution, water contamination) 11%
Education (better schools, more classrooms, funding for public schools) 11%
Well-planned growth 10%
Housing 5%
Improved public transportation 5%
Healthcare/hospitals 5%
Water resources 4%
Natural resources (outdoor recreation, rivers, trees, wildlife 4%
Economic stability/Inflation/Cost of living 4%
Sense of community 3%
Unique attractions (parks, restaurants, shopping, and museums) 3%
lllegal immigration 1%
Farming and agriculture 1%
Other 2%
DK/NA 10%

7. Next, I'd like you to think about the role of local government agencies in preparing for the
future of Kern County. Please tell me if you believe local government agencies are doing
enough to manage each of the following issues.

Here’s the (first/next): , are local government agencies doing too much, not
enough, or just right to manage this issue?

Too Much Just Right \ Not Enough \ DK/NA

7A. Preserving far_m lands and open 4% 40% 5204 3%
space and managing urban growth

7B. Improving air quality 6% 29% 63% 2%
7C. Improving local flood protection, 4% 44% 47% 4%
water supply, and water quality

7D. Reducing traffic congestion and 3% 34% 61% 206

improving public transportation

7E. Supporting new businesses and
industries, education programs and job 4% 33% 60% 3%
opportunities

7F. Improving housing affordability and
encouraging the development of more 14% 35% 48% 2%
housing options

7G. Improving services, such as police
and fire services and local healthcare 6% 42% 49% 2%
and social services
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8. I'm going to read you a list of areas in Kern County. For each one, please tell me if you
would support or oppose new housing development in that area.

Here’s the (first/next): do you support or oppose new HOUSING development
[GET ANSWER, THEN ASK:] Would that be strongly (support/oppose) or somewhat

(support/oppose)?
Strongly  Somewhat Somewhat Strongly DK/NA

i | Support | Support ose

8A. on farm and agricultural land in the 18% 2304 16% 40% 3%
Central Valle |

8B. near military |nstal[at|ons and flight 2204 30% 18% 26% 5%
paths in the desert region |

BC..of smgle-famﬂy homes in existing 44% 35% 10% 9% 204
residential neighborhoods |

8D_. o.f apartments and.condomlmums in 21% 3204 19% 2506 204
_existing residential neighborhoods |

2:56.;2 existing business and industrial 2506 3206 21% 19% 3%

tBOFV.VgZ open spaces around cities and 31% 34% 14% 20% 204

9. Now I'm going to read you that same list of areas in Kern County. This time, please tell me if
you would support or oppose new business, industrial, and office development in that area.

Here’s the (first/next): do you support or oppose new COMMERCIAL development
. [GET ANSWER, THEN ASK:] Would that be strongly (support/oppose) or
somewhat (support/oppose)?

Strongly | Somewhat | Somewhat | Strongly

Support Support Oppose Oppose
9A. on farm and agricultural land in the 17% 18% 18% 44% 20
Central Valley
9B. near military mstall_atlons and flight 28% 28% 16% 24% 4%
paths in the desert region
9C. in existing residential neighborhoods 24% 23% 20% 31% 1%
9D. in existing business and industrial 45% 34% 10% 9% 204

areas

9E. on open spaces around cities and 33% 33% 13% 20% 1%

towns

DK/NA
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Next, I'd like to talk to you about a variety of housing issues.

10. ’'m going to read you a list of housing options. For each one, please tell me if you would
consider that type of housing if you were to relocate within Kern County in the next 10 years.

Given your household income, would you consider living in if you were to
relocate within Kern County. [GET ANSWER, IF “YES,” THEN ASK:] Would that be
definitely yes or probably yes?

Definitely Probably
Yes Yes

10A. a single-family home with a small yard 28% 37% 34% 0%
10B. a single-family home with a large yard 57% 27% 15% 0%
10C. a townhouse or condominium 13% 27% 58% 1%

10D. a building with offices and stores on
the first floor and condominiums on the 8% 13% 78% 1%
upper floors
10E. an apartment 10% 19% 71% 1%

11. Moving on, I'd like to read you a list of possible housing options in the future. For each one,
please rate how important the housing option would be to you personally if you were to
relocate within Kern County.

On a scale of 0 to 4, 0 being not important to 4 being extremely important, how important is
? [RESPONSE MUST BE A NUMBER; REPEAT THE SCALE TO PROMPT
FOR A NUMBER]

Not SULEINENY

Mean Important Important | DK/NA
Score 0 4

11A. housing close to your work

11B. housing within walking distance to
shopping, restaurants and entertainment
11C. housing within driving distance to
shopping, restaurants and entertainment
11D. housing close to health care and
professional services

11E. housing with access to public
transportation

11F. housing within walking distance to
parks and recreation programs

11G. a neighborhood with yards or land
separating the houses

11H. energy efficient housing

11l1. housing close to quality public
schools
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12. Based on your personal experience, how would you rate traffic flow in your city or town? Is
traffic flow excellent, good, fair, or poor?

Excellent 16%
Good 28%
Fair 36%
Poor 20%

13. What type of transportation do you typically use to go to work or school? [DON'T READ
CHOICES. IF MORE THAN ONE RESPONSE, PROBE FOR MOST TYPICAL MODE.]

Drive alone (Car, Motorcycle, Scooter) 77% |
Carpool 7%
Public transit (Bus or shuttle) 6%
Work from home/Don't work outside the home 3%
Bicycle 2%
Walk 1%
DK/NA 4%

14.[IF Q13 IS NOT “WORK FROM HOME” OR “DK/NA”; n = 1,124] On average, how many
minutes do you spend traveling to and from work each day? [NEED TOTAL ROUND TRIP
COMMUTE TIME]

Average time ‘ 33.4 min
Less than 10 minutes \ 19%
11 to 20 minutes 25%
21 to 40 minutes \ 27%
41 to 60 minutes 16%
More than 60 minutes 7%
DK/NA 6%

15.[IF Q13 IS NOT “WORK FROM HOME” OR “DK/NA”; n = 1,124] On average, how many
miles do you travel to and from work each day? [NEED TOTAL ROUND TRIP MILEAGE]

Average miles 24.7 miles |
Less than five miles 20%
6 to 10 miles 20%
11 to 20 miles 18%
21 to 40 miles 18%
More than 40 miles 14%
DK/NA 10%
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16. [IF Q13 = “DRIVE ALONE"; n = 923] What would encourage you to use alternative
transportation, such as carpooling or bus service?

Nothing/Not interested 25%

Public transit stop near my house/work \ 14%

Better transit schedule/More buses 13%
Higher gas prices 12%
Carpool planning from my employer 9%
Cheaper/discounted transit fares 6%
Express bus service 5%
Extreme circumstances that make me unable to drive 3%
Environmental issues/Reducing pollution \ 2%
Better roads and traffic conditions \ 2%
Information about transit/schedules \ 1%
Other | 2%

DK/NA 16%
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There are just a few more questions that will only be used for statistical comparisons.

A. To begin, how many years have you lived in Kern County? [DON'T READ CHOICES]

Less than one year 3%
One year to less than five years 11%
Five years to less than ten years \ 11%
More than ten years 75%

B. Do you currently rent or own your place of residence?

33%
64%
2%

C. What ethnic group do you consider yourself a part of or feel closest to? [IF RESPONDENT
HESITATES, READ LIST]

Latino(a)/Hispanic 45%
Caucasian/White 41%
African-American/Black 5%
Asian-American 4%
Two or more races 2%
DK/NA 2%

D. What is your age? [DON'T READ LIST]

18to 24
25to0 34
35t0 44
45 to 54
55 to 59

60 to 64

65 to 74
75to 84

85 and over

DK/NA
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E. Please stop me when | reach the category that best describes your total household income

before taxes in 2007.

Less than $20,000
$20,000 to less than $30,000
$30,000 to less than $40,000
$40,000 to less than $60,000

$60,000 to less than $80,000

$80,000 to less than $100,000

More than $100,000
DK/NA

F. Respondent's Gender:

I 51% |

Female 49% |

G. Region:

Raw Data

WESEGH \ 17%

17%
14%
12%
14%
12%
9%
11%
11%

County Population

Weighted to

3%

Central Valley 50%

77%

Mountains \ 17%

7%

East Kern 17%

13%

Topline Report

Page 12 of 12

April 2008



Godbe Research

KERN COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS: 2008 COMMUNITY SURVEY
Topline Report: Regional Analyses
April 2008

The Kern Council of Governments commissioned Godbe Research to conduct a survey of
residents of Kern County with the following research objectives: (a) assess residents’ overall
opinion of the quality of life in their city or town; (b) survey the importance of issues related to
the future quality of life in the County and the role of local government agencies in managing
these issues; (c) evaluate residents’ support for housing and commercial development; (d)
identify their housing preferences and choices; and (e) to understand the daily commute of the
average resident and attitudes toward transportation related issues.

SURVEY METHODOLOGY

The respondents of this study were selected using random digit dialing (RDD), which randomly
selects phone numbers from the active residential phone exchanges within the area of a study.
Interviewers first asked potential respondents a series of questions referred to as “Screeners.”
These questions were used to ensure that the person lived in Kern County and was at least 18
years of age. In order to ensure that the sample was representative of the ethnicity of the
County population, a listed sample of Hispanic residents was used to supplement the RDD
methodology.

Overall, 1,200 residents in Kern County completed the survey, representing a total universe of
approximately 419,998 adult residents in the County. The study parameters resulted in a margin
of error of plus or minus 2.8 percent. Interviews were conducted from March 26 through April 8,
2008, and the average interview time was approximately 18 minutes. Interviews were conducted
in either Spanish (n = 87) or English (n = 1,113), depending on the preference of the resident
who was surveyed.

In order to allow segmentation of the results by region of Kern County, three areas of the
County were over-sampled. During the study, 200 interviews were completed in each of the
following regions —West Kern, Mountains, and East Kern, and the remaining 600 interviews
were completed in the Central Valley region.

Once collected, the sample of respondents was compared with the actual adult population of
Kern County (based on 2006 US Census estimates) to examine possible differences between
the demographics of the sample of respondents and the actual County population. The data
were weighted to correct differences, and the results presented are representative of the adult
population of Kern County in terms of gender, age, ethnicity and region of residence.
Specifically, the sample was weighted by respondent gender, age, ethnicity and region of
residence.

QUESTIONNAIRE METHODOLOGY

To avoid the problem of systematic position bias, where the order in which a series of questions
is asked systematically influences the answers, several questions in the survey were
randomized such that the respondents were not consistently asked the questions in the same
order. The series of items in Questions 5, 7, 8, 9, 10 and 11 were randomized to avoid such
position bias.

Questions 3, 4, 6 and 16 allowed the respondents surveyed to mention multiple responses. For
this reason, the response percentages sum to more than 100, and these represent the percent
of the respondents that mentioned a particular response, rather than the percent of total
responses.
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MEAN SCORES AND ROUNDING

In addition to the percentage breakdown of responses to each question, results for Questions 5,
7, 8,9, 10, and 11 include a mean score. For example, to derive the overall importance of an
issue in improving the future quality of life in Kern County (Q5), residents were asked to rate an
issue on a scale of 0 to 4, 0 being “Not Important” to 4 being “Extremely Important.” The
responses were then averaged to produce a final score that reflects overall importance. The
resulting mean score makes the interpretation of the data considerably easier. The respondents
who did not know or did not respond to the question (DK/NA) were not included in the
calculations of these mean scores.

Conventional rounding rules apply to the percentages shown in this report, .5 or above is
rounded up to the next number, and .4 or below is rounded down to the previous humber. As a
result, the percentages may not total to 100 percent.
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1. Generally speaking are you satisfied or dissatisfied with the quality of life in your city or
town? [GET ANSWER, THEN ASK:] Is that very (satisfied/dissatisfied) or somewhat
(satisfied/dissatisfied)?

WESHGIH Central Valley Mountains East Kern

Very satisfied 41% 36% 58% 34%
Somewhat satisfied 36% 41% 36% 44%
Somewhat dissatisfied 10% 13% 3% 9%

Very dissatisfied 9% 8% 4% 11%

DK/NA 4% 1% 0% 2%

2. Looking ahead to the next 20 years, do you think the quality of life in your city or town will
stay about the same as today, or will it be better or worse? [ASK IF REPLY IS “BETTER”
OR “WORSE"] Is that much (better/worse) or somewhat (better/worse)?

West Kern | ‘ Central Valley | Mountains East Kern

Much better 16% 15%
Somewhat better
Stay about the same

Somewhat worse
Much worse
DK/NA
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3. What do you like MOST about your city or town? [OPEN-ENDED QUESTION; DON'T READ
CHOICES, RECORD MULTIPLE RESPONSES]

West Kern | Central Valley | Mountains | East Kern
Cost of living/housing 2% 7% 3% 2%
Cultural diversity 2% 3% 2% 1%
Education and youth programs 5% 5% 1% 1%
Farming and agriculture 1% 1% 3% 0%
Location 7% 14% 16% 14%
Natural resources (outdoor recreation, rivers, 5% 6% 20% 5%
trees, wildlife)
Safe neighborhoods/communities 16% 14% 12% 12%
63% 43% 66% 61%
Weather and climate 2% 8% 10% 6%
WeII.—pIanned growth (includes quality of roads 3% 3% 206 2%
and infrastructure)
Availability of job opportunities 2% 2% 0% 1%
Uniqug:' attractions (parks, restaurants, 204 20 1% 0%
shopping, museums and other entertainment)
Low traffic congestion 3% 3% 1% 3%
Other 2% 2% 1% 0%
DK/NA 8% 12% 2% 9%

4. What do you like LEAST about your city or town? [OPEN-ENDED QUESTION; DON'T
READ CHOICES, RECORD MULTIPLE RESPONSES]

West Kern Central Valley | Mountains | East Kern

Air quality 5% 19% 3% 3%
Lac!< of communlty resources (hospitals and 9% 3% 16% 8%
social services)

Cost of living/housing affordability 4% 6% 6% 5%
Crime rate/Gang violence 14% 26% 9% 11%
Farm land (loss of farms to development) 0% 1% 0% 0%
Growth and planning 13% 11% 19% 16%
Job opportunities 4% 2% 3% 7%
Public transportation (bus, train, and bike lanes) 1% 2% 6% 10%
Traffic congestion 2% 11% 4% 1%
Yo.uth programs (education and recreation for 6% 4% 5% 5%
children/teens)

Lack o_f unique attractions (parks, restaurants, 14% 8% 8% 17%
shopping, museums and other entertainment)

lllegal Immigration 7% 1% 0% 0%
Local government 3% 3% 1% 5%
Cllmate/Envanmental problems/Water or 4% 50 5% 204
ground pollution

Poor roads and street maintenance 1% 2% 3% 10%
Other 5% 4% 5% 4%
DK/NA 17% 13% 20% 13%
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5. Again, looking ahead to the next 20 years, I'd like to ask you about a number of issues
facing residents. Please rate the importance of each issue in improving the future quality of
life in Kern County.

On a scale of 0 to 4, 0 being not important to 4 being extremely important, how important is
?

West Kern Central Valley | Mountains | East Kern

5A._Prev_ent|ng the loss o_f farm land to 3.2 33 30 26
residential and commercial development

5B. Improving air quality 3.4 3.7 2.8 2.7
5C. Redum_ng rg3|dent|al air pollution, such as 23 30 18 29
wood-burning fireplaces

5D. Creating more high paying jobs 3.4 3.5 3.2 3.4
5E. Encouraging new businesses to relocate to

the County in order to diversify the local 3.2 3.2 3.1 3.3
economy

5F. _Revitali_zing older neighborhoqu and 39 34 28 39
business districts that are becoming rundown

5G. Creating more affordable housing 3.2 3.2 2.4 29
5H. Developing a variety of housing options,

including apartments, townhomes and 2.5 2.6 1.8 2.3
condominiums

51. Expanding highways 3.0 3.1 2.3 2.8
5J. Reducing traffic congestion 2.6 3.5 2.5 2.3
5K. Maintaining local streets and roads 3.4 35 3.3 3.5
5L. Expanding local bus services 2.6 3.0 25 2.8
5M Improving public transportation to other 3.0 30 27 28
cities

5N. Maintaining and improving sidewalks and 28 31 29 28
bike lanes

50. _Preservmg open spaces and native animal 28 31 32 27
habitats

5P. I_mprovmg fire and emergency medical 3.4 34 31 33
services

5Q. I_mprovmg local health care and social 3.4 34 31 33
services

5R. Imp_rovmg crime prevention and gang 35 36 33 3.4
prevention programs

5S. Improving the quality of public education 3.6 3.6 3.4 3.4
5T. Preserving water supply 3.5 3.6 3.5 3.6
5U. Improving flood protection 2.3 3.0 2.3 2.3
5V. Improving water quality 3.2 3.4 3.1 3.4

Computation of Mean Scores: Numeric ratings of O to 4 were averaged.
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6. The population of Kern County is expected to grow significantly within the next 20 years.
With this in mind, what do you think is the single, most important issue for the future of Kern
County? [OPEN-ENDED QUESTION; DON'T READ CHOICES, RECORD MULTIPLE

RESPONSES]
‘ West Kern ’ Central Valley | Mountains | East Kern

Crime rate/Gang violence 18% 17% 18% 19%
Farming and agriculture 4% 1% 7% 0%
Healthcare/hospitals 5% 4% 6% 6%
Improved public transportation 2% 5% 3% 7%
Natural resources (outdoor recreation, rivers, 4% 3% 8% 4%
trees, wildlife)
Open space between cities 1% 0% 4% 1%
Quality of jobs 18% 20% 15% 19%
Sense of community 1% 3% 4% 3%
Streets, roads, freeways 11% 15% 8% 10%
Uniquc_a attractions (parks, restaurants, 204 204 5% 3%
shopping, and museums)
Water resources 3% 3% 5% 7%
Well-planned growth 5% 10% 12% 11%
Environ.mer)tal issues (Air pollution, water 10% 12% 12% 3%
contamination)
Housing 7% 5% 4% 6%
Economic Stability/Inflation/Cost of living 2% 4% 2% 3%
quc_ation bettgr schools, more classrooms, 11% 11% 10% 11%
unding for public schools)
lllegal immigration 3% 1% 3% 2%
Other 3% 1% 5% 2%

14% 9% 15% 12%
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7. Next, I'd like you to think about the role of local government agencies in preparing for the
future of Kern County. Please tell me if you believe local government agencies are doing
enough to manage each of the following issues.

Here’s the (first/next): , are local government agencies doing too much, not
enough, or just right to manage this issue?

West Kern Central Valley Mountains | East Kern

7A. Preserving farm lands and open space and 04 05 05 04
managing urban growth : : : :
7B. Improving air quality -0.5 -0.6 -0.4 -0.3
7C. Improving local flood protection, water 03 05 05 05
supply, and water quality : : : :
7D. Reducing traffic congestion and improving 04 06 05 05
public transportation :

7E. Supporting new businesses and industries, 05 06 06 06
education programs and job opportunities :

7F. Improving housing affordability and

encouraging the development of more housing -0.4 -0.4 -0.2 -0.3
options

7G. Improving services, such as police and fire

services and local healthcare and social -0.4 -0.4 -0.4 -0.5
services

Computation of Mean Scores: “Too Much” = +1, “Just Right” = 0, and “Not Enough” = -1.
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8. I'm going to read you a list of areas in Kern County. For each one, please tell me if you
would support or oppose new housing development in that area.

Here’s the (first/next): do you support or oppose new HOUSING development
[GET ANSWER, THEN ASK:] Would that be strongly (support/oppose) or somewhat
(support/oppose)?

West Kern Central Valley Mountains | East Kern

8A. on farm and agricultural land in the Central
. . -0.8 -0.4
Valley
8B. near military installations and flight paths in
. . . 0.0 0.2
the desert region
8C. of single-family homes in existing residential
: . . 0.8 1.1
neighborhoods
8D. of apartments and condominiums in existing
. . . . . -0.3 -0.1
residential neighborhoods

8E. in existing business and industrial areas . . 0.2 0.5

8F. on open spaces around cities and towns . . -0.1 0.9

Computation of Mean Scores: “Strongly Support” = +2, “Somewhat Support” = +1, “Somewhat Oppose” = -1, and “Strongly Oppose” = -2.

9. Now I'm going to read you that same list of areas in Kern County. This time, please tell me if
you would support or oppose new business, industrial, and office development in that area.

Here’s the (first/next): do you support or oppose new COMMERCIAL development
. [GET ANSWER, THEN ASK:] Would that be strongly (support/oppose) or
somewhat (support/oppose)?

West Kern Central Valley Mountains | East Kern

9A. on farm and agricultural land in the Central 03 05 1.0 05
VEURY

9B. near mlllta}ry installations and flight paths in 0.4 0.1 0.2 03
the desert region

9C. in existing residential neighborhoods -0.1 -0.1 -0.6 -0.2
9D. in existing business and industrial areas 1.1 0.9 1.0 1.3
9E. on open spaces around cities and towns 0.7 0.4 0.1 0.8

Computation of Mean Scores: “Strongly Support” = +2, “Somewhat Support” = +1, “Somewhat Oppose” = -1, and “Strongly Oppose” = -2.

Topline Report Page 8 of 11 April 2008



Godbe Research 2008 Community Survey Kern Council of Governments

Next, I'd like to talk to you about a variety of housing issues.

10. ’'m going to read you a list of housing options. For each one, please tell me if you would
consider that type of housing if you were to relocate within Kern County in the next 10 years.

Given your household income, would you consider living in if you were to
relocate within Kern County. [GET ANSWER, IF “YES,” THEN ASK:] Would that be
definitely yes or probably yes?

West Kern Central Valley Mountains | East Kern

10A. a single-family home with a small yard 1.1 0.9 0.9 0.9

10B. a single-family home with a large yard 15 1.4 1.4 1.4
10C. a townhouse or condominium 0.6 0.6 0.4 0.4

10D. a building with offices and stores on the
first floor and condominiums on the upper 0.3 0.3 0.2 0.2
floors

10E. an apartment 0.4 0.4 0.2 0.3

Computation of Mean Scores: “Definitely Yes” = +2, “Probably Yes” = +1, “No” = 0.

11. Moving on, I'd like to read you a list of possible housing options in the future. For each one,
please rate how important the housing option would be to you personally if you were to
relocate within Kern County.

On a scale of 0 to 4, 0 being not important to 4 being extremely important, how important is

? [RESPONSE MUST BE A NUMBER; REPEAT THE SCALE TO PROMPT
FOR A NUMBER]

West Kern Central Valley Mountains | East Kern ‘

11A. housing close to your work 29 3.0 2.5 3.0
11B. hpusmg within walking dlstar_lce to 27 28 29 26
shopping, restaurants and entertainment
11C. h_ousmg within driving dlstan.ce to 31 33 3.0 31
shopping, restaurants and entertainment
11D. housing close to health care and 32 32 29 31

professional services

11E. housmg with access to public 28 30 o5 29
transportation

11F. housing within walking distance to parks
and recreation programs

11G. a neighborhood with yards or land
separating the houses

11H. energy efficient housing 3.5 3.6 3.6 3.5

3.1 3.2 2.7 3.0

3.4 3.4 3.4 3.3

11l. housing close to quality public schools 3.1 3.4 2.7 3.1

Computation of Mean Scores: Numeric ratings of 0 to 4 were averaged.
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12. Based on your personal experience, how would you rate traffic flow in your city or town? Is

traffic flow excellent, good, fair, or poor?

West Kern

Central Valley | Mountains

East Kern

Excellent [EELD 8% 40% 46%
Good 37% 26% 32% 31%
Fair 26% 40% 23% 19%
Poor | 8% 25% 5% 3%

13. What type of transportation do you typically use to go to work or school? [DON'T READ
CHOICES. IF MORE THAN ONE RESPONSE, PROBE FOR MOST TYPICAL MODE.]

Mountains ‘ East Kern

‘ West Kern | Central Valley

Bicycle 0% 2% 2% 4%
Carpool 6% 7% 8% 3%
Drive alone (Car, Motorcycle, Scooter) 79% 78% 72% 7%
Public Transit (Bus or shuttle) 4% 7% 3% 5%
Walk 3% 2% 0% 1%
Work from home/Don't work outside the home 2% 2% 7% 1%
Other 0% 0% 0% 0%
DK/NA | 5% 3% 7% 5%

14.[IF Q13 IS NOT “WORK FROM HOME” OR “DK/NA”; n = 1,124] On average, how many
minutes do you spend traveling to and from work each day? [NEED TOTAL ROUND TRIP
COMMUTE TIME]

West Kern | Central Valley | Mountains

17% 24% 24%

30%

Less than 10 minutes

11 to 20 minutes 18% 25% 23% 25%
21 to 40 minutes | 21% 29% 18% 22%
41 to 60 minutes | 14% 17% 15% 14%
More than 60 minutes 9% 6% 12% 8%

DK/NA 9% 6% 7% 7%

15. [IF Q13 IS NOT “WORK FROM HOME” OR “DK/NA”; n = 1,124] On average, how many
miles do you travel to and from work each day? [NEED TOTAL ROUND TRIP MILEAGE]

11 to 20 miles

21 to 40 miles
More than 40 miles
DK/NA

Topline Report Page 10 of 11 April 2008



Godbe Research 2008 Community Survey Kern Council of Governments

16. [IF Q13 = “DRIVE ALONE"; n = 923] What would encourage you to use alternative
transportation, such as carpooling or bus service?

West Kern | | Central Valley | Mountains | East Kern

Better transit schedule/More buses 7% 15% 11% 9%

Carpool planning from my employer 7% 9% 9% 9%

Cheaper/Discounted transit fares 7% 6% 8% 5%

Express bus service 3% 6% 3% 5%

Higher gas prices 8% 13% 8% 13%

Information about transit/schedules 1% 1% 2% 2%

Public transit stop near my house/work 11% 14% 18% 16%

Nothing/Not interested 37% 24% 30% 23%

Environmental issues/Reducing pollution 2% 2% 0% 0%

DUEINE cwc_umstances that make me 204 39 4% 4%
unable to drive

Better roads and traffic conditions 0% 2% 2% 0%

Long distance travel 2% 0% 2% 1%

Other 2% 2% 3% 3%

DK/NA 19% 16% 8% 16%
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KERN COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS: 2008 COMMUNITY SURVEY
Topline Report: Metropolitan Bakersfield Analyses (n = 476)
May 2008

The Kern Council of Governments commissioned Godbe Research to conduct a survey of
residents of Kern County with the following research objectives: (a) assess residents’ overall
opinion of the quality of life in their city or town; (b) survey the importance of issues related to
the future quality of life in the County and the role of local government agencies in managing
these issues; (c) evaluate residents’ support for housing and commercial development; (d)
identify their housing preferences and choices; and (e) to understand the daily commute of the
average resident and attitudes toward transportation related issues.

SURVEY METHODOLOGY

The respondents of this study were selected using random digit dialing (RDD), which randomly
selects phone numbers from the active residential phone exchanges within the area of a study.
Interviewers first asked potential respondents a series of questions referred to as “Screeners.”
These questions were used to ensure that the person lived in Kern County and was at least 18
years of age. In order to ensure that the sample was representative of the ethnicity of the
County population, a listed sample of Hispanic residents was used to supplement the RDD
methodology.

Overall, 1,200 residents in Kern County completed the survey, representing a total universe of
approximately 419,998 adult residents in the County. The study parameters resulted in a margin
of error of plus or minus 2.8 percent. Interviews were conducted from March 26 through April 8,
2008, and the average interview time was approximately 18 minutes. Interviews were conducted
in either Spanish (n = 87) or English (n = 1,113), depending on the preference of the resident
who was surveyed.

In order to allow segmentation of the results by region of Kern County, three areas of the
County were over-sampled. During the study, 200 interviews were completed in each of the
following regions —West Kern, Mountains, and East Kern, and the remaining 600 interviews
were completed in the Central Valley region. Of the 600 interviews completed in the Central
Valley region, 476 were identified as within metropolitan Bakersfield based on zip code. The
following zip codes were included in this report: 93241, 93301, 93304, 93305, 93306, 93307, 93308,
93309, 93311, 93312, 93313, 93314.

Once collected, the sample of respondents was compared with the actual adult population of
Kern County (based on 2006 US Census estimates) to examine possible differences between
the demographics of the sample of respondents and the actual County population. The data
were weighted to correct differences, and the results presented are representative of the adult
population of Kern County in terms of gender, age, ethnicity and region of residence.
Specifically, the sample was weighted by respondent gender, age, ethnicity and region of
residence.
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QUESTIONNAIRE METHODOLOGY

To avoid the problem of systematic position bias, where the order in which a series of questions
is asked systematically influences the answers, several questions in the survey were
randomized such that the respondents were not consistently asked the questions in the same
order. The series of items in Questions 5, 7, 8, 9, 10 and 11 were randomized to avoid such
position bias.

Questions 3, 4, 6 and 16 allowed the respondents surveyed to mention multiple responses. For
this reason, the response percentages sum to more than 100, and these represent the percent
of the respondents that mentioned a particular response, rather than the percent of total
responses.

MEAN SCORES AND ROUNDING

In addition to the percentage breakdown of responses to each question, results for Questions 5,
7, 8,9, 10, and 11 include a mean score. For example, to derive the overall importance of an
issue in improving the future quality of life in Kern County (Q5), residents were asked to rate an
issue on a scale of 0 to 4, 0 being “Not Important” to 4 being “Extremely Important.” The
responses were then averaged to produce a final score that reflects overall importance. The
resulting mean score makes the interpretation of the data considerably easier. The respondents
who did not know or did not respond to the question (DK/NA) were not included in the
calculations of these mean scores.

Conventional rounding rules apply to the percentages shown in this report, .5 or above is
rounded up to the next number, and .4 or below is rounded down to the previous nhumber. As a
result, the percentages may not total to 100 percent.
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1. Generally speaking are you satisfied or dissatisfied with the quality of life in your city or
town? [GET ANSWER, THEN ASK:] Is that very (satisfied/dissatisfied) or somewhat
(satisfied/dissatisfied)?

\ Metropolitan Bakersfield

Very satisfied 37%

Somewhat satisfied 41%

Somewhat dissatisfied 12%

Very dissatisfied 8%

DK/NA 2%

2. Looking ahead to the next 20 years, do you think the quality of life in your city or town will
stay about the same as today, or will it be better or worse? [ASK IF REPLY IS “BETTER”
OR “WORSE™] Is that much (better/worse) or somewhat (better/worse)?

Metropolitan Bakersfield
Much better

Somewhat better

Stay about the same

Somewhat worse \

Much worse

DK/NA |
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3. What do you like MOST about your city or town? [OPEN-ENDED QUESTION; DON'T READ
CHOICES, RECORD MULTIPLE RESPONSES]

Small-town atmosphere/Sense of community \ 39%
Location \ 16%
Safe neighborhoods/communities 13%
Weather and climate \ 9%
Cost of living/housing 8%
Natural resources (outdoor recreation, rivers, trees, wildlife) \ 7%
Education and youth programs 5%
Well-planned growth (includes quality of roads and infrastructure) \ 4%
Low traffic congestion \ 3%
Cultural diversity \ 3%
Unique attrac_tions (parks, restaurants, shopping, museums and 204
other entertainment)

Availability of numerous job opportunities \ 2%
Farming and agriculture 1%
Other 2%
DK/NA 13%

4. What do you like LEAST about your city or town? [OPEN-ENDED QUESTION; DON'T
READ CHOICES, RECORD MULTIPLE RESPONSES]

\ Metropolitan Bakersfield
Crime rate/Gang violence 28%

Air quality 22%
Traffic congestion 13%
Growth and planning 11%
Lack of unique at_tractions (parks, restaurants, shopping, museums 7%
and other entertainment

Cost of living/Housing affordability \ 6%
Climate/Environmental problems/Pollution \ 5%
Youth programs (education and recreation for children/teens) \ 4%
Lack of community resources (hospitals and social services) \ 3%

Job opportunities 2%

Local government 2%
Public transportation (bus, train, and bike lanes) 2%
Poor roads and street maintenance 2%
lllegal immigration 1%
Farm land (loss of farms to development) 1%
Other 3%
DK/NA 11%
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5. Again, looking ahead to the next 20 years, I'd like to ask you about a number of issues
facing residents. Please rate the importance of each issue in improving the future quality of
life in Kern County.

On a scale of 0 to 4, 0 being not important to 4 being extremely important, how important is
?

Metropolitan Bakersfield

5A. Preventing the loss of farm land to residential and commercial

are becoming rundown

5G. Creating more affordable housing 3.1

5H. Developing a variety of housing options, including apartments, 26
townhomes and condominiums )

51. Expanding highways \ 3.2

5J. Reducing traffic congestion 3.5
5K. Maintaining local streets and roads 3.5

|

3.3
development
5B. Improving air quality ‘ 3.8
5_C. Reducing residential air pollution, such as wood-burning J 29

fireplaces )

5D. Creating more high paying jobs \ 3.5
5E. I_Enco_uraging new businesses to relocate to the County in order 39
to diversify the local economy :
5F. Revitalizing older neighborhoods and business districts that 34

5L. Expanding local bus services 2.9
5M. Improving public transportation to other cities 3.0
5N. Maintaining and improving sidewalks and bike lanes 3.1
50. Preserving open spaces and native animal habitats 3.1
5P. Improving fire and emergency medical services \ 3.3
5Q. Improving local health care and social services ‘ 3.4
5R. Improving crime prevention and gang prevention programs ‘ 3.7
5S. Improving the quality of public education \ 3.6

5T. Preserving water supply 3.6

5U. Improving flood protection \ 2.9

5V. Improving water quality 3.4

Computation of Mean Scores: Numeric ratings of 0 to 4 were averaged.
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6. The population of Kern County is expected to grow significantly within the next 20 years.
With this in mind, what do you think is the single, most important issue for the future of Kern
County? [OPEN-ENDED QUESTION; DON'T READ CHOICES, RECORD MULTIPLE
RESPONSES]

Metropolitan Bakersfield \
Quality of jobs 21%
Streets, roads, freeways 17%
Crime rate/Gang violence 16%
Well-planned growth 12%
Environmental issues (Air pollution, contamination) 12%
Education (better schools, more classrooms, funding for public 1206
schools)
Improved public transportation 6%
Housing 5%
Economic Stability/Inflation/Cost of living 4%
Healthcare/hospitals 4%
Natural resources (outdoor recreation, rivers, trees, wildlife) 4%
Unique attractions (parks, restaurants, shopping, and museums) 3%
Water resources 2%
Sense of community 2%
lllegal immigration 2%
Farming and agriculture 1%
Other 1%
DK/NA 8%
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7.

Next, I'd like you to think about the role of local government agencies in preparing for the
future of Kern County. Please tell me if you believe local government agencies are doing
enough to manage each of the following issues.

Here’s the (first/next): , are local government agencies doing too much, not
enough, or just right to manage this issue?

Metropolitan Bakersfield

7A. Preserving farm lands and open space and managing urban 05
growth :
7B. Improving air quality -0.7
7C. Improving local flood protection, water supply, and water 05
quality :
7D. Reducing traffic congestion and improving public 06
transportation :
7E. Supporting new businesses and industries, education 06
programs and job opportunities :
7F. Improving housing affordability and encouraging the 04
development of more housing options :
7G. Improving services, such as police and fire services and 04
local healthcare and social services :

8.

8A. on farm and agricultural land in the Central Valley -0.4

8B. near military installations and flight paths in the desert 0.0
region )
8C. of single-family homes in existing residential

; 0.9
neighborhoods
8D. of apartments and condominiums in existing residential

; 0.0
neighborhoods

Computation of Mean Scores: “Too Much” = +1, “Just Right” = 0, and “Not Enough” = -1.

8E. in existing business and industrial areas 0.1

8F. on open spaces around cities and towns 0.3

I’'m going to read you a list of areas in Kern County. For each one, please tell me if you
would support or oppose new housing development in that area.

Here’s the (first/next): do you support or oppose new HOUSING development
[GET ANSWER, THEN ASK:] Would that be strongly (support/oppose) or somewhat
(support/oppose)?

‘ Metropolitan Bakersfield

Computation of Mean Scores: “Strongly Support” = +2, “Somewhat Support” = +1, “Somewhat Oppose” = -1, and “Strongly

Oppose” = -2.
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9. Now I'm going to read you that same list of areas in Kern County. This time, please tell me if
you would support or oppose new business, industrial, and office development in that area.

Here’s the (first/next): do you support or oppose new COMMERCIAL development
. [GET ANSWER, THEN ASK:] Would that be strongly (support/oppose) or
somewhat (support/oppose)?

Metropolitan Bakersfield |

9A. on farm and agricultural land in the Central Valley -0.7

9B. near military installations and flight paths in the desert region | 0.2

9C. in existing residential neighborhoods -0.2

9D. in existing business and industrial areas 0.9

9E. on open spaces around cities and towns 0.4

Computation of Mean Scores: “Strongly Support” = +2, “Somewhat Support” = +1, “Somewhat Oppose” = -1, and “Strongly
Oppose” = -2.

Next, I'd like to talk to you about a variety of housing issues.

10. I’'m going to read you a list of housing options. For each one, please tell me if you would
consider that type of housing if you were to relocate within Kern County in the next 10 years.

Given your household income, would you consider living in if you were to

relocate within Kern County. [GET ANSWER, IF “YES,” THEN ASK:] Would that be
definitely yes or probably yes?

Metropolitan Bakersfield

10A. a single-family home with a small yard

10B. a single-family home with a large yard

10C. atownhouse or condominium

10D. a building with offices and stores on the first floor and
condominiums on the upper floors

10E. an apartment

Computation of Mean Scores: “Definitely Yes” = +2, “Probably Yes” = +1, “No” = 0.
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11. Moving on, I'd like to read you a list of possible housing options in the future. For each one,
please rate how important the housing option would be to you personally if you were to
relocate within Kern County.

On a scale of 0 to 4, 0 being not important to 4 being extremely important, how important is
? [RESPONSE MUST BE A NUMBER; REPEAT THE SCALE TO PROMPT
FOR A NUMBER]

Metropolitan Bakersfield

11A. housing close to your work 3.0
11B. housing within walking distance to shopping, restaurants 28
and entertainment :

11C. housing within driving distance to shopping, restaurants 39
and entertainment :

11D. housing close to health care and professional services 3.2
11E. housing with access to public transportation 3.0
11F. housing within walking distance to parks and recreation -
programs '

11G. a neighborhood with yards or land separating the houses 3.4
11H. energy efficient housing 3.6
11I. housing close to quality public schools 3.4

Computation of Mean Scores: Numeric ratings of 0 to 4 were averaged.
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12. Based on your personal experience, how would you rate traffic flow in your city or town? Is
traffic flow excellent, good, fair, or poor?

Metropolitan Bakersfield

Excellent
Good
Fair
Poor

13. What type of transportation do you typically use to go to work or school? [DON'T READ
CHOICES. IF MORE THAN ONE RESPONSE, PROBE FOR MOST TYPICAL MODE.]

Metropolitan Bakersfield

Drive alone (Car, Motorcycle, Scooter) 80%
Carpool 7%
Public Transit (Bus or shuttle) 6%
Work from home/Don't work outside the home 2%
Bicycle 1%
Walk 1%
DK/NA 3%

14. [IF Q13 IS NOT “WORK FROM HOME” OR “DK/NA"; n = 455] On average, how many
minutes do you spend traveling to and from work each day? [NEED TOTAL ROUND TRIP
COMMUTE TIME]

Less than 10 minutes

11 to 20 minutes \

21 to 40 minutes

41 to 60 minutes \

More than 60 minutes

15. [IF Q13 IS NOT “WORK FROM HOME” OR “DK/NA”; n = 455] On average, how many
miles do you travel to and from work each day? [NEED TOTAL ROUND TRIP MILEAGE]

Less than five miles
6 to 10 miles

11 to 20 miles

21 to 40 miles

More than 40 miles

DK/NA |
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16. [IF Q13 = “DRIVE ALONE"; n = 381] What would encourage you to use alternative
transportation, such as carpooling or bus service?

Metropolitan Bakersfield

Nothing/Not interested 26%
Better transit schedule/More buses 16%

Public transit stop near my house/work 15%
Higher gas prices 13%
Carpool planning from my employer 8%
Cheaper/Discounted transit fares 5%
Express bus service 4%
Environmental issues/Reducing pollution 3%
Extreme circumstances that make me unable to drive 2%
Better roads and traffic conditions 2%
Information about transit/schedules 1%
Other 2%
DK/NA 15%
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KERN COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS: 2008 COMMUNITY SURVEY
Topline Report: Supervisorial District Analyses (n = 1,200)
May 2008

The Kern Council of Governments commissioned Godbe Research to conduct a survey of
residents of Kern County with the following research objectives: (a) assess residents’ overall
opinion of the quality of life in their city or town; (b) survey the importance of issues related to
the future quality of life in the County and the role of local government agencies in managing
these issues; (c) evaluate residents’ support for housing and commercial development; (d)
identify their housing preferences and choices; and (e) to understand the daily commute of the
average resident and attitudes toward transportation related issues.

SURVEY METHODOLOGY

The respondents of this study were selected using random digit dialing (RDD), which randomly
selects phone numbers from the active residential phone exchanges within the area of a study.
Interviewers first asked potential respondents a series of questions referred to as “Screeners.”
These questions were used to ensure that the person lived in Kern County and was at least 18
years of age. In order to ensure that the sample was representative of the ethnicity of the
County population, a listed sample of Hispanic residents was used to supplement the RDD
methodology.

Overall, 1,200 residents in Kern County completed the survey, representing a total universe of
approximately 419,998 adult residents in the County. The study parameters resulted in a margin
of error of plus or minus 2.8 percent. Interviews were conducted from March 26 through April 8,
2008, and the average interview time was approximately 18 minutes. Interviews were conducted
in either Spanish (n = 87) or English (n = 1,113), depending on the preference of the resident
who was surveyed.

In order to allow segmentation of the results by region of Kern County, three areas of the
County were over-sampled. During the study, 200 interviews were completed in each of the
following regions — West Kern, Mountains, and East Kern, and the remaining 600 interviews
were completed in the Central Valley region.

Once collected, the sample of respondents was compared with the actual adult population of
Kern County (based on 2006 US Census estimates) to examine possible differences between
the demographics of the sample of respondents and the actual County population. The data
were weighted to correct differences, and the results presented are representative of the adult
population of Kern County in terms of gender, age, ethnicity and region of residence.
Specifically, the sample was weighted by respondent gender, age, ethnicity and region of
residence.

This report contains the results of the survey segmented by Supervisorial District, and
respondents’ home zip codes were used for District assignments. It is important to note that
several zip codes are shared by Districts, particularly the zip codes associated with metropolitan
Bakersfield. In these cases, the respondents were assigned to the District(s) that account for a
majority of the population and territory of the zip code. For example, Districts 2, 3, and 5 are
within 93305; however, a majority of the population and territory within this zip code is divided
between District 3 and 5. The respondents from 93305 are, therefore, represented in the results
of both District 3 and 5. For a complete list of zip codes and their respective District
assignments, please see page 3 of this report.
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QUESTIONNAIRE METHODOLOGY

To avoid the problem of systematic position bias, where the order in which a series of questions
is asked systematically influences the answers, several questions in the survey were
randomized such that the respondents were not consistently asked the questions in the same
order. The series of items in Questions 5, 7, 8, 9, 10 and 11 were randomized to avoid such
position bias.

Questions 3, 4, 6 and 16 allowed the respondents surveyed to mention multiple responses. For
this reason, the response percentages sum to more than 100, and these represent the percent
of the respondents that mentioned a particular response, rather than the percent of total
responses.

MEAN SCORES AND ROUNDING

In addition to the percentage breakdown of responses to each question, results for Questions 5,
7, 8,9, 10, and 11 include a mean score. For example, to derive the overall importance of an
issue in improving the future quality of life in Kern County (Q5), residents were asked to rate an
issue on a scale of 0 to 4, 0 being “Not Important” to 4 being “Extremely Important.” The
responses were then averaged to produce a final score that reflects overall importance. The
resulting mean score makes the interpretation of the data considerably easier. The respondents
who did not know or did not respond to the question (DK/NA) were not included in the
calculations of these mean scores.

Conventional rounding rules apply to the percentages shown in this report, .5 or above is
rounded up to the next number, and .4 or below is rounded down to the previous nhumber. As a
result, the percentages may not total to 100 percent.
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Kern County Supervisorial Districts
Zip Code Associated District \ District Assignment(s)
93203 |
93205 |
93206 |
93215 |
93224 |
93225 |
93226 |
93238 |
93240 |
93241 |
93243 |
93249 |
93250 |
93251 |
93252 |
93255 |
93263 |
93268 |
93276 |
93280 |
93283 |
93285 |
93287 |
93301 |
93304 |
93305 |
93306 |
93307 |
93308 |
93309 |
93311 |
93312 |
93313 |
93314 |
93501 |
93505 |
93516 |
93518 |
93519 |
93523 |
93524 |
93527 |
93528 |
93531 |
93554 |
93555 |
93560 |
93561 |

Topline Report Page 3 of 13 May 2008



Godbe Research 2008 Community Survey Kern Council of Governments

1. Generally speaking are you satisfied or dissatisfied with the quality of life in your city or

town? [GET ANSWER, THEN ASK:] Is that very (satisfied/dissatisfied) or somewhat
(satisfied/dissatisfied)?

3

Very satisfied \

Somewhat satisfied

Somewhat dissatisfied
Very dissatisfied
DK/NA

2. Looking ahead to the next 20 years, do you think the quality of life in your city or town will
stay about the same as today, or will it be better or worse? [ASK IF REPLY IS “BETTER”

OR “WORSE"] Is that much (better/worse) or somewhat (better/worse)?

Supervisorial District
2 3 | 4
Much better
Somewhat better

Stay about the same
Somewhat worse
Much worse

DK/NA
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3. What do you like MOST about your city or town? [OPEN-ENDED QUESTION; DON'T READ
CHOICES, RECORD MULTIPLE RESPONSES]

Supervisorial District

1 2 3 4 5

Cost of living/housing ‘ 2% 6% 8% 5% 5%
Cultural diversity 4% 2% 3% 2% 3%
Education and youth programs 2% 4% 5% 5% 5%
Farming and agriculture 2% 1% 0% 1% 3%
Location 12% 19% 16% 10% 12%
Natural_ resources (outdoo_r _ 10% 10% 7% 9% 5%
recreation, rivers, trees, wildlife)

salie . 12% 12% 14% 15% 11%
neighborhoods/communities

Small-town atmosphere/Sense of 620 51% 34% 56% 41%

community

Weather and climate 6% 9% 10% 4% 7%

Well-planned growth (includes
quality of roads and 2% 5% 5% 2% 4%
infrastructure)
Avaﬂabﬂyty of numerous job 1% 204 1% 204 30
opportunities

Unique attractions (parks,
restaurants, shopping, museums 1% 1% 3% 2% 3%

and other entertainment)

Low traffic congestion 2% 3% 4% 2% 5%

Other | 2% 0% 2% 2% 2%

DK/NA 7% 8% 13% 8% 16%
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4. What do you like LEAST about your city or town? [OPEN-ENDED QUESTION; DON'T
READ CHOICES, RECORD MULTIPLE RESPONSES]

Supervisorial District

a2 |l 2 | 3 | 4 | 5 |
Air quality 7% 7% 22% 11% 18%
Lack (_)f commumty resources 79% 11% 4% 8% 4%
(hospitals and social services)
Cost of living/Housing affordability 5% 6% 6% 4% 6%
Crime rate/Gang violence 11% 16% 24% 16% 32%
o o s of rm
Growth and planning 12% 20% 10% 13% 7%
Job opportunities 5% 5% 3% 2% 3%
Eitlj(k;hlc;rt]réasr;sportatlon (bus, train, and 4% 8% 3% 206 1%
Traffic congestion 4% 5% 13% 6% 7%
Youth programs _(educatlon and 204 6% 4% 6% 3%
recreation for children/teens)
Lack of unique attractions (parks,
restaurants, shopping, museums and 14% 12% 7% 10% 8%
other entertainment)
lllegal immigration 1% 0% 2% 4% 2%
Local government 4% 2% 3% 3% 1%
Cllmate/Envwon_mentaI 4% 2% 6% 6% 5%
problems/Pollution
Poor roads and street maintenance 8% 3% 2% 2% 2%
Other 5% 5% 2% 4% 6%
DK/NA 19% 14% 12% 16% 12%
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5. Again, looking ahead to the next 20 years, I'd like to ask you about a number of issues
facing residents. Please rate the importance of each issue in improving the future quality of
life in Kern County.

On a scale of 0 to 4, 0 being not important to 4 being extremely important, how important is
?

Supervisorial District

5A. Preventing the loss of farm land to

' residential and commercial development & e Ehe &l e
5B. Improving air quality 2.9 3.3 3.7 3.4 3.7
5C. Reducing reS|d_ent|a_I air pollution, 29 24 29 24 34
such as wood-burning fireplaces
5D. Creating more high paying jobs 3.2 3.4 3.5 3.3 3.6
5E. Encouraging new businesses to
relocate to the County in order to 3.2 3.2 3.3 3.2 3.4
diversify the local econom
5F. Revitalizing older neighborhoods and
business districts that are becoming 3.1 3.2 3.3 3.1 3.5
rundown
5G. Creating more affordable housing 2.9 2.8 3.1 3.1 3.4
5H. Developing a variety of housing
options, including apartments, 2.2 2.3 2.5 2.4 3.0
townhomes and condominiums
51. Expanding highways 2.8 2.8 3.2 29 3.2
5J. Reducing traffic congestion 2.7 2.9 3.5 2.8 3.5
5K. Maintaining local streets and roads 3.3 3.5 3.5 3.4 3.5
5L. Expanding local bus services 2.7 2.8 2.9 2.6 3.4
5M. Improving public transportation to 27 29 29 29 33
other cities : : : ) )
5N. Maintaining and improving sidewalks 27 238 30 27 33
and bike lanes '
50. Preserving open spaces and native ‘ 28 32 31 28 34
animal habitats ' ' ' : :
5P. Improving fire and emergency ‘ . 3.3 3.3 o 36
medical services ' ' ' : :
5Q. Improving local health care and ‘ 3.3 3.2 3.3 3.3 36
social services ' ' ' : :
5R. Improving crime prevention and ‘ 33 35 36 36 38
gang prevention programs : : : ) )
5S. Improving the quality of public ‘ 3.3 36 36 o 3.8
education ' ' ' : :
5T. Preserving water supply 3.5 3.6 3.6 3.5 3.7
5U. Improving flood protection 2.5 2.6 2.9 2.5 3.3
5V. Improving water quality | 3.2 3.4 3.3 3.2 3.6

Computation of Mean Scores: Numeric ratings of O to 4 were averaged.
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6. The population of Kern County is expected to grow significantly within the next 20 years.
With this in mind, what do you think is the single, most important issue for the future of Kern
County? [OPEN-ENDED QUESTION; DON'T READ CHOICES, RECORD MULTIPLE
RESPONSES]

Supervisorial District

1 2 3 4 5
Crime rate/Gang violence 18% 21% 15% 16% 16%
Farming and agriculture 2% 2% 1% 3% 1%
Healthcare/hospitals 5% 5% 3% 5% 6%
Improved public transportation 2% 6% 5% 5% 5%
Natural resources (outdoor recreation, 6% 50 3% 50 3%
rivers, trees, wildlife)
Open space between cities 0% 3% 0% 0% 0%
Quality of jobs 20% 16% 20% 17% 25%
Sense of community 3% 4% 2% 1% 2%
Streets, roads, freeways 9% 12% 19% 13% 12%
Uniqug attractions (parks, restaurants, 1% 6% 3% 204 4%
shopping, and museums)
Water resources 9% 4% 2% 3% 1%
Well-planned growth 8% 11% 12% 8% 11%
Environ.mer)tal issues (Air pollution, 9% 10% 10% 11% 13%
_contamination)
Housing 3% 6% 6% 6% 5%
Eicv(i)rr:gmic Stability/Inflation/Cost of 204 3% 50 204 4%
Education (better schools, more
classrooms, funding for public 12% 9% 12% 12% 8%
schools)
lllegal immigration 2% 2% 1% 2% 0%
Other 2% 3% 1% 3% 1%
DK/NA 13% 12% 8% 14% 9%
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7. Next, I'd like you to think about the role of local government agencies in preparing for the
future of Kern County. Please tell me if you believe local government agencies are doing
enough to manage each of the following issues.

Here’s the (first/next): , are local government agencies doing too much, not
enough, or just right to manage this issue?

Supervisorial District

7A. Preserving farm lands and open
 space and managing urban growth
7B. Improving air quality

7C. Improving local flood protection,
water supply, and water qualit

7D. Reducing traffic congestion and
improving public transportation

7E. Supporting new businesses and
industries, education programs and
job opportunities

7F. Improving housing affordability
and encouraging the development of
more housing options

7G. Improving services, such as
police and fire services and local
healthcare and social services
Computation of Mean Scores: “Too Much” = +1, “Just Right” = 0, and “Not Enough” = -1.

8. I'm going to read you a list of areas in Kern County. For each one, please tell me if you
would support or oppose new housing development in that area.

Here’s the (first/next): do you support or oppose new HOUSING development
[GET ANSWER, THEN ASK:] Would that be strongly (support/oppose) or somewhat
(support/oppose)?

8A. on farm and agricultural land in

the Central Valley ~0:g ~DiE U U 03
8B. near military installations and

flight paths in the desert region Uz Uy Uy URe e
8C. of single-family homes in 11 0.9 0.9 11 10

existing residential neighborhoods
8D. of apartments and
condominiums in existing residential 0.1 -0.3 -0.1 0.2 0.3
neighborhoods
8E. in existing business and
industrial areas

8F. on open spaces around cities and 0.4 0.3 0.3 05 0.3
towns

Computation of Mean Scores: “Strongly Support” = +2, “Somewhat Support” = +1, “Somewhat Oppose” = -1, and “Strongly
Oppose” = -2.

0.5 0.1 0.1 0.3 0.2
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9. Now I'm going to read you that same list of areas in Kern County. This time, please tell me if
you would support or oppose new business, industrial, and office development in that area.

Here’s the (first/next): do you support or oppose new COMMERCIAL development
. [GET ANSWER, THEN ASK:] Would that be strongly (support/oppose) or
somewhat (support/oppose)?

Supervisorial District
2 3 4

9A. on farm and agricultural land in the
Central Valley

9B. near military installations and flight
paths in the desert region

9C. in existing residential
neighborhoods

9D. in existing business and industrial
areas

9E. on open spaces around cities and
towns

Computation of Mean Scores: “Strongly Support” = +2, “Somewhat Support” = +1, “Somewhat Oppose” = -1, and “Strongly Oppose”
=-2.

Next, I'd like to talk to you about a variety of housing issues.

10. I’'m going to read you a list of housing options. For each one, please tell me if you would
consider that type of housing if you were to relocate within Kern County in the next 10 years.

Given your household income, would you consider living in if you were to
relocate within Kern County. [GET ANSWER, IF “YES,” THEN ASK:] Would that be

definitely yes or probably yes?

Supervisorial District

10A. a single-family home with a small
yard

10B. a single-family home with a large
yard

10C. atownhouse or condominium
10D. a building with offices and stores
on the first floor and condominiums on
the upper floors

10E. an apartment
Computation of Mean Scores: “Definitely Yes” = +2, “Probably Yes” = +1, “No” = 0.
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11. Moving on, I'd like to read you a list of possible housing options in the future. For each one,
please rate how important the housing option would be to you personally if you were to
relocate within Kern County.

On a scale of 0 to 4, 0 being not important to 4 being extremely important, how important is
? [RESPONSE MUST BE A NUMBER; REPEAT THE SCALE TO PROMPT
FOR A NUMBER]

Supervisorial District

1 | 2 | 3 | a4 [l 5 |

11A. housing close to your

3.0 2.8 2.9 2.8 3.3
work
11B. housing within walking
distance to shopping, 2.6 2.6 2.7 2.6 3.1

restaurants and entertainment
11C. housing within driving

distance to shopping, 3.1 3.1 3.2 3.1 3.4
restaurants and entertainment

11D. housing close to health
care and professional services

3.0 3.2 Sl 3.1 3.5

11E..housm Wlth.aCCESS to 28 28 29 28 3.4
public transportation

11F. housing within walking
distance to parks and 3.0 3.0 3.2 3.1 3.5
recreation programs

11G. a neighborhood with
yards or land separating the 3.3 3.4 3.4 3.4 3.5
houses
11H. energy efficient housing 3.5 3.6 3.6 3.5 3.8

111. housing close to quality 30
public schools :
Computation of Mean Scores: Numeric ratings of O to 4 were averaged.

3.1 3.3 3.2 3.6

Topline Report Page 11 of 13 May 2008



Godbe Research 2008 Community Survey Kern Council of Governments

12. Based on your personal experience, how would you rate traffic flow in your city or town? Is
traffic flow excellent, good, fair, or poor?

Supervisorial District

Excellent \

Good

Fair \
Poor \

DK/NA

13. What type of transportation do you typically use to go to work or school? [DON'T READ
CHOICES. IF MORE THAN ONE RESPONSE, PROBE FOR MOST TYPICAL MODE.]

Supervisorial District
2 3 4
Bicycle
Carpool
Drive alone (Car, Motorcycle, Scooter)
Public Transit (Bus or shuttle)
Walk
Work from home/Don't work outside the home
Other
DK/NA

14.[IF Q13 1S NOT “WORK FROM HOME” OR “DK/NA”; n = 1,124] On average, how many
minutes do you spend traveling to and from work each day? [NEED TOTAL ROUND TRIP
COMMUTE TIME]

Supervisorial District

Less than 10 minutes \

11 to 20 minutes

21 to 40 minutes \

41 to 60 minutes

More than 60 minutes \

DK/NA
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15. [IF Q13 IS NOT “WORK FROM HOME” OR “DK/NA”; n = 1,124] On average, how many
miles do you travel to and from work each day? [NEED TOTAL ROUND TRIP MILEAGE]

Supervisorial District
2 3 |

Less than five miles
6to 10 miles

11 to 20 miles

21 to 40 miles

More than 40 miles
DK/NA

16. [IF Q13 = “DRIVE ALONE"; n = 923] What would encourage you to use alternative
transportation, such as carpooling or bus service?

Supervisorial District \

Ejét:sr transit schedule/More 10% 11% 20% 9% 13%

Carpool planning from my

emblover 12% 9% 8% 4% 10%
Cheaper/Discounted transit fares 8% 6% 4% 7% 5%
Express bus service \ 8% 2% 3% 5% 4%
Higher gas prices ‘ 15% 12% 12% 9% 11%

Information about 2% 2% 1% 1% 0%
transit/schedules

Public transit stop near my 13% 15% 14% 18% 12%
house/work

Nothing/Not interested \ 22% 27% 28% 35% 18%
EQI\IILrt?QrTemaI issues/Reducing 0% 0% 204 1% 5%
Extreme circumstances e 20 5% 1% 3% 20
make me unable to drive

Sg:]tdeirt iroonasds and traffic 0% 5% 5% 1% o
Long distance travel 0% 2% 0% 1% 0%
Other 2% 2% 2% 2% 4%
DK/NA 15% 13% 15% 15% 21%
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KERN COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS
Community Survey
Final Draft — Approved 3/24/08 (n = 1,200; 18 min; English/Spanish)

Hello, my name is and I'm calling on behalf of GRA, a public opinion research firm. We're
conducting a survey concerning important issues in Kern County and we would like to get your
opinion.

[I[F NEEDED:] I can assure you that | am not trying to sell you anything — this is a study about local
issues and your opinion is extremely valuable.

[IF THE INDIVIDUAL SAYS THEY ARE ON THE NATIONAL DO NOT CALL LIST, RESPOND
BASED ON THE GUIDELINES FROM THE MARKETING RESEARCH ASSOCIATION. FOR
EXAMPLE, IF THE INDIVIDUAL SAYS: “There's a law that says you can't call me,” RESPOND
WITH:] “Most types of opinion research studies are exempt under the law that Congress recently
passed. That law was passed to regulate the activities of the telemarketing industry. This is a
legitimate research call. Your opinions count!”

We are trying to obtain a representative sample of Kern County residents in terms of their gender
and age. For statistical reasons, | would like to speak to the youngest adult male currently at home
that is at least 18 years of age. [Or youngest female depending on the statistics of previous
interviews.]

[I[F THERE IS NO MALE AT LEAST 18 AVAILABLE, THEN ASK:]

OK, then I'd like to speak to the youngest adult female currently at home that is at least 18 years of
age.

[IF THERE IS NO MALE/FEMALE AT LEAST 18 AVAILABLE, THEN ASK FOR CALLBACK TIME.]
[IF THE INDIVIDUAL INDICATES THAT THEY ARE AN ELECTED OFFICIAL, THANK THEM FOR

THEIR TIME, POLITELY EXPLAIN THAT THE FOCUS OF THIS SURVEY IS ON THE PUBLIC’'S
PERCEPTION OF LOCAL ISSUES, AND TERMINATE THE INTERVIEW.]

i. Before we begin, are you, or anyone in your household, associated with any County or City
government board, committee, or commission?

Yes 1 [THANK & TERMINATE]
No 2 [CONTINUE]
[DON'T READ] DK/NA 99 [THANK & TERMINATE]

A. To begin, how many years have you lived in Kern County? [DON'T READ CHOICES]

Less than one year 1
One year to less than five years 2
Five years to less than ten years 3
More than 10 years 4
Do not live in Kern County 5 [THANK & TERMINATE]
[DON'T READ] DK/NA 99 [THANK & TERMINATE]
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B. What is your home zip code? [DON'T READ CHOICES; USE FOLLOWING QUOTAS]

[WEST KERN; REGION = 1; n = 200]

93206
93224
93249
93251
93252
93268
93276

~NOoO O WNE

[CENTRAL VALLEY; REGION = 2; n = 600]

93203
93215
93226
93241
93250
93263
93280
93287
93301
93304
93305
93306
93307
93308
93309
93311
93312
93313
93314

[MOUNTAINS; REGION = 3; n = 200]

93205
93225
93238
93240
93243
93255
93283
93285
93518
93531
93561

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26

27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36
37

Questionnaire
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[EAST KERN; REGION = 4; n = 200]

93501
93505

93516

93519
93523

93524

93527

93528
93554

93555

93560

OTHER

DK/NA

I'd like to begin by getting your overall opinion of living in your city or town.

38
39
40
41
42
43
44
45
46
47
48

98 [THANK & TERMINATE]
99 [THANK & TERMINATE]

1. Generally speaking are you satisfied or dissatisfied with the quality of life in your city or
town? [GET ANSWER, THEN ASK:] Is that very (satisfied/dissatisfied) or somewhat

(satisfied/dissatisfied)?

Very satisfied

Somewhat satisfied

Somewhat dissatisfied
Very dissatisfied

[DON'T READ] DK/NA

O~ WNPF

2. Looking ahead to the next 20 years, do you think the quality of life in your city or town will
stay about the same as today, or will it be better or worse? [ASK IF REPLY IS “BETTER”

OR “WORSE"] Is that much (better/worse) or somewhat (better/worse)?

Much better

Somewhat better

Stay about the same
Somewhat worse

Much worse

[DON'T READ] DK/NA

O©C O~ WNPE
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3. What do you like MOST about your city or town? [OPEN-ENDED QUESTION; DON'T READ
CHOICES, RECORD MULTIPLE RESPONSES]

Cost of living/housing 1
Cultural diversity 2
Education and youth programs 3
Farming and agriculture 4
Location 5
6
7
8
9

Natural resources (outdoor recreation, rivers, trees, wildlife) -----------------
Safe neighborhoods/communities
Small-town atmosphere/Sense of community
Weather and climate

Well-planned growth (includes quality of roads and infrastructure) ------- 10
Other [SPECIFY] 98
DK/NA 99

4. What do you like LEAST about your city or town? [OPEN-ENDED QUESTION; DON'T
READ CHOICES, RECORD MULTIPLE RESPONSES]

Air quality 1
Lack of community resources (hospitals and social services) ---------------- 2
Cost of living/housing affordability 3
Crime rate/gang violence 4
Farm land (loss of farms to development) 5
6
7
8
9

Growth and Planning
Job opportunities
Public transportation (bus, train, and bike lanes)
Traffic congestion

Youth programs (education and recreation for children/teens) ------------- 10
Other [SPECIFY] 98
DK/NA 99
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5. Again, looking ahead to the next 20 years, I'd like to ask you about a number of issues
facing residents. Please rate the importance of each issue in improving the future quality of
life in Kern County.

On a scale of 0 to 4, 0 being not important to 4 being extremely important, how important is
? [RESPONSE MUST BE A NUMBER; REPEAT THE SCALE TO PROMPT]

[DON'T
[RANDOMIZE] READ]
DK/NA

AGRICULTURE
A. Preventing the loss of farm land to residential and

commercial development 0 1---2-—--- 3----- 4 ----99
AIR QUALITY
B. Improving air quality 0 1-—--2-—--- 3----- 4 ----99
C. Reducing residential air pollution, such as

wood-burning fireplaces 0 1---2---- 3----- 4 ----99
ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT
D. Creating more high paying jobs 0 1----2--—--- 3----- 4 ----99
E. Encouraging new businesses to relocate to the County

in order to diversify the local economy 0 1----2-—--- 3----- 4 ----99
GROWTH MANAGEMENT
F. Reuvitalizing older neighborhoods and business districts

that are becoming rundown 0 1---2-—--- 3----- 4 ----99
HOUSING
G. Creating more affordable housing 0 1---2---- 3----- 4 ----99

H. Developing a variety of housing options, including
apartments, townhomes and condominiums --------
MOBILITY
Expanding highways 0 3
Reducing traffic congestion 0 3
Maintaining local streets and roads 0 1---2-—--- 3----- 4 ----99
0 3
0 3

o

i

i

1
=

1

i
N

i

i

1
w

i

i

1
N

1

i

1
(o}
©

Expanding local bus services
Improving public transportation to other cities ---------
Maintaining and improving sidewalks and

bike lanes 0 1--2---- 3----- 4 ----99
OPEN SPACE AND HABITATS
O. Preserving open spaces and native animal

ZZr A&

habitats 0 1 -2 o3 eeeu 4 —---99
SERVICES, SAFETY AND EQUITY
P. Improving fire and emergency medical services ------ 0------ 1--2---- 3----- 4 ----99
Q. Improving local health care and social services------- 0------ 1---2---- 3--—--- 4 ----99
R. Improving crime prevention and gang prevention

programs 0 1----2-----3-----4 ----99
S. Improving the quality of public education 0 1---2-eeee 3----- 4 ----99
WATER
T. Preserving water supply 0 1----2----3----4 ----99
U. Improving flood protection 0 y RS, Ju— i J— 4 ----99
V. Improving water quality 0 12 3----—-4 ----99
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6. The population of Kern County is expected to grow significantly within the next 20 years.
With this in mind, what do you think is the single, most important issue for the future of Kern
County? [OPEN-ENDED QUESTION; DON'T READ CHOICES, RECORD MULTIPLE
RESPONSES]

Crime rate/gang violence 1
Farming and agriculture 2
Healthcare/hospitals 3
Improved public transportation 4
Natural resources (outdoor recreation, rivers, trees, wildlife) ----------------- 5
6
7
8
9

Open space between cities (NOT PARKS)
Quality of jobs
Sense of community
Streets, roads, freeways

Unique attractions (parks, restaurants, shopping, and museums)--------- 10
Water resources 11
Well-planned growth 12
Other [SPECIFY] 98
DK/NA 99

7. Next, I'd like you to think about the role of local government agencies in preparing for the
future of Kern County. Please tell me if you believe local government agencies are doing
enough to manage each of the following issues.

Here’s the (first/next): , are local government agencies doing too much, not
enough, or just right to manage this issue?
[DON'T
[RANDOMIZE] Too Just Not READ]
Much Right Enough DK/NA
A. Preserving farm lands and open space and
managing urban growth 1 2 3 99
B. Improving air quality 1 2 3 99
C. Improving local flood protection, water supply,
and water quality 1 2 3 99
D. Reducing traffic congestion and improving public
transportation 1 2 3 99
E. Supporting new businesses and industries,
education programs and job opportunities 1 2 3 99
F. Improving housing affordability and encouraging
the development of more housing options 1 2 3 99
G. Improving services, such as police and fire services
and local healthcare and social services 1 2 -3 99
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Moving on, I'd like to get your opinion about future growth and development in Kern County.

8. I'm going to read you a list of areas in Kern County. For each one, please tell me if you
would support or oppose new housing development in that area.

Here’s the (first/next): do you support or oppose new HOUSING development
[GET ANSWER, THEN ASK:] Would that be strongly (support/oppose) or somewhat
(support/oppose)?

[RANDOMIZE] [DON'T
Strongly Somewhat  Somewhat Strongly READ]
Support Support Oppose Oppose DK/NA
A. on farm and agricultural land
in the Central Valley 1 2 3 4 99
B. near military installations and flight
paths in the desert region 1 2 3 4 99
C. of single-family homes in existing
residential neighborhoods 1 2 3 4 99
D. of apartments and condominiums in existing
residential neighborhoods 1 2 3 4 99
E. in existing business and industrial
areas 1 2 3 4 99
F. on open spaces around cities and
towns 1 2 3 4 99

9. Now I'm going to read you that same list of areas in Kern County. This time, please tell me if
you would support or oppose new business, industrial, and office development in that area.

Here’s the (first/next): do you support or oppose new COMMERCIAL development
. [GET ANSWER, THEN ASK:] Would that be strongly (support/oppose) or
somewhat (support/oppose)?

[HOLD RANDOMIZED ORDER FROM Q8] [DON'T
Strongly Somewhat  Somewhat Strongly READ]
Support Support Oppose Oppose DK/NA
A. on farm and agricultural land
in the Central Valley 1 2 3 4 99
B. near military installations and flight
paths in the desert region 1 2 3 4 99
C. in existing residential
neighborhoods 1 2 3 4 99
D. in existing business and industrial
areas 1 2 3 4 99
E. on open spaces around cities and
towns 1 2 3 4 99
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Next, I'd like to talk to you about a variety of housing issues.

10.

I'm going to read you a list of housing options. For each one, please tell me if you would
consider that type of housing if you were to relocate within Kern County in the next 10 years.

Given your household income, would you consider living in if you were to
relocate within Kern County. [GET ANSWER, IF “YES,” THEN ASK:] Would that be
definitely yes or probably yes?

[RANDOMIZE] [DON'T
Definitely Probably READ]
Yes Yes No DK/NA
A. a single-family home with a small yard 1 2 3 99
B. a single-family home with a large yard 1 2 3 99
C. atownhouse or condominium 1 2 3 99
D. a building with offices and stores on the first floor
and condominiums on the upper floors 1 2 3 99
E. an apartment 1 2 3 99
11. Moving on, I'd like to read you a list of possible housing options in the future. For each one,

please rate how important the housing option would be to you personally if you were to
relocate within Kern County.

On a scale of 0 to 4, 0 being not important to 4 being extremely important, how important is
? [RESPONSE MUST BE A NUMBER; REPEAT THE SCALE TO PROMPT
FOR A NUMBER]

[DON'T
[RANDOMIZE] READ]
DK/NA

A. housing close to your work 0 1---2-—--- 3----- 4 ----99
B. housing within walking distance to shopping,

restaurants, and entertainment 0 1 -2 - 3 4 ----99
C. housing within driving distance to shopping,

restaurants, and entertainment 0 1---2---- 3----- 4 ----99
D. housing close to health care and professional

services 0 1---2-—--- 3----- 4 ----99
E. housing with access to public transportation ----------- 0------ 1---2-—--- 3----- 4 ----99
F. housing within walking distance to parks and

recreation programs 0 1---—-2-—--- 3-—--- 4 ----99
G. a neighborhood with yards or land separating the

houses 0 1---2---- 3----- 4 ----99
H. energy efficient housing 0 1---2---- 3----- 4 ----99
I.  housing close to quality public schools 0 1---2---- 3----- 4 ----99
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Next, I'd like to ask you a few questions about your daily commute.

12. Based on your personal experience, how would you rate traffic flow in your city or town? Is
traffic flow excellent, good, fair, or poor?

Excellent
Good
Fair
Poor
[DON'T READ] DK/NA 9

OB~ WNPF

13. What type of transportation do you typically use to go to work or school? [DON'T READ
CHOICES. IF MORE THAN ONE RESPONSE, PROBE FOR MOST TYPICAL MODE.]

Bicycle 1
Carpool 2
Drive alone (Car, Motorcycle, Scooter) -------------- 3
Public Transit (Bus or shuttle) 4
Walk 5
Work from home/Don’t work outside the home ----- 6
Other [SPECIFY: | 98
[DON'T READ] DK/NA 99

[CONTINUE]
[CONTINUE]
[CONTINUE]
[CONTINUE]
[CONTINUE]
[GO TO QC]
[CONTINUE]
[GO TO QC]

14. On average, how many minutes do you spend traveling to and from work each day? [NEED
TOTAL ROUND TRIP COMMUTE TIME]

total minutes

15. On average, how many miles do you travel to and from work each day? [NEED TOTAL
ROUND TRIP MILEAGE]

total miles

16. [IF Q13 = 3; DRIVE ALONE] What would encourage you to use alternative transportation,
such as carpooling or bus service? [OPEN-ENDED QUESTION; DON'T READ CHOICES,
RECORD MULTIPLE RESPONSES]

Questionnaire

Better transit schedule/More buses 1
Carpool planning from my employer------------------- 2
Cheaper/Discounted transit fares 3
Express bus service 4
Higher gas prices 5
Information about transit/schedules ------------------- 6
Public transit stop near my house/work--------------- 7
Nothing/Not interested 8
Other [SPECIFY: | 98
[DON'T READ] DK/NA 99
Page 9 of 11
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There are just a few more questions that will only be used for statistical comparisons.

C. Do you currently rent or own your place of residence?

Rent

Own

[DON'T READ] DK/NA

9

1
2
9

D. What ethnic group do you consider yourself a part of or feel closest to? [IF RESPONDENT
HESITATES, READ LIST]

African-American/Black

Asian-American
Caucasian/White

Latino(a)/Hispanic

Native American
Pacific Islander

Two or more races

Other
[DON'T READ] DK/NA

E. What is your age? [DON'T READ LIST]

O ©

18 to 24
2510 34

35t0 44

45to0 54

55 to 59

60 to 64

65to 74

75 to 84
85 and over

DK/NA

©

©CoOoO~NOUITA,WNPE

©COO~NOOULAWNBE
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F. To wrap things up, can you please tell me if your total household income is more or less
than $40,000 per year?

Less 1 [GO TO QF1]
More 2 [GOTO QF2]
[DON'T READ] DK/NA 99 [GO TO END]

F1. [IF QF = 1] Please stop me when | reach the category that best describes your total
household income before taxes in 2007.

Less than $20,000 1 [GO TO END]
$20,000 to less than $30,000 2 [GO TO END]
$30,000 to less than $40,000 3 [GO TO END]
[DON'T READ] DK/NA 99 [GO TO END]

F2. [IF QF = 2] Please stop me when | reach the category that best describes your total
household income before taxes in 2007.

$40,000 to less than $60,000
$60,000 to less than $80,000
$80,000 to less than $100,000
More than $100,000
[DON'T READ] DK/NA 9

O ~NO O h~

These are all the questions | have for you. Thank you very much for participating!

H. Respondent's Gender [RECORD BY VOICE]:

Male 1
Female 2
I. Region [RECORD FROM ZIP CODE IN QB]:
West Kern 1
Central Valley 2
Mountains 3
East Kern 4
NAME PHONE
DATE OF INTERVIEW VALIDATED BY
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KERN COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS
Community Survey
Final Draft — Approved 3/24/08 (n = 1,200; 18 min; English/Spanish)

Hola, mi nombre es y represento a GRA, una empresa que realiza estudios de andlisis de la
opinidn publica. Estamos llevando a cabo una encuesta relacionada con temas importantes en el
condado de Kern y deseamos contar con su opinién.

[I[F NEEDED:] Le garantizo que no intento venderle nada; se trata de un estudio sobre temas locales
Y Su opinidn es sumamente valiosa.

[[F THE INDIVIDUAL SAYS THEY ARE ON THE NATIONAL DO NOT CALL LIST, RESPOND BASED
ON THE GUIDELINES FROM THE MARKETING RESEARCH ASSOCIATION. FOR EXAMPLE, IF THE
INDIVIDUAL SAYS: “Existe una ley que dice que usted no puede llamarme”, RESPOND WITH:] “La mayor
parte de los tipos de estudios de opinion estan exentos bajo la ley que fue recientemente aprobada por el
Congreso. Dicha ley fue aprobada a fin de controlar las actividades de la industria de ventas telefonicas. La
presente es una llamada legitima de andlisis del mercado. jSu opinidn se toma muy en cuenta!”

Estamos tratando de obtener una muestra representativa de residentes del condado de Kern segun
su sexo y edad. Para fines estadisticos, me gustaria dirigirme a la persona adulta mas joven de
sexo masculino, que en este momento se encuentre en su casa y que tenga, al menos, 18 afios de
edad. [Or youngest female depending on the statistics of previous interviews.]

[IF THERE IS NO MALE AT LEAST 18 AVAILABLE, THEN ASK:]

Bueno, entonces me gustaria dirigirme a la persona adulta mas joven de sexo femenino, que en
este momento se encuentre en su casa y que tenga, al menos, 18 afios de edad.

[IF THERE IS NO MALE/FEMALE AT LEAST 18 AVAILABLE, THEN ASK FOR CALLBACK TIME.]
[IF THE INDIVIDUAL INDICATES THAT THEY ARE AN ELECTED OFFICIAL, THANK THEM FOR

THEIR TIME, POLITELY EXPLAIN THAT THE FOCUS OF THIS SURVEY IS ON THE PUBLIC'S
PERCEPTION OF LOCAL ISSUES, AND TERMINATE THE INTERVIEW.]

i. Antes de comenzar, ¢usted o algin miembro de su familia esta afiliado a alguna junta, comité o
comision del gobierno de la ciudad o del condado?

Si 1 [THANK & TERMINATE]
No 2 [CONTINUE]
[DON'T READ] DK/NA 99 [THANK & TERMINATE]

A. Para comenzar, ¢ cuanto hace que vive en el condado de Kern? [DON'T READ CHOICES]

Menos de un afio 1
De un afio a menos de cinco afios 2
De cinco afios a menos de diez afos ----------------- 3
Mas de 10 afios-- 4
No vive en el condado de Kern 5 [THANK & TERMINATE]
[DON'T READ] DK/NA 99 [THANK & TERMINATE]
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B. ¢Cual es su cédigo postal? [DON'T READ CHOICES; USE FOLLOWING QUOTAS]

[WEST KERN; REGION = 1; n = 200]

93206
93224
93249
93251
93252
93268
93276

~NOoO O WNE

[CENTRAL VALLEY; REGION = 2; n = 600]

93203
93215
93226
93241
93250
93263
93280
93287
93301
93304
93305
93306
93307
93308
93309
93311
93312
93313
93314

[MOUNTAINS; REGION = 3; n = 200]

93205
93225
93238
93240
93243
93255
93283
93285
93518
93531
93561

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26

27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36
37

Questionnaire
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[EAST KERN; REGION = 4; n = 200]

93501 38
93505 39
93516 40
93519 41
93523 42
93524 43
93527 44
93528 45
93554 46
93555 47
93560 48
OTHER 98 [THANK & TERMINATE]
DK/NA 99 [THANK & TERMINATE]

Me gustaria comenzar preguntdndole cual es su opinidn general acerca de lo que significa para
usted vivir en su ciudad o pueblo.

1. Entérminos generales, ¢ esta conforme o disconforme con la calidad de vida de su ciudad o
pueblo? [GET ANSWER, THEN ASK:] ¢ Eso es muy (conforme/disconforme) o poco
(conforme/disconforme)?

Muy conforme 1
Poco conforme 2
Poco disconforme 3
Muy disconforme 4
[DON'T READ] DK/NA 99

2. De cara a los préximos 20 afios, ¢.cree que la calidad de vida de su ciudad o pueblo sera
casi la misma que en la actualidad, o mejorara o empeorard? [ASK IF REPLY IS “BETTER”
OR “WORSE"] ¢ Eso es mucho (mejor/peor) o un poco (mejor/peor)?

Mucho mejor
Un poco mejor
Casiigual
Un poco peor
Mucho peor
[DON'T READ] DK/NA 9

OO, WNPF
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3. ¢Qué es lo que MAS le gusta de vivir en su ciudad o pueblo? [OPEN-ENDED QUESTION;
DON'T READ CHOICES, RECORD MULTIPLE RESPONSES]

Costo de vida o de vivienda
Diversidad cultural
Educacion y programas para jovenes
Ganaderia y agricultura
Ubicacion
Recursos naturales (recreacion al aire libre, rios, arboles, fauna

silvestre)
Vecindarios o comunidades seguros
Ambiente de pueblo pequefio/Sentido de comunidad
Tiempo y clima
Buena planificacion del crecimiento (incluye calidad de las carreteras

e infraestructura) 10
Otro [ESPECIFIQUE] 98
DK/NA 99

abhwNPE

© o0o~NO®

4. ¢Qué es lo que MENOS le gusta de vivir en su ciudad o pueblo? [OPEN-ENDED
QUESTION; DON'T READ CHOICES, RECORD MULTIPLE RESPONSES]

Calidad del aire 1
Falta de recursos comunitarios (hospitales y servicios sociales) ------------ 2
Costo de vida/Acceso a una vivienda 3
indice de delincuencia/Violencia de pandillas 4
Campos (pérdida de tierras para la explotacion) 5
6
7
8
9

Crecimiento y urbanismo
Oportunidades laborales
Transporte publico (autobus, tren y carriles para bicicletas) ------------------
Congestién del transito
Programas para jévenes (educacién y recreacion para nifios y

adolescentes) 10
Otro [ESPECIFIQUE] 98
DK/NA 99
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5. Unavez mas, en los proximos 20 afios, me gustaria preguntarle acerca de varios
problemas que enfrentan los residentes. Califique cada uno en funcion de su importancia
para el mejoramiento de la calidad de vida del condado de Kern en el futuro.

Utilizando una escala de 0 a 4, en la que 0 es nada importante y 4 es sumamente

importante, ¢cuan importante es
REPEAT THE SCALE TO PROMPT]

? [RESPONSE MUST BE A NUMBER,;

[DON'T
[RANDOMIZE] READ]
DK/NA

AGRICULTURE
A. Evitar la pérdida de campos para la explotacion

doméstica y comercial 0 1---2---- 3----- 4 ----99
AIR QUALITY
B. Mejorar la calidad del aire 0 1---2---- 3----- 4 ----99
C. Reducir la contaminacion del aire en el interior de

la vivienda como la que generan las chimeneas

a lefia 0 1----2--- 3----- 4 ----99
ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT
D. Crear mas empleos que ofrezcan salarios altos ------ 0------ 1----2-—--- 3----- 4 ----99
E. Fomentar el traslado de nuevas empresas al

condado a fin de diversificar la economia local ----0------ 1---2---- 3----- 4 ----99
GROWTH MANAGEMENT
F. Vigorizar antiguos vecindarios y distritos

comerciales que estan en decadencia 0 1---2---- 3----- 4 ----99
HOUSING
G. Disefiar més viviendas accesibles 0 1---2---- 3----- 4 ----99
H. Desarrollar varias opciones de vivienda, entre ellas

apartamentos, viviendas unifamiliares adosadas

y condominios 0 1----2-—--- 3----- 4 ----99

MOBILITY

I.  Ampliar las autopistas 0 1---2--- 3----- 4 ----99
J. Reducir la congestién del transito 0 1--2-- 3----- 4 ----99
K. Mantener las calles y carreteras locales 0 1---2-- 3----- 4 ----99
L. Extender los servicios de autobuses locales----------- 0------ 1----2-—-- 3----- 4 ----99
M. Mejorar el transporte publico hacia otras ciudades---0------ 1---2---- 3----- 4 ----99
N. Mantener y mejorar las aceras y los carriles

para bicicletas 0 1---2-—--- 3----- 4 ----99
OPEN SPACE AND HABITATS
O. Preservar las zonas verdes y los habitats de los

animales autoctonos 0 1---2---- 3----- 4 ----99
SERVICES, SAFETY AND EQUITY
P. Mejorar los servicios de bomberos y de emergencia

médica 0 1--2---- 3----- 4 ----99
Q. Mejorar los servicios sociales y de atencion médica

locales 0 1---2----- 3----- 4 ----99
R. Mejorar la prevencion de la delincuencia y los

programas para evitar la formacion de pandillas --0------ 1---2---- 3----- 4 ----99
S. Mejorar la calidad de la educacion publica 0 1--2-- 3----- 4 ----99
WATER
T. Preservar el suministro de agua 0 1---2-—--- 3----- 4 ----99
U. Mejorar la proteccion contra inundaciones 0 1---2---- 3----- 4 ----99
V. Mejorar la calidad del agua 0 1---2----- 3----- 4 ----99
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6. Se espera que la poblacién del condado de Kern crezca significativamente dentro de los
proximos 20 afios. Teniendo en cuenta esto, ¢cual considera que es el problema méas
importante para el futuro del condado de Kern? [OPEN-ENDED QUESTION; DON'T READ
CHOICES, RECORD MULTIPLE RESPONSES]

indice de delincuencia/Violencia de pandillas 1
Ganaderia y agricultura 2
Atencion médica/Hospitales 3
Mejoramiento del transporte publico 4
Recursos naturales (recreacién al aire libre, rios, arboles,

fauna silvestre) 5
Zonas verdes entre ciudades (EXCEPTO PARQUES) 6
Calidad de los empleos 7
Sentido de comunidad 8
Calles, carreteras y autopistas 9
Atracciones exclusivas (parques, restaurantes, centros comerciales

Yy museos) 10
Recursos hidricos 11
Buena planificacion del crecimiento 12
Otro [ESPECIFIQUE] 98
DK/NA 99

7. A continuacion, me gustaria que reflexionara sobre el papel que desempefian las agencias
del gobierno local en la preparacion para el futuro del condado de Kern. Por favor indique si
cree que las agencias del gobierno local estan haciendo lo suficiente para tratar cada uno
de los siguientes problemas.

Aqui esta el (primero/préximo): , ¢las agencias del gobierno local estan
haciendo mucho, poco o lo suficiente para tratar este problema?
[RANDOMIZE] Lo [IEISA’\\‘D-]F
Mucho  suficiente Poco DK/NA

A. Preservacion de los campos y las zonas verdes y

administracion del crecimiento urbano 1 2 3 99
B. Mejoras en la calidad del aire 1 2 3 99
C. Mejoras en la proteccién contra inundaciones, el

suministro de agua y la calidad del agua locales--1 2 3 99
D. Reduccién de la congestion del transito y mejoras

en el transporte publico 1 2 3 99
E. Financiamiento de nuevas empresas e industrias,

programas educativos y oportunidades laborales ---1 2 3 99
F. Mejoras en el acceso a las vivienda y fomento del

desarrollo de méas opciones de vivienda 1 2 3 99
G. Mejoras en los servicios, por ejemplo, servicios de

la policia y los bomberos y servicios sociales y

de atencion médica locales 1 2 3 99
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Pasemos a otro tema. Me gustaria conocer su opinién acerca del crecimiento y el desarrollo
futuros en el condado de Kern.

8. Le leeré una lista de zonas del condado de Kern. Para cada una, por favor indique si
apoyaria o se opondria a un nuevo complejo habitacional en esa zona.

Aqui esta la (primera/préxima): ¢ Apoyaria o se opondria a un nuevo complejo
HABITACIONAL ? [GET ANSWER, THEN ASK:] ¢ Eso seria definitivo
(apoyo/oposicion) o parcial (apoyo/oposicion)?

[RANDOMIZE] [DON'T
Definitivo  Parcial Parcial Definitiva READ]
apoyo apoyo oposicion oposicion DK/NA
A. entierras destinadas a la ganaderiay la
agricultura en Central Valley 1 2 3 4 99
B. cerca de instalaciones militares y rutas de
vuelo en la region del desierto 1 2 3 4 99
C. de viviendas unifamiliares aisladas en
vecindarios residenciales existentes 1 2 3 4 99
D. de apartamentos y condominios en
vecindarios residenciales existentes 1 2 3 4 99
E. en zonas comerciales e industriales
existentes 1 2 3 4 99
F. en zonas verdes alrededor de las ciudades
y los pueblos 1 2 3 4 99

9. Ahora le leeré la misma lista de zonas del condado de Kern. En esta oportunidad, por favor
indique si apoyaria 0 se opondria a un nuevo complejo comercial, industrial y de oficinas en
esa zona.

Aqui esta la (primera/préxima): ¢ Apoyaria o se opondria a un nuevo complejo COMERCIAL
? [GET ANSWER, THEN ASK:] ¢ Eso seria definitivo (apoyo/oposicién) o
parcial (apoyo/oposicion)?

[HOLD RANDOMIZED ORDER FROM Q8] [DON'T
Definitivo  Parcial Parcial Definitiva READ]
apoyo apoyo oposicién oposicion DK/NA
A. entierras destinadas a la ganaderia y la
agricultura en Central Valley 1 2 3 4 99
B. cerca de instalaciones militares y rutas
de vuelo en la region del desierto 1 2 3 4 99
C. en vecindarios residenciales existentes 1 2 3 4 99
D. en zonas comerciales e industriales
existentes 1 2 3 4 99
E. en zonas verdes alrededor de las ciudades
y los pueblos 1 2 3 4 99
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A continuacién, me gustaria hablar sobre varios temas de vivienda.

10.Le leeré una lista de opciones de vivienda. Para cada una, por favor indique si tendria en

cuenta ese tipo de vivienda si tuviera que mudarse dentro del condado de Kern en los
proximos 10 afos.

En funcién del ingreso de su familia, ¢tendrian en cuenta vivir en si tuviera que
mudarse dentro del condado de Kern? [GET ANSWER, IF “YES,” THEN ASK:] ¢ Eso seria
un si definitivo o un si probable?

[RANDOMIZE] Definiti- Proba- [DON'T
vamente blemente READ]
si si No DK/NA
A. una vivienda unifamiliar aislada con un
pequenio jardin 1 2 3 99
B. una vivienda unifamiliar aislada con un
gran jardin 1 2 3 99
C. unavivienda unifamiliar adosada o un
condominio 1 2 3 99
D. un edificio con oficinas y tiendas en el primer
piso y condominios en los pisos superiores-- 1 2 3 99
E. Un apartamento 1 2 3 99

11.

Pasemos a otro tema. Me gustaria leerle una lista de posibles opciones de vivienda para el
futuro. Por favor califique cada una en funcién de cuan importante seria para usted esa
opcion de vivienda si tuviera que mudarse dentro del condado de Kern.

Utilizando una escala de 0 a 4, en la que 0 es nada importante y 4 es sumamente

importante, ¢,cuan importante es ? [RESPONSE MUST BE A NUMBER;
REPEAT THE SCALE TO PROMPT FOR A NUMBER]
[DON'T
[RANDOMIZE] READ]
DK/NA
A. una vivienda cercana al trabajo 0 1---2----- 3----- 4 ----99

B. una vivienda ubicada a unos pasos de centros

comerciales, restaurantes y lugares de

entretenimiento 0 1---2--- 3----- 4 ----99
C. una vivienda ubicada a poca distancia en

automovil de centros comerciales, restaurantes

y lugares de entretenimiento 0 1---2---- 3----- 4 ----99
D. una vivienda cercana a servicios profesionales y

de atencion médica 0 1---2---- 3----- 4 ----99
E. una vivienda con acceso al transporte publico -------- 0------ 1---2---- 3----- 4 ----99
F. una vivienda ubicada a unos pasos de parques y

programas de recreacion 0 1---2---- 3----- 4 ----99
G. un vecindario con jardines o tierra que separe las

viviendas 1----2---- 3----- 4 ----99

una vivienda de bajo consumo energético
una vivienda cercana a buenas escuelas publicas ---

oNoNe]
=
1
1
1
1
N
1
1
1
1
1
w
1
1
1
1
1
N
1
1
1
1
©
©
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A continuacién, me gustaria formularle algunas preguntas acerca de su traslado diario.

12.Segun su experiencia personal, ¢como calificaria al flujo del transito en su ciudad o pueblo?
¢ Es excelente, bueno, regular o malo?

Excelente
Bueno
Regular
Malo
[DON'T READ] DK/NA 9

OB~ WNPF

13. ¢, Qué tipo de transporte utiliza habitualmente para concurrir al trabajo o a la escuela?
[DON'T READ CHOICES. IF MORE THAN ONE RESPONSE, PROBE FOR MOST
TYPICAL MODE.]

Bicicleta 1 [CONTINUE]
Vehiculos para traslados grupales 2 [CONTINUE]
Conduce solo (automdévil, motocicleta,

monopatin) 3 [CONTINUE]
Transporte publico (autobus o transporte de

enlace) 4 [CONTINUE]
Camina 5 [CONTINUE]
Trabaja desde su casa/No trabaja fuera del

hogar 6 [GO TO QC]
Otro [ESPECIFIQUE: | 98 [CONTINUE]
[DON'T READ] DK/NA 99 [GO TO QC]

14.En promedio, ¢ cuantos minutos le lleva viajar hacia y desde el trabajo todos los dias? [SE
REQUIERE EL TIEMPO TOTAL ENTRE LOS VIAJES DIARIOS DE IDA Y VUELTA]

minutos en total

15.En promedio, ¢,cuantas millas recorre hacia y desde el trabajo todos los dias? [NEED
TOTAL ROUND TRIP MILEAGE]

millas en total

16.[IF Q13 = 3; DRIVE ALONE] ¢ Qué lo incentivaria a utilizar un medio de transporte
alternativo, como por ejemplo, traslado grupal o servicio de autobis? [OPEN-ENDED
QUESTION; DON'T READ CHOICES, RECORD MULTIPLE RESPONSES]

Mejores horarios de transporte/Mas autobuses ---- 1
Organizacién de traslados grupales por parte

de mi empleador 2
Tarifas de trasporte mas econémicas o con

descuento 3
Servicio de autobus directo 4
Aumento del precio de la gasolina --------------------- 5
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Informacion sobre el transporte/los horarios -------- 6
Que la parada del trasporte publico esté

ubicada cerca de mi casa/trabajo------------------- 7
Nada/No estoy interesado 8
Otro [ESPECIFIQUE: | 98
[DON'T READ] DK/NA 99

Restan algunas preguntas que soélo se utilizaran con fines de comparacién estadistica.

C. ¢Es propietario o arrendatario de su vivienda actualmente?

Arrendatario 1
Propietario 2
[DON'T READ] DK/NA 99

D. ¢A qué grupo étnico cree que pertenece o con cual se identifica mas? [IF RESPONDENT
HESITATES, READ LIST]

Afro americano/Negro
Asiatico-americano
Caucasico/Blanco
Latino/Hispano
Nativo Americano
Nativo de las Islas del Pacifico
Dos 0 mas razas
Otro
[DON'T READ] DK/NA

©CoOoO~NOOOUTAWNPE

o ©

E. ¢Cuantos afios tiene usted? [DON'T READ LIST]

Entre 18 y 24 afios
Entre 25 y 34 afios
Entre 35y 44 afos
Entre 45 y 54 afos
Entre 55 y 59 afios
Entre 60 y 64 afos
Entre 65y 74 afios
Entre 75y 84 afios
85 afios 0 mas
DK/NA

OCQOO~NOOTE,WNPEF

[(e]

F. Para concluir, ¢podria indicarme si el ingreso total de su familia es mayor o menor a
$40.000 por afio?

Menor 1 [GOTO QF1]
Mayor 2 [GO TO QF2]
[DON'T READ] DK/NA 99 [GO TO END]
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F1. [IF QF = 1] Por favor indiqgueme que me detenga cuando alcance la categoria que mejor

describa el ingreso total de su familia antes de deducir impuestos en 2007.

Menos de $20.000 1 [GO TO END]
Desde $20.000 a menos de $30.000------------------ 2 [GO TO END]
Desde $30.000 a menos de $40.000------------------ 3 [GO TO END]
[DON'T READ] DK/NA 99 [GO TO END]

F2. [IF QF = 2] Por favor indiqgueme que me detenga cuando alcance la categoria que mejor

describa el ingreso total de su familia antes de deducir impuestos en 2007.

Desde $40.000 a menos de $60.000------------------ 4
Desde $60.000 a menos de $80.000------------------ 5
Desde $80.000 a menos de $100.000 ---------------- 6
Mas de $100.000 7
[DON'T READ] DK/NA 99

Esto concluye la encuesta. jMuchas gracias por su participacion!

H. Respondent's Gender [RECORD BY VOICE]:

Male 1
Female 2
I. Region [RECORD FROM ZIP CODE IN QBJ:
West Kern 1
Central Valley 2
Mountains 3
East Kern 4
NAME PHONE
DATE OF INTERVIEW VALIDATED BY
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|. REGION
West Kern  Central Valley Mountains East Kern

Total 200 600 200 200
82 218 115 68
Very satisfied
41.1% 36.4% 57.5% 33.8%
1. Generall)_/ s_peaking = et i 71 246 72 88
are you fs_agsf._?g or omewnhat satistie 35.6% 41.1% 36.0% 44.0%
issatisfied wi e
: . . L 20 80 6 18
2;:?:)‘[?/;1:,\1?:3 in your Somewhat dissatisfied 10.2% 13.3% 2 8% 8.8%
Very dissatisfied 19 48 ! 22
9.4% 8.0% 3.7% 11.0%
7 7 0 5
DK/NA 3.7% 1.2% .0% 2.4%

Comparisons of Column ProportionsP:¢

|. REGION

Central
Valley

(A) (B) (©) (D)

West Kern Mountains East Kern

1. Generally speaking Very satisfied s
are you satisfied or Somewhat satisfied

dissatisfied with the Somewhat dissatisfied
quality of life in your  very dissatisfied
city or town? DK/NA _
Results are based on two-sided tests with significance level 0.05. For each significant pair, the key of the category with the
smaller column proportion appears under the category with the larger column proportion.
a. This category is not used in comparisons because its column proportion is equal to zero or one.

b. Tests are adjusted for all pairwise comparisons within a row of each innermost subtable using the Bonferroni correction.

c. Cell counts of some categories are not integers. They were rounded to the nearest integers before performing column
proportions tests.

|. REGION
Total West Kern Central Valley Mountains East Kern

Total 200 600 200 200
31 88 16 34
> Looking ahead t Much better 15.7% 14.8% 8.0% 17.2%
. Looking ahead to
42 124 46 60
the next 20 years, do  Somewhat better
you think the quality 206'3% 2266;/" 225'2% 303'2%
of life in your city or h
town will stay about 'Y Pout the same 31.8% 17.6% 29.4% 16.6%
the same as today, or S h 31 136 37 39
will it be better or omewhat worse 15.3% 22.6% 18.5% 19.3%
worse? Much worse 25 124 &y 21
12.6% 20.6% 15.2% 10.7%
7 23 12 12
DK/NA 3.7% 3.8% 5.9% 6.1%
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|. REGION

Central
Valley

(A) (B) (©)

West Kern Mountains East Kern

2. Looking ahead to the  Much better

next 20 years, do you Somewhat better
think the quality of life in Stay about the same

your city or town will S h
stay about the same as omewhat worse

today, or will it be better Much worse
or worse? DK/NA
Results are based on two-sided tests with significance level 0.05. For each significant pair, the key of the category with the
smaller column proportion appears under the category with the larger column proportion.
a. Tests are adjusted for all pairwise comparisons within a row of each innermost subtable using the Bonferroni correction.

b. Cell counts of some categories are not integers. They were rounded to the nearest integers before performing column
proportions tests.

|. REGION
Total West Kern Central Valley Mountains East Kern
Total 1200 200 600 200 200
. . 52 3 40 5 4
Cost ofliving/housing 4.3% 1.6% 6.6% 2.6% 1.9%
. . 29 4 18 5 2
S PIVE ) 2.4% 2.1% 2.9% 2.3% 1.2%
Education and youth 47 9 33 2 3
programs 3.9% 4.5% 5.4% 1.2% 1.4%
Farming and agriculture ) ! : : .
1.3% 6% 1.4% 2.9% .3%
Location 158 14 84 32 28
13.2% 7.2% 13.9% 16.2% 14.0%
Natural Resources (outdoor 99 10 38 41 10
recreation, rivers, trees, 8.2% 5.0% 6.3% 20.4% 5.1%
Safe 163 33 82 25 24
neighborhoods/communitie 13.6% 16.4% 13.6% 12.3% 11.8%
Small-town 633 125 255 132 121
atmosphere/Sense of 52.8% 62.6% 42.5% 66.0% 60.6%
. 84 4 49 19 12
HiEEEr il el 7.0% 1.8% 8.2% 9.7% 5.8%
Well-planned growth 37 5 21 3 8
(includes quality of roads 3.1% 2.5% 3.5% 1.7% 4.1%
Availability of numerous job 17 5 10 1 2
opportunities 1.4% 2.3% 1.7% 4% .8%
Unique attractions (parks, 21 4 14 3 0
restaurants, shopping, 1.7% 1.8% 2.4% 1.4% .0%
Low traffic congestion e : 17 ! .
2.5% 2.8% 2.8% .6% 3.1%
18 4 12 2 0
QU] 1.5% 2.2% 2.0% 9% 0%
112 16 73 4 18
DK/NA 9.3% 8.1% 12.2% 2.0% 9.1%
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Comparisons of Column ProportionsP:¢

|. REGION

Central
Valley

(A) ) (© (D)

West Kern Mountains East Kern

Cost of living/housing
Cultural Diversity

Education and youth
programs

Farming and agriculture
Location

Natural Resources (outdoor
recreation, rivers, trees,
wildlife)

Safe
neighborhoods/communitie

Small-town
atmosphere/Sense of
community
Weather and climate
Well-planned growth
(includes quality of roads
and infrastructure)
Availability of numerous job
opportunities
Unique attractions (parks,
restaurants, shopping,
museums and other
entertainment)
Low traffic congestion
Other
DK/NA

Results are based on two-sided tests with significance level 0.05. For each significant pair, the key of the category with the

smaller column proportion appears under the category with the larger column proportion.

a. This category is not used in comparisons because its column proportion is equal to zero or one.

b. Tests are adjusted for all pairwise comparisons within a row of each innermost subtable using the Bonferroni correction.

c. Cell counts of some categories are not integers. They were rounded to the nearest integers before performing column
proportions tests.
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Total

Air quality

Lack of community
resources (hospitals and

Cost of living/housing
affordability

Crime rate/gang violence

Farm land (loss of farms
to development)

Growth and Planning

Job opportunities

Public transportation
(bus, train, and bike lanes)

Traffic congestion

Youth programs
(education and recreation

Lack of unique attractions
(parks, restaurants,

lllegal Immigration

The City/local government

Climate/environmental
problems/pollution

Poor roads and street
maintenance

Other

DK/NA

|. REGION

Total West Kern Central Valley Mountains East Kern
1200 200 600 200 200
139 9 116 7 7
11.6% 4.5% 19.4% 3.4% 3.4%
85 17 18 33 16
7.0% 8.5% 3.1% 16.4% 8.1%
63 7 33 13 10
5.3% 3.7% 5.5% 6.4% 5.0%
223 29 156 17 21
18.6% 14.4% 25.9% 8.7% 10.6%
5 0 5 0 0
.5% .0% .9% .0% .0%
159 26 64 38 32
13.3% 13.1% 10.7% 18.9% 15.8%
39 7 12 5 14
3.3% 3.6% 2.1% 2.7% 7.2%
45 2 9 13 21
3.8% 1.2% 1.5% 6.5% 10.5%
80 4 65 8 3
6.6% 1.8% 10.8% 4.1% 1.4%
57 12 26 9 9
4.7% 6.1% 4.3% 4.7% 4.6%
126 29 45 17 35
10.5% 14.5% 7.6% 8.4% 17.3%
22 13 8 1 1
1.9% 6.5% 1.3% 4% 4%
33 6 15 2 9
2.7% 3.2% 2.5% 1.1% 4.5%
53 8 30 10 5
4.4% 3.9% 5.1% 5.0% 2.3%
41 3 14 5 20
3.5% 1.5% 2.3% 2.6% 9.8%
53 10 26 10 8
4.4% 4.8% 4.3% 4.9% 3.9%
176 35 76 40 25
14.6% 17.3% 12.7% 20.1% 12.6%
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Comparisons of Column ProportionsP:¢

|. REGION

Central
Valley

(A) ) (© (D)

West Kern Mountains East Kern

Air quality
Lack of community

resources (hospitals and
social services)

Cost of living/housing
affordability

Crime rate/gang violence

Farm land (loss of farms
to development)

Growth and Planning
Job opportunities

Public transportation
(bus, train, and bike lanes)

Traffic congestion

Youth programs
(education and recreation
for children/teens)

Lack of unique attractions
(parks, restaurants,
shopping, museums and
other entertainment)

lllegal Immigration
The City/local government

Climate/environmental
problems/pollution

Poor roads and street
maintenance

Other
DK/NA

Results are based on two-sided tests with significance level 0.05. For each significant pair, the key of the category with the
smaller column proportion appears under the category with the larger column proportion.

a. This category is not used in comparisons because its column proportion is equal to zero or one.

b. Tests are adjusted for all pairwise comparisons within a row of each innermost subtable using the Bonferroni correction.

c. Cell counts of some categories are not integers. They were rounded to the nearest integers before performing column
proportions tests.
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5A. Preventing the loss of
farm land to residential and
commercial development
5B. Improving air quality
5C. Reducing residential air
5D. Creating more high

5E. Encouraging new

5F. Revitalizing older

5G. Creating more

5H. Developing a variety of
51. Expanding highways

5J. Reducing traffic

5K. Maintaining local streets
5L. Expanding local bus
5M. Improving public

5N. Maintaining and

50. Preserving open spaces
5P. Improving fire and

5Q. Improving local health
5R. Improving crime

5S. Improving the quality of
5T. Preserving water supply
5U. Improving flood

5V. Improving water quality

|. REGION

Total West Kern Central Valley Mountains East Kern
3.1 3.2 3.3 3.0 2.6
3.3 3.4 3.7 2.8 2.7
2.5 2.3 3.0 1.8 2.2
3.4 3.4 3.5 3.2 3.4
3.2 3.2 3.2 3.1 3.3
3.2 3.2 3.4 2.8 3.2
3.0 3.2 3.2 2.4 2.9
24 25 2.6 1.8 2.3
2.9 3.0 3.1 2.3 2.8
3.0 2.6 3.5 2.5 2.3
35 34 35 3.3 35
2.8 2.6 3.0 2.5 2.8
2.9 3.0 3.0 2.7 2.8
2.9 2.8 3.1 2.2 2.8
3.0 2.8 3.1 3.2 2.7
3.3 3.4 3.4 3.1 3.3
3.4 3.4 3.4 3.1 3.3
35 35 3.6 3.3 3.4
35 3.6 3.6 3.4 3.4
3.6 35 3.6 35 3.6
2.7 2.3 3.0 2.3 2.3
3.3 3.2 3.4 3.1 3.4
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Comparisons of Column MeansaP

|. REGION

Central
Valley

(A) (B) (©) (D)

West Kern Mountains East Kern

5A. Preventing the loss of
farm land to residential and D D D
commercial development

5B. Improving air quality CD ACD

5C. Reducing residential air
pollution, such as C ACD C
wood-burning fireplaces

5D. Creating more high
paying jobs

5E. Encouraging new
businesses to relocate to
the County in order to
diversify the local economy

5F. Revitalizing older
neighborhoods and
business districts that are
becoming rundown

5G. Creating more
affordable housing

5H. Developing a variety of
housing options, including
apartments, townhomes
and condominiums

51. Expanding highways C CD C

5J. Reducing traffic
congestion

5K. Maintaining local streets
and roads

5L. Expanding local bus
services

5M. Improving public
transportation to other C
cities

5N. Maintaining and
improving sidewalks and C ACD C
bike lanes

50. Preserving open spaces
and native animal habitats
5P. Improving fire and
emergency medical C C
services

5Q. Improving local health
care and social services
5R. Improving crime
prevention and gang CD
prevention programs

5S. Improving the quality of
public education

5T. Preserving water supply

Results are based on two-sided tests assuming equal variances with significance level 0.05. For each significant pair, the key
of the smaller category appears under the category with larger mean.

CD CD C

C CD C

ACD

AC

AD AD
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Comparisons of Column MeansaP

|. REGION

Central
Valley

(A) ) (© (D)

West Kern Mountains East Kern

5U. Improving flood
protection

5V. Improving water quality

Results are based on two-sided tests assuming equal variances with significance level 0.05. For each significant pair, the key
of the smaller category appears under the category with larger mean.

a. Tests are adjusted for all pairwise comparisons within a row of each innermost subtable using the Bonferroni correction.

b. Cell counts in some subtables are not integers. They were rounded to the nearest integers before performing pairwise
comparisons.
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6. The
population of
Kern County is
expected to
grow
significantly
within the next
20 years. With
this in mind,
what do you
think is the
single, most
important issue
for the future of
Kern County?

Total

Crime rate/gang violence
Farming and agriculture

Healthcare/hospitals

Improved public
transportation

Natural resources
(outdoor recreation,

Open space between
cities (NOT PARKS)

Quality of jobs
Sense of community

Streets, roads, freeways

Unique attractions (parks,
restaurants, shopping,

Water resources

Well-planned growth

Environmental Issues (Air
pollution, contamination)

Housing

Economic
Stability/Inflation/Lower

Education (better schools,
more classrooms, funding

lllegal immigration
Other

DK/NA

|. REGION

Total West Kern Central Valley Mountains East Kern
1200 200 600 200 200
208 36 99 35 37
17.4% 18.2% 16.6% 17.7% 18.7%
24 8 3 13 0
2.0% 3.9% .6% 6.5% .0%
59 11 25 12 11
4.9% 5.3% 4.2% 6.1% 5.7%
55 3 31 6 15
4.6% 1.6% 5.2% 3.2% 7.3%
52 8 19 17 9
4.3% 3.8% 3.1% 8.4% 4.4%
11 1 0 8 1
.9% 7% .0% 4.1% I%
225 35 123 30 38
18.8% 17.6% 20.5% 14.9% 18.8%
33 2 16 9 6
2.8% 1.0% 2.7% 4.5% 3.0%
145 21 88 16 20
12.1% 10.6% 14.7% 8.2% 9.8%
33 4 13 10 6
2.8% 1.9% 2.2% 4.8% 3.2%
51 6 21 10 15
4.3% 3.0% 3.4% 5.0% 7.3%
119 11 62 24 23
9.9% 5.4% 10.3% 11.8% 11.4%
124 20 73 24 6
10.3% 9.9% 12.2% 12.2% 3.2%
66 14 33 8 11
5.5% 6.8% 5.5% 3.9% 5.7%
37 4 25 4 5
3.1% 2.0% 4.1% 1.8% 2.5%
130 22 67 20 22
10.8% 11.0% 11.1% 9.8% 10.9%
23 6 7 6 3
1.9% 3.0% 1.2% 3.0% 1.6%
27 6 8 9 5
2.3% 2.8% 1.3% 4.6% 2.3%
137 28 54 30 25
11.4% 14.2% 8.9% 15.0% 12.5%
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Comparisons of Column ProportionsP:¢

|. REGION

Central

Valley East Kern

West Kern Mountains

6. The
population of
Kern County is
expected to
grow

significantly
within the next
20 years. With

Crime rate/gang violence
Farming and agriculture
Healthcare/hospitals

Improved public
transportation

Natural resources
(outdoor recreation,
rivers, trees, wildlife)

Open space between
cities (NOT PARKS)

Quality of jobs
Sense of community
Streets, roads, freeways

Unique attractions (parks,
restaurants, shopping,
and museums)

this in mind, Water resources
mﬁi (ijsot)ézu Well-planned growth
single, most Enl\lnrtqnmentatl Iss_ue;s_ (Air D D D
important issue po u.lon,con amination)
for the future of Housing
Kern County? Economic
Stability/Inflation/Lower
Taxes
Education (better schools,
more classrooms, funding
for public schools)
lllegal immigration
Other B

DK/NA

Results are based on two-sided tests with significance level 0.05. For each significant pair, the key of the category with the
smaller column proportion appears under the category with the larger column proportion.

a. This category is not used in comparisons because its column proportion is equal to zero or one.

b. Tests are adjusted for all pairwise comparisons within a row of each innermost subtable using the Bonferroni correction.

c. Cell counts of some categories are not integers. They were rounded to the nearest integers before performing column
proportions tests.
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|. REGION
Central Valley Mountains

Total West Kern East Kern

7A. Preserving farm lands
and open space and
managing urban growth
7B. Improving air quality
7C. Improving local flood
7D. Reducing traffic

7E. Supporting new

7F. Improving housing
7G. Improving services,

Comparisons of Column MeansaP

|. REGION

Central
Valley

(A) ) (© (D)

West Kern Mountains East Kern

7A. Preserving farm lands
and open space and
managing urban growth
7B. Improving air quality
7C. Improving local flood
protection, water supply,
and water quality

7D. Reducing traffic
congestion and improving
public transportation

7E. Supporting new
businesses and industries,
education programs and
job opportunities
7F. Improving housing
affordability and
encouraging the
development of more
housing options
7G. Improving services,
such as police and fire
services and local
healthcare and social
services
Results are based on two-sided tests assuming equal variances with significance level 0.05. For each significant pair, the key
of the smaller category appears under the category with larger mean.

a. Tests are adjusted for all pairwise comparisons within a row of each innermost subtable using the Bonferroni correction.

b. Cell counts in some subtables are not integers. They were rounded to the nearest integers before performing pairwise
comparisons.
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|. REGION
Central Valley Mountains

Total West Kern East Kern

8A. on farm and agricultural
land in the Central Valley

8B. near military
8C. of single-family homes

8D. of apartments and
8E. in existing business and
8F. on open spaces around

|. REGION

Central
Valley

(A) (B) (© (D)

West Kern Mountains East Kern

8A. on farm and agricultural
land in the Central Valley

8B. near military
installations and flight
paths in the desert region
8C. of single-family homes
in existing residential
neighborhoods
8D. of apartments and
condominiums in existing
residential neighborhoods
8E. in existing business and
industrial areas
8F. on open spaces around
cities and towns
Results are based on two-sided tests assuming equal variances with significance level 0.05. For each significant pair, the key
of the smaller category appears under the category with larger mean.
a. Tests are adjusted for all pairwise comparisons within a row of each innermost subtable using the Bonferroni correction.

b. Cell counts in some subtables are not integers. They were rounded to the nearest integers before performing pairwise
comparisons.

|. REGION
Central Valley Mountains

Total WESEGIH) East Kern

9A. on farm and agricultural
land in the Central Valley

9B. near military

9C. in existing residential
9D. in existing business and
9E. on open spaces around
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Comparisons of Column MeansaP

|. REGION

Central
Valley

(A) ) (© (D)

West Kern Mountains East Kern

9A. on farm and agricultural
land in the Central Valley

9B. near military

installations and flight
paths in the desert region
9C. in existing residential
neighborhoods

9D. in existing business and
industrial areas

9E. on open spaces around
cities and towns

Results are based on two-sided tests assuming equal variances with significance level 0.05. For each significant pair, the key

of the smaller category appears under the category with larger mean.

a. Tests are adjusted for all pairwise comparisons within a row of each innermost subtable using the Bonferroni correction.
b. Cell counts in some subtables are not integers. They were rounded to the nearest integers before performing pairwise

comparisons.

|. REGION
Central Valley Mountains

Total WESE G East Kern

10A. a single-family home
with a small yard

10B. a single-family home

10C. atownhouse or
10D. a building with
10E. an apartment

Comparisons of Column MeansaP

|. REGION

Central
Valley

(A) ) (© (D)

West Kern Mountains East Kern

10A. a single-family home
with a small yard
10B. a single-family home
with a large yard

10C. atownhouse or
condominium

10D. a building with
offices and stores on the
first floor and
condominiums on the
upper floors

10E. an apartment

Results are based on two-sided tests assuming equal variances with significance level 0.05. For each significant pair, the key

of the smaller category appears under the category with larger mean.

a. Tests are adjusted for all pairwise comparisons within a row of each innermost subtable using the Bonferroni correction.
b. Cell counts in some subtables are not integers. They were rounded to the nearest integers before performing pairwise

comparisons.
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|. REGION
Central Valley Mountains

Total WESEGIH) East Kern

11A. housing close to
your work

11B. housing within

11C. housing within

11D. housing close to
11E. housing with access
11F. housing within

11G. a neighborhood with
11H. energy efficient

11I. housing close to

Comparisons of Column MeansaP

|. REGION

Central
Valley

(B) (©) (D)

West Kern Mountains East Kern

11A. housing close to
your work

11B. housing within
walking distance to
shopping, restaurants and
entertainment

11C. housing within
driving distance to
shopping, restaurants and
entertainment

11D. housing close to
health care and
professional services
11E. housing with access
to public transportation
11F. housing within
walking distance to parks
and recreation programs
11G. a neighborhood with
yards or land separating
the houses

11H. energy efficient
housing

11I. housing close to
quality public schools

Results are based on two-sided tests assuming equal variances with significance level 0.05. For each significant pair, the key
of the smaller category appears under the category with larger mean.

a. Tests are adjusted for all pairwise comparisons within a row of each innermost subtable using the Bonferroni correction.

b. Cell counts in some subtables are not integers. They were rounded to the nearest integers before performing pairwise
comparisons.
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12. Based on your
personal experience, how
would you rate traffic flow

in your city or town? Is
traffic flow excellent,
good, fair or poor?

12. Based on your
personal experience, how
would you rate traffic flow
in your city or town? Is
traffic flow excellent,
good, fair or poor?

Total

Excellent

Good

Fair

Poor

DK/NA

Excellent
Good
Fair
Poor
DK/NA

West Kern

|. REGION

Central Valley Mountains East Kern

200 600 200 200
56 50 80 92
28.1% 8.4% 40.0% 46.2%
74 158 63 63
37.1% 26.3% 31.5% 31.4%
52 241 45 38
26.2% 40.2% 22.6% 18.9%
16 149 11 7
8.1% 24.8% 5.3% 3.5%
1 2 1 0
.5% .3% A% .0%

|. REGION

Central
Valley

(B)

Mountains

(©)

East Kern

(D)

Results are based on two-sided tests with significance level 0.05. For each significant pair, the key of the category with the
smaller column proportion appears under the category with the larger column proportion.

a. This category is not used in comparisons because its column proportion is equal to zero or one.

b. Tests are adjusted for all pairwise comparisons within a row of each innermost subtable using the Bonferroni correction.

c. Cell counts of some categories are not integers. They were rounded to the nearest integers before performing column
proportions tests.

Total
Bicycle

Carpool

13. What type  Drive alone (Car,
(0] Motorcycle, Scooter)

transportation
do you shuttle)

typically use
to go to work Walk
or school?

Work from home/Don't
work outside the home

Other

DK/NA

Public Transit (Bus or

West Kern

|. REGION

Central Valley Mountains

East Kern
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13. What type

of
transportation
do you
typically use
to go to work
or school?

Comparisons of Column ProportionsP:¢

Bicycle
Carpool

Drive alone (Car,
Motorcycle, Scooter)

Public Transit (Bus or
shuttle)

Walk

Work from home/Don't
work outside the home

Other
DK/NA

|. REGION

West Kern
(A) ()

Central
Valley

Mountains

(©)

East Kern

(D)

Results are based on two-sided tests with significance level 0.05. For each significant pair, the key of the category with the

smaller column proportion appears under the category with the larger column proportion.

a. This category is not used in comparisons because its column proportion is equal to zero or one.
b. Tests are adjusted for all pairwise comparisons within a row of each innermost subtable using the Bonferroni correction.

c. Cell counts of some categories are not integers. They were rounded to the nearest integers before performing column
proportions tests.

14. On average,
how many
minutes do you

spend traveling
to and from
work each day?

Total

Less than 10 minutes

10 to 20 minutes

20 to 40 minutes

40 to 60 minutes

More than 60 minutes

DK/NA

Total

West Kern

|. REGION
Central Valley Mountains

East Kern

185 570 171 181
56 100 41 44
30.3% 17.5% 23.8% 24.1%
33 142 40 45
17.7% 24.9% 23.4% 24.8%
38 164 31 40
20.6% 28.8% 18.4% 22.3%
26 95 26 26
13.8% 16.6% 15.0% 14.4%
16 36 20 14
8.8% 6.4% 12.0% 7.5%
16 33 13 12
8.8% 5.8% 7.4% 6.8%
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14. On average,

how many minutes

do you spend
traveling to and
from work each
day?

Comparisons of Column Proportions2P

Less than 10 minutes
10 to 20 minutes
20 to 40 minutes
40 to 60 minutes

More than 60 minutes

DK/NA

West Kern
(A)

Central

|. REGION

Valley

(B) (©)

Mountains

East Kern

(D)

Results are based on two-sided tests with significance level 0.05. For each significant pair, the key of the category with the

smaller column proportion appears under the category with the larger column proportion.

a. Tests are adjusted for all pairwise comparisons within a row of each innermost subtable using the Bonferroni correction.

b. Cell counts of some categories are not integers. They were rounded to the nearest integers before performing column
proportions tests.

15. On average,
how many
miles do you
travel to and
from work each
day?

15. On average,
how many
miles do you
travel to and
from work each
day?

Total

Total

West Kern

|. REGION

Central Valley Mountains

East Kern

Less than 5 miles

5to 10 miles

10 to 20 miles

20 to 40 miles

More than 40 miles

DK/NA

185 570 171 181
57 118 31 32
30.9% 20.7% 18.5% 17.5%
11 120 15 40
6.1% 21.1% 8.7% 22.1%
26 103 39 30
13.9% 18.0% 22.8% 16.7%
28 107 24 30
15.1% 18.8% 14.0% 16.3%
37 65 44 37
20.2% 11.3% 25.9% 20.4%
25 57 17 13
13.8% 10.0% 10.0% 7.0%

Comparisons of Column ProportionsaP

West Kern

Less than 5 miles
5to 10 miles

10 to 20 miles

20 to 40 miles
More than 40 miles
DK/NA

|. REGION

Valley
(B)

AC

Central

Mountains

(©)

East Kern

(D)

AC

Results are based on two-sided tests with significance level 0.05. For each significant pair, the key of the category with the
smaller column proportion appears under the category with the larger column proportion.

a. Tests are adjusted for all pairwise comparisons within a row of each innermost subtable using the Bonferroni correction.

b. Cell counts of some categories are not integers. They were rounded to the nearest integers before performing column
proportions tests.
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16. What would
encourage you
to use
alternative
transportation,
such as
carpooling or
bus service?

Total

Better transit
schedule/More buses

Carpool planning from my
employer
Cheaper/Discounted transit
fares

Express bus service

Higher gas prices
Information about
transit/schedules

Public transit stop near my
house/work

Nothing/Not interested

Environmental
issues/Reducing pollution

Extreme circumstances that
make me unable to drive

Better roads and traffic
conditions

Long distance travel

Other

DK/NA

|. REGION

Total West Kern Central Valley Mountains East Kern
916 153 464 144 154
108 11 68 15 14

11.8% 7.2% 14.5% 10.5% 9.0%
79 11 43 12 14
8.7% 6.9% 9.2% 8.5% 8.9%
56 10 26 11 8
6.1% 6.6% 5.7% 7.6% 5.3%
44 5 27 4 8

4.8% 3.2% 5.8% 2.9% 5.1%
104 13 59 12 20

11.3% 8.3% 12.7% 8.3% 13.0%
12 1 5 3 3
1.3% .9% 1.1% 1.8% 1.8%
132 17 65 26 24

14.4% 11.0% 13.9% 18.3% 15.8%
247 57 110 44 36

26.9% 37.2% 23.6% 30.4% 23.4%
13 2 11 0 0
1.4% 1.5% 2.3% .0% .0%
27 3 12 6 6

3.0% 2.2% 2.6% 4.1% 4.0%
11 0 8 2 1
1.2% .0% 1.8% 1.6% 4%

7 3 0 2 2
.8% 1.9% .0% 1.6% 1.1%
22 3 10 5 4

2.4% 2.1% 2.2% 3.1% 2.8%
140 29 76 12 24

15.3% 18.7% 16.3% 8.0% 15.8%
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Comparisons of Column ProportionsP:¢

|. REGION

Central
Valley

(A) ) (© (D)

West Kern Mountains East Kern

Better transit
schedule/More buses
Carpool planning from my
employer
Cheaper/Discounted transit
fares

Express bus service

16. What would Higher gas prices

encourage you Information about

to use transit/schedules

alternative Public transit stop near my
transportation, house/work

such as Nothing/Not interested

carpooling 9; Environmental
bus service? issues/Reducing pollution

Extreme circumstances that
make me unable to drive

Better roads and traffic
conditions

Long distance travel
Other
DK/NA

Results are based on two-sided tests with significance level 0.05. For each significant pair, the key of the category with the
smaller column proportion appears under the category with the larger column proportion.

a. This category is not used in comparisons because its column proportion is equal to zero or one.
b. Tests are adjusted for all pairwise comparisons within a row of each innermost subtable using the Bonferroni correction.

c. Cell counts of some categories are not integers. They were rounded to the nearest integers before performing column
proportions tests.
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1. Generally speaking
are you satisfied or
dissatisfied with the
quality of life in your
city or town?

Total 1200

Gender

Male

Female

586

Very satisfied A= 250 203
37.8% 40.8% 34.7%
Somewhat satisfied 43%1% 45.‘?% 4??}/‘)
Somewhat dissatisfied 11.482% 1:52% 127;%
Very dissatisfied 8917% 6.32?% 10?2%
DK/NA 1.1470/0 1.2% 1.;%

Comparisons of Column Proportions&b

1. Generally speaking
are you satisfied or
dissatisfied with the
quality of life in your
city or town?

Gender

Male
(A)
Very satisfied
Somewhat satisfied
Somewhat dissatisfied
Very dissatisfied
DK/NA

Female

(B)

proportion appears under the category with the larger column proportion.
a. Tests are adjusted for all pairwise comparisons within a row of each innermost subtable using the Bonferroni correction.

Results are based on two-sided tests with significance level 0.05. For each significant pair, the key of the category with the smaller column

b. Cell counts of some categories are not integers. They were rounded to the nearest integers before performing column proportions tests.

Page 1

45to 54

18to 24 25to0 34

55to 64

65 and over

Total 293
- 247 70 120 75 83 22 58
Ve st 38.0% 35.4% 40.8% 32.5% 41.5% 35.3% 41.9%
1. Generally speaking - 480 99 111 98 74 45 52
are you satisfied or ~ Somewhat satisfied 40.8% 50.4% 38.0% 42.4% 37.2% 38.3% 37.3%
g:JSaSIiatt)I/Soﬂfel(ijf;V iléhylc:]uer Somewhat dissatisfied &y 7 “a 2 a0 X =
aity of town? 11.9% 8.4% 14.1% 12.6% 10.1% 13.2% 12.2%
Very dissatisfied e v 20 25 20 & g
8.1% 3.7% 6.9% 11.3% 9.9% 11.4% 6.1%
15 4 0 3 2 2 3
LA 1.3% 2.2% 2% 1.2% 1.2% 1.8% 2.5%

Comparisons of Column ProportionsaP

Age

18to 24 25to 34 35to 44 45to 54 55to 64

(A) (B) (©) (D) (E)
Very satisfied
Somewhat satisfied
Somewhat dissatisfied
Very dissatisfied
DK/NA

1. Generally speaking
are you satisfied or
dissatisfied with the
quality of life in your
city or town?

Results are based on two-sided tests with significance level 0.05. For each significant pair, the key of the category with the smaller column

proportion appears under the category with the larger column proportion.
a. Tests are adjusted for all pairwise comparisons within a row of each innermost subtable using the Bonferroni correction.

b. Cell counts of some categories are not integers. They were rounded to the nearest integers before performing column proportions tests.
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Length of Residence
Five years to

Less than less than ten More tha
five years ten years
years
Total 901
Very satisfied 335
Y 37.8% 41.1% 37.6% 37.2%
1. Generally speaking o 491 62 58 371
are you satisfied or SIER TS 40.9% 36.4% 44.5% 41.2%
issatisfied with the
s e . . 142 17 12 113
gﬁ;lgftzmi in your Somewhat dissatisfied 11.8% 10.1% 0.3% 12.5%
Very dissatisfied e & & S
Y 81% 8.5% 7.9% 81%
17 6 1 9
LA 1.4% 3.8% 7% 1.0%

Comparisons of Column Proportions2b

Length of Residence
Five years
Less than to less More than
five years than ten ten years
years
(A) (B) (C)
1. Generally speaking Very satisfied -
are you satisfied or Somewhat satisfied
dissatisfied with the Somewhat dissatisfied
quality of life inyour  very dissatisfied
city or town? DK/NA
Results are based on two-sided tests with significance level 0.05. For each significant pair, the key of the category with the smaller column
proportion appears under the category with the larger column proportion.
a. Tests are adjusted for all pairwise comparisons within a row of each innermost subtable using the Bonferroni correction.
b. Cell counts of some categories are not integers. They were rounded to the nearest integers before performing column proportions tests.

Page 3

Ethnicity
Caucasian/ Latino(a)/
White Hispanic
Total 1170 538 144
Very satisfied - 202 &
y 38.0% 39.8% 37.5% 33.9%
1. Generally speaking o 478 198 225 56
are you satisfied or -~ Somewhat satisfied 40.8% 40.5% 41.8% 38.6%
dissatisfied with the
< e . e 139 50 67 21
quality of life in your Somewhat dissatisfied
city or town? 11.9% 10.3% 12.5% 14.9%
Very dissatisfied e 4 B 1
y 8.0% 8.8% 6.6% 11.2%
15 3 9 2
IR 1.2% 7% 1.7% 1.4%

1. Generally speaking
are you satisfied or
dissatisfied with the
quality of life in your
city or town?

Comparisons of Column ProportionsaP

Ethnicity

Caucasian/ Latino(a)/ Other

White
(A)
Very satisfied
Somewhat satisfied
Somewhat dissatisfied
Very dissatisfied
DK/NA

Hispanic

(B) (C)

Results are based on two-sided tests with significance level 0.05. For each significant pair, the key of the category with the smaller column
proportion appears under the category with the larger column proportion.

a. Tests are adjusted for all pairwise comparisons within a row of each innermost subtable using the Bonferroni correction.
b. Cell counts of some categories are not integers. They were rounded to the nearest integers before performing column proportions tests.
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Homeownership

Rent

Total 1171 401 770
- 445 128 317
el 38.0% 32.0% 41.2%
1. Generally speaking h isfied 476 172 305
gre yc;_u fs.a:;s“‘?g tohr Somewhat satisfie 40.7% 42.8% 39.5%
issatisfied wi e
i I . - 141 56 85
gil:)e,llgryt%fwllrzi in your Somewhat dissatisfied 12.0% 13.9% 11.1%
l Very dissatisfied o3 38 %
Y 7.9% 9.4% 7.2%
15 8 8
B 1.3% 1.9% 1.0%

Comparisons of Column Proportions&b

Homeownership
Rent Own
(A) (B)
1. Generally speaking Very satisfied -
are you satisfied or Somewhat satisfied
dissatisfied with the Somewhat dissatisfied
quality of life in your  very dissatisfied
city or town? DK/NA
Results are based on two-sided tests with significance level 0.05. For each significant pair, the key of the category with the smaller column
proportion appears under the category with the larger column proportion.
a. Tests are adjusted for all pairwise comparisons within a row of each innermost subtable using the Bonferroni correction.
b. Cell counts of some categories are not integers. They were rounded to the nearest integers before performing column proportions tests.
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Income
Y $40,000 $80,000 hegioee
— 202 320
Very satisfied s 118
y 38.0% 37.0% 36.7% 36.9% 41.7%
1. Generally speaking Somewhat satisfied e & e L2l 109
are you satisfied or 41.0% 33.0% 46.6% 37.7% 45.1%
. Iusaslﬁnsglfel?f:/ilrgh tohuer Somewhat dissatisfied s B el = 7
F e 12.4% 17.1% 9.6% 16.1% 7.0%
. Very dissatisfied 50 29 X a3 &S
y 7.5% 11.3% 4.7% 8.7% 6.2%
12 3 7 2 0
IR 1.1% 1.5% 2.4% .6% .0%

Comparisons of Column ProportionsP:¢

Income

Less than $§g£00 tr? fgg'soﬂ?a;o More than
T $40,000 $80,000 <O
(A) (B) (©) (D)
1. Generally speaking  Very safisfied
are you satisfied or Somewhat satisfied
dissatisfied with the Somewhat dissatisfied
quality of life in your Very dissatisfied
city or town? DK/NA
Results are based on two-sided tests with significance level 0.05. For each significant pair, the key of the category with the smaller column
proportion appears under the category with the larger column proportion.
a. This category is not used in comparisons because its column proportion is equal to zero or one.
b. Tests are adjusted for all pairwise comparisons within a row of each innermost subtable using the Bonferroni correction.
c. Cell counts of some categories are not integers. They were rounded to the nearest integers before performing column proportions tests.
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Future Quality of Life

Better Stay about
the same
Total 226
. 96
Ve SRR 37.9% 46.4% 2.7% 28.0%
1. Generally speaking 5 hat satisfied 475 182 96 197
areyou fS,aESf',fg or omewhat satistie 41.3% 41.5% 42.3% 40.6%
Issatistied wi e
< e . e 138 30 24 83
gﬁslgglt?)fv\mi in your Somewhat dissatisfied 12.0% 6.9% 10.8% 17.1%
l Very dissatisfied E0 & g &
y 7.8% 4.4% 3.7% 12.9%
11 3 1 6
IR 9% .8% 5% 1.3%

Future Quality of Life
Stay about

Worse
the same

Better

(A) (B) (C)

1. Generally speaking V€'Y satisfied
are you satisfied or Somewhat satisfied

dissatisfied with the Somewhat dissatisfied
quality of life inyour  very dissatisfied
city or town? DK/NA

Results are based on two-sided tests with significance level 0.05. For each significant pair, the key of the category with the smaller column

proportion appears under the category with the larger column proportion.

a. Tests are adjusted for all pairwise comparisons within a row of each innermost subtable using the Bonferroni correction.
b. Cell counts of some categories are not integers. They were rounded to the nearest integers before performing column proportions tests.
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Gender
Male Female

Total 1200 614 586
175 87 88
> Looking ahead t Much better 14.6% 14.2% 15.0%
. Looking ahead to
the next 20 years, do  Somewhat better 2264 21461/ 211180
you think the quality 220;’6 ?.éSO 9 09.6/0
of life in your city or  gtay about the same
town will stay about Y 18.8% 21.2% 16.4%
the same as today, or s " 260 117 143
will it be better or DTS L WEITSE 21.7% 19.0% 24.4%
worse? Much worse 222 1w —
18.7% 17.9% 19.6%
50 24 26
RIS 4.2% 3.9% 4.5%

Comparisons of Column Proportionsab

Gender

(VE Female

(A) (B)
2. Looking ahead to the  Much better
next 20 years, doyou  Somewhat better
think t_he quality of !n‘e in Stay about the same
your city or town will
stay about the same as
today, or will it be better Much worse
or worse? DK/NA

Somewhat worse

proportion appears under the category with the larger column proportion.

a. Tests are adjusted for all pairwise comparisons within a row of each innermost subtable using the Bonferroni correction.
b. Cell counts of some categories are not integers. They were rounded to the nearest integers before performing column proportions tests.

Results are based on two-sided tests with significance level 0.05. For each significant pair, the key of the category with the smaller column
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2. Looking ahead to
the next 20 years, do
you think the quality
of life in your city or
town will stay about
the same as today, or
will it be better or
worse?

18to 24

25to0 34

Age

35to 44 45to 54 55 to 64

65 and over

E—— 1177 197 293 231 118

b 172 27 5 ) 32 13 15
TR LT 14.6% 13.7% 15.3% 17.4% 16.0% 11.4% 10.6%

Somewhat better 258 63 63 8 37 22 24
21.9% 31.9% 21.5% 21.0% 18.5% 18.9% 17.6%

Stay about the same 22 9 o & & 2 &
19.0% 22.0% 19.6% 14.3% 18.5% 18.7% 22.4%

Somewhat worse 254 45 54 52 43 30 29
21.5% 22.9% 18.4% 22.7% 21.8% 25.4% 20.6%

Much worse 220 13 72 43 40 26 25
18.7% 6.8% 24.6% 18.6% 20.2% 22.2% 17.8%

50 5 1 14 10 4 15
BIGRE 4.3% 2.8% 5% 6.1% 5.0% 3.4% 11.0%

2. Looking ahead to the
next 20 years, do you
think the quality of life in
your city or town will
stay about the same as
today, or will it be better
or worse?

Comparisons of Column ProportionsaP

18to 24
(A)

Much better
Somewhat better
Stay about the same
Somewhat worse
Much worse

DK/NA

251t0 34
(B)

Age

35t0 44
(C)

65 and
over

(D) (E) (F)

45to 54 55 to 64

a. Tests are adjusted for all pairwise comparisons within a row of each innermost subtable using the Bonferroni correction.
b. Cell counts of some categories are not integers. They were rounded to the nearest integers before performing column proportions tests.

Results are based on two-sided tests with significance level 0.05. For each significant pair, the key of the category with the smaller column
proportion appears under the category with the larger column proportion.
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2. Looking ahead to
the next 20 years, do
you think the quality
of life in your city or
town will stay about
the same as today, or
will it be better or
worse?

Length of Residence

Five years to

Less than [ oo More than
five years ten years
years
E—— 1200 169 901
175 39 128
TR DGR 14.6% 23.2% 5.8% 14.2%
264 24 39 181
SOEER |SSHE 22.0% 26.1% 29.9% 20.1%
226 25 20 180
Stay about the same [N 14.9% 15.7% 20.0%
Somewhat worse A 2 &9 Ro2
21.7% 13.2% 27.4% 22.4%
Much worse 225 23 21 181
18.7% 13.5% 16.0% 20.1%
50 15 7 28
EIRAA 4.2% 9.1% 5.2% 3.1%

Comparisons of Column Proportionsap

2. Looking ahead to the
next 20 years, do you
think the quality of life in
your city or town will
stay about the same as
today, or will it be better
or worse?

Length of Residence

Less than
five years

(A)
Much better
Somewhat better
Stay about the same
Somewhat worse
Much worse
DK/NA

Five years
to less
than ten
years

(B)

More than
ten years

(€)

Results are based on two-sided tests with significance level 0.05. For each significant pair, the key of the category with the smaller column
proportion appears under the category with the larger column proportion.
a. Tests are adjusted for all pairwise comparisons within a row of each innermost subtable using the Bonferroni correction.

b. Cell counts of some categories are not integers. They were rounded to the nearest integers before performing column proportions tests.
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Ethnicity

Caucasian/ Latino(a)/
White Hispanic
Total 1170 538 144
Much better 3 23 &2
2 (LT el 14.8% 11.3% 19.1% 10.3%
. Looking ahead to
258 92 134 26
the next 20 years, do  Somewhat better
you think the quality 2211;’6 189';% 24;;% 223;2%
of life in your city or
town will stay about 'Y about the same. yras 19.8% 16.9% 22.3%
the same as today, or h 250 128 102 21
will it be better or Somewhat worse 21.4% 26.1% 18.9% 14.6%
worse? Much worse 228 o8 3 S8
18.9% 19.1% 16.6% 26.6%
49 25 19 5]
— 4.2% 5.0% 3.6% 3.5%

Comparisons of Column Proportionsab

Caucasian/
White

(A)

2. Looking ahead to the  Much better

next 20 years, do you Somewhat better

think the quality of life in
your city or town will
stay about the same as
today, or will it be better Much worse
or worse? DK/NA

Stay about the same
Somewhat worse

Ethnicity

Latino(a)/
Hispanic

(B)

Results are based on two-sided tests with significance level 0.05. For each significant pair, the key of the category with the smaller column

proportion appears under the category with the larger column proportion.

a. Tests are adjusted for all pairwise comparisons within a row of each innermost subtable using the Bonferroni correction.
b. Cell counts of some categories are not integers. They were rounded to the nearest integers before performing column proportions tests.
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Homeownership

Rent

Total 401 770
Much) bett 167 66 101
> Looking ahead t eter 14.3% 16.5% 13.1%
. Looking ahead to
the next 20 years, do  Somewhat better 22519 22900/ 21680
you think the quality 22;’6 52 9 1.698/0
of life in your city or  gtay about the same
town will stay about Y 18.9% 13.1% 21.8%
the same as today, or s " 255 93 162
will it be better or IS WOrSE 21.8% 23.3% 21.0%
worse? Much worse 20 G .
18.7% 19.9% 18.0%
50 19 32
BIYRR 4.3% 4.7% 4.1%

Comparisons of Column Proportionsab

Homeownership
Rent Own

(A)

2. Looking ahead to the ~ Much better

next 20 years, do you Somewhat better
think the quality of life in Stay about the same
your city or town will

stay about the same as ~ Somewhat worse
today, or will it be better Much worse
or worse? DK/NA

(B)

Results are based on two-sided tests with significance level 0.05. For each significant pair, the key of the category with the smaller column
proportion appears under the category with the larger column proportion.

a. Tests are adjusted for all pairwise comparisons within a row of each innermost subtable using the Bonferroni correction.
b. Cell counts of some categories are not integers. They were rounded to the nearest integers before performing column proportions tests.
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Income
$20,000 to $40,000 to

Less i less than less than flojginan
$20,000 $40,000 $80,000 $80,000
Total 1071 202 320 243
Much better 160 49 45 28
2 Ll head t 14.9% 24.2% 12.2% 14.2% 11.6%
. Looking ahead to
237 53 66 63 56
the next 20 years, do  Somewhat better
you think the quality 22'02:’6 262'3% 21:71% 1963% 23ég%
of life in your city or
town will stay about 'Y about the same  yrpis 13.8% 15.4% 20.8% 25.8%
the same as today, or Somewhat worse 225 30 75 61 59
will it be better or 21.0% 15.1% 24.5% 19.0% 24.1%
SRR —— 205 32 64 73 35
19.1% 15.7% 21.0% 22.9% 14.5%
40 10 17 11 2
DR 3.8% 5.0% 5.4% 3.5% 1.0%

Comparisons of Column Proportionsab

Income

Less than RO i fgggooom More than

n
CHNEEL $40,000 $80,000 e

(A) (B) (©) (D)

2. Looking ahead to the  Much better

next 20 years, doyou  somewhat better

thlnkt_he quality of!lfe in Stay about the same

your city or town will s h

stay about the same as SR el

today, or will it be better ~Much worse

or worse? DK/NA
Results are based on two-sided tests with significance level 0.05. For each significant pair, the key of the category with the smaller column
proportion appears under the category with the larger column proportion.

a. Tests are adjusted for all pairwise comparisons within a row of each innermost subtable using the Bonferroni correction.

b. Cell counts of some categories are not integers. They were rounded to the nearest integers before performing column proportions tests.
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Quality of Life Satisfaction
Total Satisfied  Dissatisfied

Total 1184 944 239

174 155 19

> Looking ahead t Much better 14.7% 16.4% 7.9%

. Looking ahead to
the next 20 years, do  Somewhat better 22612 2i310/ 12310
you think the quality 225% 1'952 i 32/"
of life in your city or  gtay about the same

town will stay about Y 19.0% 20.4% 13.7%

the same as today, or s " 258 211 47
will it be better or IS WOrSE 21.8% 22.4% 19.6%

worse? Much worse 220 22 e
18.6% 12.9% 41.2%

45 33 11

RIS 3.8% 3.5% 4.8%

Comparisons of Column ProportionsaP

Quality of Life
Satisfaction
Satisfied  Dissatisfied

2. Looking ahead to the  Much better
next 20 years, doyou  somewhat better
thlnkthe quality of!lfe in Stay about the same
your city or town will s -
stay about the same as SIS RS
today, or will it be better ~Much worse
or worse? DK/NA
Results are based on two-sided tests with significance level 0.05. For each significant pair, the key of the category with the smaller column
proportion appears under the category with the larger column proportion.
a. Tests are adjusted for all pairwise comparisons within a row of each innermost subtable using the Bonferroni correction.

b. Cell counts of some categories are not integers. They were rounded to the nearest integers before performing column proportions tests.
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Gender

Total Male Female
Total 1200 614 586
L . 67 43 24
Cost of living/housing 5.6% 7.0% 4.1%
. . 32 19 13
Cultural Diversity 2.6% 3.1% 2,206
Education and youth 55 21 34
programs 4.6% 3.5% 5.8%
Farming and agriculture co B g
1.3% 2.2% .5%
Location X/ %2 =
13.9% 15.0% 12.7%
Natural Resources (outdoor 86 47 39
recreation, rivers, trees, 7.1% 7.7% 6.6%
Safe 161 87 74
neighborhoods/communitie 13.4% 14.1% 12.6%
Small-town 566 262 305
atmosphere/Sense of 47.2% 42.6% 52.0%
. 94 63 31
Weather and climate 7.8% 10.2% 5.30%
Well-planned growth 41 23 17
(includes quality of roads 3.4% 3.8% 2.9%
Availability of numerous job 18 13 5
opportunities 1.5% 2.1% 9%
Unique attractions (parks, 24 15 9
restaurants, shopping, 2.0% 2.4% 1.6%
Low traffic congestion & 1 o
2.7% 2.6% 2.9%
20 13 8
S 1.7% 2.1% 1.3%
131 61 71
IR 10.9% 9.9% 12.0%
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Comparisons of Column ProportionsaP

Gender

Male Female
(A) (B)
Cost of living/housing
Cultural Diversity
Education and youth
programs

Farming and agriculture
Location

Natural Resources (outdoor
recreation, rivers, trees,
wildlife)

Safe
neighborhoods/communitie

SInEUR]
atmosphere/Sense of A

community
Weather and climate

Well-planned growth
(includes quality of roads
and infrastructure)
Availability of numerous job
opportunities

Unique attractions (parks,
restaurants, shopping,
museums and other
entertainment)

Low traffic congestion
Other

DK/NA

Results are based on two-sided tests with significance level 0.05. For each significant pair, the key of the category with the smaller column
proportion appears under the category with the larger column proportion.

a. Tests are adjusted for all pairwise comparisons within a row of each innermost subtable using the Bonferroni correction.
b. Cell counts of some categories are not integers. They were rounded to the nearest integers before performing column proportions tests.
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Age

Total 18to 24 25to 34 35to 44 45 to 54 55to 64 65 and over
Total 1177 197 293 231 199 118 138
f livina/h . 66 6 21 12 12 9 6
Costof living/housing 5.6% 3.2% 7.1% 5.0% 6.1% 7.6% 4.3%
Cultural Diversity 50 @ ¥ 4 9 2 4
2.5% 3.1% 3.2% 1.8% 2.3% 1.7% 2.7%
Education and youth 54 4 20 11 14 G 3
programs 4.6% 2.1% 6.7% 4.8% 7.0% 2.3% 2.1%
Farming and agriculture oo & g £ a g a
1.4% 1.8% 3.2% 3% 7% .3% 4%
Loeriie 161 23 51 24 31 20 13
13.7% 11.5% 17.5% 10.6% 15.4% 16.7% 9.2%
Natural Resources (outdoor 84 16 18 18 11 11 11
recreation, rivers, trees, 7.2% 8.4% 6.0% 7.6% 5.6% 9.2% 7.8%
Safe 157 40 27 28 28 17 17
neighborhoods/communitie 13.3% 20.1% 9.3% 12.1% 14.2% 14.0% 12.3%
Small-town 557 91 128 124 90 65 69
atmosphere/Sense of 47.3% 46.1% 43.7% 53.7% 45.0% 46.7% 50.0%
Weather and climate 22 22 2 = o 0 o
7.8% 11.5% 7.0% 5.4% 5.9% 8.6% 10.1%
Well-planned growth 39 7 9 8 10 3 2
(includes quality of roads 3.3% 3.6% 3.2% 3.6% 4.9% 2.4% 1.5%
Availability of numerous job 18 0 10 2 5 1 0
opportunities 1.5% .0% 3.3% 1% 2.7% 1.0% .0%
Unique attractions (parks, 24 3 2 12 1 4 3
restaurants, shopping, 2.0% 1.4% .8% 5.0% 4% 3.2% 1.9%
Low traffic congestion =2 < i £ 2 g 0
2.7% 2.6% 6.0% 4% 2.6% 2.4% 3%
19 5 3 0 5 3 3
Other
1.6% 2.8% 9% .0% 2.3% 2.9% 2.3%
DK/NA 127 20 21 33 19 12 22
10.8% 9.9% 7.3% 14.4% 9.3% 10.2% 16.2%
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Comparisons of Column ProportionsP:¢

181to 24
(A)

Cost of living/housing
Cultural Diversity
Education and youth
programs

Farming and agriculture
Location

Natural Resources (outdoor
recreation, rivers, trees,
wildlife)

Safe
neighborhoods/communitie B
s

SINEURIA]

atmosphere/Sense of

community

Weather and climate

Well-planned growth

(includes quality of roads

and infrastructure)

Availability of numerous job a
opportunities .
Unique attractions (parks,
restaurants, shopping,

museums and other

entertainment)

Low traffic congestion

Other

DK/NA

2510 34
(B)

3510 44
(C)

Age
45 to 54
(D)

55 to 64
(E)

a. This category is not used in comparisons because its column proportion is equal to zero or one.
b. Tests are adjusted for all pairwise comparisons within a row of each innermost subtable using the Bonferroni correction.

c. Cell counts of some categories are not integers. They were rounded to the nearest integers before performing column proportions tests.

Results are based on two-sided tests with significance level 0.05. For each significant pair, the key of the category with the smaller column
proportion appears under the category with the larger column proportion.
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3.
What
do you
like
MOST
about
your
city or
town?

Total
Cost of living/housing

Cultural Diversity

Education and youth
programs

Farming and agriculture

Location
Natural Resources (outdoor
recreation, rivers, trees,

Safe
neighborhoods/communitie

SIMEUR W]
atmosphere/Sense of
Weather and climate
Well-planned growth
(includes quality of roads

Availability of numerous job
opportunities

Unique attractions (parks,
restaurants, shopping,

Low traffic congestion
Other

DK/NA

Length of Residence

Five years to

Lpss than less than ten More than
five years ten years
years
1200 901
67 50
5.6% 5.4% 5.6% 5.6%
32 2 g 26
2.6% 1.5% 2.3% 2.9%
55 9 5 40
4.6% 5.5% 4.0% 4.5%
16 1 3 12
1.3% 5% 2.4% 1.4%
167 15 33 119
13.9% 8.7% 25.6% 13.2%
86 15 9 61
7.1% 9.0% 7.0% 6.8%
161 25 16 120
13.4% 14.6% 12.4% 13.3%
566 88 57 421
47.2% 52.0% 43.6% 46.8%
94 6 14 74
7.8% 3.3% 10.5% 8.3%
41 5] 6 29
3.4% 2.9% 4.9% 3.2%
18 0 4 14
1.5% .0% 2.9% 1.6%
24 1 0 23
2.0% .6% A% 2.5%
33 5 5 22
2.7% 3.1% 4.1% 2.5%
20 0 5 15
1.7% .0% 3.9% 1.7%
131 19 15 97
10.9% 11.4% 11.5% 10.8%
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Comparisons of Column ProportionsP:¢

Cost of living/housing
Cultural Diversity
Education and youth
programs

Farming and agriculture
Location

Natural Resources (outdoor
recreation, rivers, trees,
wildlife)

SE]
neighborhoods/communitie

Small-town
atmosphere/Sense of
community

Weather and climate
Well-planned growth
(includes quality of roads
and infrastructure)
Availability of numerous job
opportunities

Unique attractions (parks,
restaurants, shopping,
museums and other
entertainment)

Low traffic congestion
Other

DK/NA

Length of Residence

Less than
five years

(A)

Five years
to less More than
than ten ten years
years

(B) (C)

AC

proportion appears under the category with the larger column proportion.
a. This category is not used in comparisons because its column proportion is equal to zero or one.

b. Tests are adjusted for all pairwise comparisons within a row of each innermost subtable using the Bonferroni correction.
c. Cell counts of some categories are not integers. They were rounded to the nearest integers before performing column proportions tests.

Results are based on two-sided tests with significance level 0.05. For each significant pair, the key of the category with the smaller column
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Ethnicity
Caucasian/ Latino(a)/

Tl White Hispanic Gliner
Total 1170 489 538 144
- . 65 26 & 4
Cost of living/housing 5.6% 5.3% 6.5% 3.0%
; . Sl 8 16 7
Cultural Diversity 27% 1.7% 3.0% 4.6%
Education and youth 54 18 29 8
programs 4.6% 3.6% 5.3% 5.4%
Farming and agriculture 29 2 = g
< - 1.4% 3% 2.2% 2.2%
Location A (s 28 2
14.1% 15.3% 14.5% 8.6%
Natural Resources (outdoor 86 45 29 12
recreation, rivers, trees, 7.3% 9.3% 5.4% 8.0%
Safe 157 66 77 14
neighborhoods/communitie 13.4% 13.4% 14.4% 9.6%
Small-town 554 240 232 82
atmosphere/Sense of 47.4% 49.0% 43.2% 57.3%
. 93 41 48 4
Weather and climate 8.0% 8.4% 9.0% 2.8%
Well-planned growth 40 16 22 1
(includes quality of roads 3.4% 3.3% 4.2% 9%
Availability of numerous job 18 2 13 2
opportunities 1.5% .5% 2.5% 1.5%
Unique attractions (parks, 24 8 13 3
restaurants, shopping, 2.0% 1.6% 2.3% 2.4%
Low traffic congestion 52 S oo g
e 2.8% 1.0% 3.6% 5.6%
19 8 10 1
S 1.6% 17% 1.8% 9%
121 52 58 16
IR 10.3% 10.7% 9.8% 11.1%
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Comparisons of Column Proportionsab

Ethnicity
Caucasian/ Latino(a)/
White Hispanic

(A) (B)

Other

Cost of living/housing
Cultural Diversity
Education and youth
programs

Farming and agriculture A A
Location

Natural Resources (outdoor
recreation, rivers, trees, B
wildlife)

Safe

neighborhoods/communitie

s

SINEURIA]
atmosphere/Sense of B
community
Weather and climate ©
Well-planned growth
(includes quality of roads
and infrastructure)
Availability of numerous job
opportunities
Unique attractions (parks,
restaurants, shopping,
museums and other
entertainment)
Low traffic congestion A A
Other
DK/NA

Results are based on two-sided tests with significance level 0.05. For each significant pair, the key of the category with the smaller column

proportion appears under the category with the larger column proportion.

a. Tests are adjusted for all pairwise comparisons within a row of each innermost subtable using the Bonferroni correction.

b. Cell counts of some categories are not integers. They were rounded to the nearest integers before performing column proportions tests.

Page 22




Homeownership

Total Rent Own
Total 1171 401 770
L . 65 18 47
Cost of living/housing 5.6% 4.5% 6.1%
. . 28 15 13
Cultural Diversity 2.4% 3.6% 1.7%
Education and youth 54 26 28
programs 4.6% 6.5% 3.7%
Farming and agriculture & @ o
1.3% 1.5% 1.2%
Location fo3 44 119
13.9% 11.0% 15.4%
Natural Resources (outdoor 84 26 57
recreation, rivers, trees, 7.1% 6.5% 7.5%
Safe 148 51 97
neighborhoods/communitie 12.6% 12.7% 12.6%
Small-town 554 181 373
atmosphere/Sense of 47.3% 45.2% 48.4%
. 91 34 58
Weather and climate 7.8% 8.4% 7.5%
Well-planned growth 37 16 21
(includes quality of roads 3.2% 4.1% 2.7%
Availability of numerous job 18 8 10
opportunities 1.5% 2.1% 1.2%
Unique attractions (parks, 23 11 12
restaurants, shopping, 1.9% 2.8% 1.5%
Low traffic congestion & 15 S
2.8% 3.8% 2.3%
17 3 14
ey 1.4% % 1.8%
128 59 69
IR 10.9% 14.7% 8.9%
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Comparisons of Column ProportionsaP

Homeownership
Rent Own
(A) (B)
Cost of living/housing

Cultural Diversity B
Education and youth

programs

Farming and agriculture

Location A

Natural Resources (outdoor
recreation, rivers, trees,
wildlife)

Safe
neighborhoods/communitie

SInEUR]
atmosphere/Sense of
community

Weather and climate
Well-planned growth
(includes quality of roads
and infrastructure)
Availability of numerous job
opportunities

Unique attractions (parks,
restaurants, shopping,
museums and other
entertainment)

Low traffic congestion
Other

DK/NA B

Results are based on two-sided tests with significance level 0.05. For each significant pair, the key of the category with the smaller column
proportion appears under the category with the larger column proportion.

a. Tests are adjusted for all pairwise comparisons within a row of each innermost subtable using the Bonferroni correction.
b. Cell counts of some categories are not integers. They were rounded to the nearest integers before performing column proportions tests.
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Income
$20,000 to $40,000 to

L i less than less than Doieliiag
$20,000 $40,000 $80,000 $80,000
Total 1071 202 320
Cost of living/housin =8 8 26
9 9 5.4% 3.9% 2.1% 8.1% 7.2%
. . 30 9 9 9 4
G el I 2.8% 45% 2.8% 2.7% 1.6%
Education and youth 52 7 19 16 9
programs 4.9% 3.4% 6.3% 5.1% 3.9%
Farming and agriculture % ¥ 8 2 a
J g 1.4% 4.6% 9% 1% 3%
Lot 150 22 42 38 49
14.0% 10.8% 13.6% 11.9% 20.0%
3. Natural Resources (outdoor 74 15 17 23 19
What  recreation, rivers, trees, 6.9% 7.2% 5.5% 7.3% 7.9%
qO you Safe 145 29 44 46 25
like neighborhoods/communitie 13.5% 14.5% 14.5% 14.4% 10.4%
2"&5”1 Small-town 510 87 140 161 121
o atmosphere/Sense of 47.6% 43.2% 45.8% 50.2% 50.0%
A . 78 13 26 28 11
city or
e Weather and climate 7.3% 6.3% 8.6% 8.9% 4.4%
Well-planned growth 39 8 9 17 5
(includes quality of roads 3.6% 3.8% 2.8% 5.4% 2.1%
Availability of numerous job 15 5 5 4 2
opportunities 1.4% 2.4% 1.6% 1.2% 9%
Unique attractions (parks, 21 6 4 10 2
restaurants, shopping, 2.0% 2.9% 1.2% 3.0% 9%
Low traffic congestion 52 g g = g
9 3.0% 3.9% 1.0% 4.7% 2.5%
18 4 6 6 2
CiEy 1.6% 1.9% 1.8% 1.9% 8%
107 26 41 28 12
BIRR 9.9% 12.9% 13.5% 8.6% 4.8%
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Comparisons of Column ProportionsaP

Income
Less than SR | ST iy More than

less than less than
SN $40,000 $80,000 SEDEE
(D)

(A) (B) (©)
Cost of living/housing B B
Cultural Diversity
Education and youth
programs
Farming and agriculture BCD
Location A
Natural Resources (outdoor
recreation, rivers, trees,
wildlife)
Safe
neighborhoods/communitie

3.
What
do you

e Small-town

MOST it)mn:)ns]ﬂlr:ﬁrelSense of
about Y .
your Weather and climate
city or Well-planned growth
town? (includes quality of roads
and infrastructure)
Availability of numerous job
opportunities
Unique attractions (parks,
restaurants, shopping,
museums and other
entertainment)
Low traffic congestion B
Other
DK/NA D D
Results are based on two-sided tests with significance level 0.05. For each significant pair, the key of the category with the smaller column
proportion appears under the category with the larger column proportion.
a. Tests are adjusted for all pairwise comparisons within a row of each innermost subtable using the Bonferroni correction.

b. Cell counts of some categories are not integers. They were rounded to the nearest integers before performing column proportions tests.
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Quality of Life Satisfaction

Total Satisfied  Dissatisfied
Total 1184 944 239
L . 67 49 18
Cost of living/housing 5.6% 5.2 7.6%
N 32 28 4
Cultural Diversity 2.7% 3.0% 1.5%
Education and youth 55 41 14
programs 4.6% 4.4% 5.7%
Farming and agriculture zo 2 6
¢ 4 1.3% 1.0% 2.7%
Location X/ 145 2
14.1% 15.4% 9.0%
Natural Resources (outdoor 86 66 19
recreation, rivers, trees, 7.2% 7.0% 8.1%
Safe 161 139 21
neighborhoods/communitie 13.6% 14.8% 8.9%
Small-town 555 464 91
atmosphere/Sense of 46.9% 49.2% 37.9%
. 93 75 17
Weather and climate 7.8% 8.0% 7.3%
Well-planned growth 40 35 6
(includes quality of roads 3.4% 3.7% 2.3%
Availability of numerous job 18 16 2
opportunities 1.5% 1.7% .8%
Unique attractions (parks, 24 20 3
restaurants, shopping, 2.0% 2.2% 1.4%
: . & 23 9
Low traffic congestion 27% 250 3.8%
19 15 4
o 1.6% 1.6% 1.6%
128 79 49
IR 10.9% 8.4% 20.7%
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Comparisons of Column Proportionsab

Quality of Life

Satisfaction
Satisfied  Dissatisfied

(A) (B)

Cost of living/housing
Cultural Diversity
Education and youth
programs

Farming and agriculture A
Location B
Natural Resources (outdoor
recreation, rivers, trees,

wildlife)

Safe

neighborhoods/communitie B
s

SINEURIA]

atmosphere/Sense of B

community

Weather and climate

Well-planned growth

(includes quality of roads

and infrastructure)

Availability of numerous job

opportunities

Unique attractions (parks,

restaurants, shopping,

museums and other

entertainment)

Low traffic congestion

Other

DK/NA A
Results are based on two-sided tests with significance level 0.05. For each significant pair, the key of the category with the smaller column
proportion appears under the category with the larger column proportion.

a. Tests are adjusted for all pairwise comparisons within a row of each innermost subtable using the Bonferroni correction.

b. Cell counts of some categories are not integers. They were rounded to the nearest integers before performing column proportions tests.
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Future Quality of Life
Stay about

Better Worse
the same
Total 439 226 485
- . 25 9 29
Cost of living/housing 5.8% 3.9% 5.9%
; . 10 4 16
Cultural Diversity 23% 1.8% 3.4%
Education and youth 21 15 18
programs 4.8% 6.8% 3.6%
Farming and agriculture o & »
¢ 4 8% A% 2.4%
Location < =3 o
13.9% 14.5% 13.1%
Natural Resources (outdoor 23 18 43
recreation, rivers, trees, 5.1% 8.2% 8.8%
Safe 75 30 49
neighborhoods/communitie 17.2% 13.2% 10.2%
Small-town 222 115 208
atmosphere/Sense of 50.5% 51.0% 43.0%
. 38 20 35
Weather and climate 8.6% 8.8% 7.20%
Well-planned growth 27 1 12
(includes quality of roads . 6.1% 3% 2.4%
Availability of numerous job 14 1 3
opportunities d 3.3% A% .6%
Unique attractions (parks, 10 3 8
restaurants, shopping, . 2.3% 1.1% 1.7%
. . 9 5 18
Low traffic congestion 220 2.4% 3.6%
10 1 9
S 2.2% 3% 1.8%
29 18 76
IR 6.7% 8.0% 15.7%
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Comparisons of Column Proportionsab

Future Quality of Life

Stay about
the same

(A) (B) (C)

Better Worse

Cost of living/housing
Cultural Diversity
Education and youth
programs

Farming and agriculture
Location

Natural Resources (outdoor
recreation, rivers, trees,
wildlife)

Safe
neighborhoods/communitie C
s

SINEURIA]
atmosphere/Sense of
community
Weather and climate
Well-planned growth
(includes quality of roads BC
and infrastructure)
Availability of numerous job
opportunities
Unique attractions (parks,
restaurants, shopping,
museums and other
entertainment)
Low traffic congestion
Other
DK/NA AB
Results are based on two-sided tests with significance level 0.05. For each significant pair, the key of the category with the smaller column
proportion appears under the category with the larger column proportion.
a. Tests are adjusted for all pairwise comparisons within a row of each innermost subtable using the Bonferroni correction.

b. Cell counts of some categories are not integers. They were rounded to the nearest integers before performing column proportions tests.
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Gender

Total Male Female
Total 1200 614 586
Air qualit 189 84 105
quality 15.7% 13.6% 17.9%
Lack of community 58 32 26
resources (hospitals and 4.9% 5.3% 4.5%
Cost of living/housing 66 41 25
affordability 5.5% 6.6% 4.3%
Crime rate/gang violence 255 LE3 e
gang 22.4% 20.1% 24.8%
Farm land (loss of farms 8 5 4
to development) % .8% .6%
. 144 76 68
Growth and Planning 12.0% 12.4% 11.5%
34 16 18
2.8% 2.6% 3.0%
36 23 13
(bus, train, and bike lanes) 3.0% 3.8% 2.2%
Traffic congestion o & &)
< 8.9% 11.0% 6.6%
Youth programs 53 22 31
(education and recreation 4.4% 3.6% 5.3%
Lack of unique attractions 109 44 65
(parks, restaurants, 9.1% 7.2% 11.0%
lllegal Immigration 2 u g
9 9 1.3% 1.2% 1.4%
. 32 21 11
The City/local government 2.7% 3.50% 1.9%
Climate/environmental 56 21 35
problems/pollution 4.7% 3.5% 6.0%
Poor roads and street 39 19 20
maintenance 3.2% 3.0% 3.5%
51 31 21
i 4.3% 5.0% 3.6%
160 100 60
B 13.3% 16.3% 10.2%
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Comparisons of Column ProportionsaP

Gender
Male Female
(A) (B)
Air quality A

Lack of community
resources (hospitals and
social services)

Cost of living/housing
affordability

Crime rate/gang violence

Farm land (loss of farms
to development)

Growth and Planning
Job opportunities

4.What  pyplic transportation
do you (bus, train, and bike lanes)

like
LEAST Traffic congestion B
about  youth programs
your (education and recreation
city or  for children/teens)
town? | ack of unique attractions
(parks_, restaurants, A
shopping, museums and
other entertainment)
Illegal Immigration
The City/local government
Climate/environmental
problems/pollution
Poor roads and street
maintenance
Other
DK/NA B
Results are based on two-sided tests with significance level 0.05. For each significant pair, the key of the category with the smaller column
proportion appears under the category with the larger column proportion.
a. Tests are adjusted for all pairwise comparisons within a row of each innermost subtable using the Bonferroni correction.

b. Cell counts of some categories are not integers. They were rounded to the nearest integers before performing column proportions tests.
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Age

Total 18to 24 25t0 34 35t0 44 45to 54 55to 64 65 and over
Total 1177 197 293 231 199 118 138
Al i 183 31 47 38 35 19 14
ir quality 15.6% 15.5% 16.0% 16.6% 17.4% 16.0% 10.0%
Lack of community 56 12 11 8 13 5 7
resources (hospitals and 4.8% 6.2% 3.8% 3.5% 6.5% 4.5% 4.8%
Cost of living/housing 65 14 17 16 8 5 5
affordability 5.5% 7.0% 5.7% 6.9% 4.3% 4.0% 3.7%
Crime rate/gang violence 253 <ft o3 L o 22 &
22.3% 25.9% 18.0% 26.5% 21.1% 18.9% 24.1%
Farm land (loss of farms 7 0 & 0 1 1 0
to development) 6% .0% 1.6% .0% 6% 1.2% .0%
Growth and Planning fe0 20 &t 2 2 i &
11.9% 10.1% 13.0% 12.5% 10.7% 15.7% 9.2%
Job opportunities S 9 0 g 3 4 ©
2.9% 3.2% 3.3% 3.3% 3.0% 3.4% 2%
Public transportation 36 3 8 8 8 6 3
(bus, train, and bike lanes) 3.1% 1.8% 2.6% 3.4% 3.9% 5.2% 2.2%
Traffic congestion o o & 5 . s &
8.9% 8.3% 11.1% 6.7% 8.6% 8.8% 9.1%
Youth programs 52 13 15 9 11 1 4
(education and recreation 4.4% 6.4% 5.0% 3.7% 5.3% 1.2% 2.8%
Lack of unique attractions 108 15 37 21 20 9 6
(parks, restaurants, 9.1% 7.5% 12.6% 8.9% 10.0% 7.8% 4.2%
lllegal Immigration & g & £ @ 2 &
1.3% 2% 1.4% 4% 2.0% 2.0% 2.6%
. 29 0 8 ] 8 7 4
fheiCiyllocalgovernmeny P 0% 2.6% 1.2% 3.8% 6.0% 3.0%
Climate/environmental 56 0 14 7 20 7 6
problems/pollution 4.7% 2% 4.8% 3.2% 10.1% 6.0% 4.7%
Poor roads and street 38 7 4 g 5 7 6
maintenance 3.2% 3.5% 1.4% 3.8% 2.6% 6.1% 4.2%
Other 50 8 11 12 8 8 4
4.3% 4.1% 3.7% 5.1% 4.0% 6.4% 3.0%
DK/NA 157 35 34 35 13 10 31
13.3% 17.5% 11.5% 15.2% 6.5% 8.4% 22.2%
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Comparisons of Column ProportionsP:¢
Age
18to24  25t034  35t044  45t054 55t 64 vaa;d
(A) (B) (C) (®)] (E) (F)
Air quality
Lack of community
resources (hospitals and
social services)
Cost of living/housing
affordability
Crime rate/gang violence
Farm land (loss of farms a a a
to development) : : :
Growth and Planning
Job opportunities
Public transportation
(bus, train, and bike lanes)
Traffic congestion
Youth programs
(education and recreation
for children/teens)
Lack of unique attractions
(parks, restaurants,
shopping, museums and
other entertainment)
lllegal Immigration
The City/local government 2
Climate/environmental A A
problems/pollution
Poor roads and street
maintenance
Other
DK/NA D DE

Results are based on two-sided tests with significance level 0.05. For each significant pair, the key of the category with the smaller column

proportion appears under the category with the larger column proportion.

a. This category is not used in comparisons because its column proportion is equal to zero or one.
b. Tests are adjusted for all pairwise comparisons within a row of each innermost subtable using the Bonferroni correction.

c. Cell counts of some categories are not integers. They were rounded to the nearest integers before performing column proportions tests.
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Length of Residence
Five years to

Total Less diEn less than ten s e
five years ten years
years
Total 1200 169 130 901
Air qualit 189 26 29 134
Ny 15.7% 15.3% 21.9% 14.9%
Lack of community 58 8 7 44
resources (hospitals and 4.9% 4.5% 5.2% 4.9%
Cost of living/housing 66 14 6 45
affordability 5.5% 8.4% 4.7% 5.0%
Crime rate/gang violence A il 2 22
e 22.4% 12.5% 20.3% 24.5%
Farm land (loss of farms 8 0 6 2
to development) % .0% 4.5% .3%
. 144 19 12 113
Growth and Planning 12.0% 11.2% 9.2% 12.5%
. 34 11 7 15
3.0V3\/123t Job opportunities 2.8% 6.5% 5.6% 1.7%
like Public transportation 36 8 4 24
LeasT (bus, train, and bike |lanes) 3.0% 4.9% 3.2% 2.6%
about " . 106 5 5 96
oy ACUIBEEI 8.9% 3.0% 4.1% 10.6%
city or  Youth programs 53 9 9 34
town?  (education and recreation 4.4% 5.6% 7.1% 3.8%
Lack of unique attractions 109 24 7 78
(parks, restaurants, 9.1% 14.2% 5.0% 8.7%
lllegal Immigration o o 2 &
4 & 1.3% 0% 1% 1.6%
. 32 4 1 27
The City/local government 27% 21% 1.0% 3.0%
Climate/environmental 56 5 8 43
problems/pollution 4.7% 3.1% 6.0% 4.8%
Poor roads and street 39 2 3 33
maintenance 3.2% 1.3% 2.5% 3.7%
51 7 11 33
STt 4.3% 43% 8.6% 3.7%
160 33 16 111
LA 13.3% 19.7% 12.3% 12.3%
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Comparisons of Column ProportionsP:¢

Length of Residence

Five years
Less th to less More than
five years than ten ten years
years
(A) (B) (©)

Air quality
Lack of community
resources (hospitals and
social services)

Cost of living/housing
affordability

Crime rate/gang violence A

Farm land (loss of farms a
to development) .

Growth and Planning
Job opportunities (03 ©

Public transportation
(bus, train, and bike lanes)

Traffic congestion A
Youth programs
(education and recreation
for children/teens)

Lack of unique attractions
(parks, restaurants,
shopping, museums and
other entertainment)
Illegal Immigration

The City/local government
Climate/environmental
problems/pollution

Poor roads and street
maintenance

Other c
DK/NA C]

Results are based on two-sided tests with significance level 0.05. For each significant pair, the key of the category with the smaller column
proportion appears under the category with the larger column proportion.

a. This category is not used in comparisons because its column proportion is equal to zero or one.
b. Tests are adjusted for all pairwise comparisons within a row of each innermost subtable using the Bonferroni correction.
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Comparisons of Column ProportionsP:¢

Results are based on two-sided tests with significance level 0.05. For each significant pair, the key of the category with the smaller column
proportion appears under the category with the larger column proportion.

c. Cell counts of some categories are not integers. They were rounded to the nearest integers before performing column proportions tests.
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Ethnicity
Caucasian/ Latino(a)/
i White Hispanic ey
Total 1170 489 538 144
Air qualit 184 70 107 7
ey 15.7% 14.4% 19.8% 4.8%
Lack of community 54 29 21 3
resources (hospitals and 4.6% 6.0% 4.0% 2.2%
Cost of living/housing 64 23 32 9
affordability 5.4% 4.8% 5.9% 6.1%
Crime rate/gang violence g3 e g &
S 22.1% 20.2% 23.8% 21.8%
Farm land (loss of farms 7 1 6 0
to development) 6% 3% 1.1% .0%
. 142 84 45 13
Growth and Planning 12.1% 17.2% 8.4% 9.0%
- 34 16 12 6
36\/)\,123t Job opportunities 2.0% 3.3% 29% 2.2%
like Public transportation 36 20 12 5
LEAST (bus, train, and bike lanes) 3.1% 4.0% 2.1% 3.2%
about F q 103 38 50 15
—— Traffic congestion 8.8% 7.8% 9.2% 10.3%
city or  Youth programs 50 17 26 7
town?  (education and recreation 4.3% 3.4% 4.8% 5.1%
Lack of unique attractions 108 36 52 21
(parks, restaurants, 9.2% 7.3% 9.6% 14.6%
lllegal Immigration & = 2 2
Y < 1.3% 2.3% A% 1.2%
. 29 14 13 2
The City/local government 2.5% 3.0% 2.5% 11%
Climate/environmental 55 31 22 2
problems/pollution 4.7% 6.4% 4.2% 1.3%
Poor roads and street 38 24 13 1
maintenance 3.2% 4.9% 2.5% 4%
50 14 27 10
sl 43% 2.9% 5.0% 6.7%
156 59 66 31
SIS 13.3% 12.0% 12.3% 21.4%
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Comparisons of Column ProportionsP:¢

Ethnicity
Caucasian/ Latino(a)/
White Hispanic
(A) (B)
Air quality
Lack of community
resources (hospitals and
social services)
Cost of living/housing
affordability
Crime rate/gang violence
Farm land (loss of farms
to development)
Growth and Planning
Job opportunities

Public transportation
(bus, train, and bike lanes)

Traffic congestion

Youth programs
(education and recreation
for children/teens)

Lack of unique attractions
(parks, restaurants,
shopping, museums and
other entertainment)
Illegal Immigration

The City/local government
Climate/environmental
problems/pollution

Poor roads and street
maintenance

Other
DK/NA

Results are based on two-sided tests with significance level 0.05. For each significant pair, the key of the category with the smaller column
proportion appears under the category with the larger column proportion.

a. This category is not used in comparisons because its column proportion is equal to zero or one.
b. Tests are adjusted for all pairwise comparisons within a row of each innermost subtable using the Bonferroni correction.

c. Cell counts of some categories are not integers. They were rounded to the nearest integers before performing column proportions tests.
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Homeownership

Total Rent Own
Total 1171 401 770
Al lit 180 49 131
repEnsy 15.4% 12.3% 17.0%
Lack of community 58 16 42
resources (hospitals and 5.0% 4.1% 5.4%
Cost of living/housing 65 35 30
affordability 5.6% 8.8% 3.9%
Crime rate/gang violence 259 Lo2 1/
e 22.1% 25.5% 20.3%
Farm land (loss of farms 7 ) 2
to development) 6% 1.3% .3%
. 141 50 91
Growth and Planning 12.0% 12.4% 11.8%
Job opportunities =3 20 %
a2 2.8% 4.9% 1.8%
Public transportation 35 15 20
(bus, train, and bike lanes) 3.0% 3.7% 2.6%
Traffic congestion s SO 0
¢ 8.9% 8.7% 9.1%
Youth programs 50 23 27
(education and recreation 4.3% 5.8% 3.5%
Lack of unique attractions 106 34 72
(parks, restaurants, 9.1% 8.5% 9.4%
lllegal Immigration & g Lo
- o 1.3% 0% 2.0%
. 32 6 26
The City/local government 27% 1.5% 3.4%
Climate/environmental 54 14 40
problems/pollution 4.6% 3.5% 5.1%
Poor roads and street 36 14 22
maintenance 3.1% 3.5% 2.8%
48 14 34
i 41% 3.5% 4.4%
158 63 95
BRI 13.5% 15.7% 12.4%
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Comparisons of Column ProportionsP:¢

Homeownership

Rent Oown
(A) (B)

Air quality A

Lack of community

resources (hospitals and

social services)

Cost of living/housing B

affordability

Crime rate/gang violence B

Farm land (loss of farms B

to development)

Growth and Planning

Job opportunities B

Public transportation
(bus, train, and bike lanes)

Traffic congestion

Youth programs
(education and recreation
for children/teens)

Lack of unique attractions
(parks, restaurants,
shopping, museums and
other entertainment)
Illegal Immigration

The City/local government
Climate/environmental
problems/pollution

Poor roads and street
maintenance

Other

DK/NA

Results are based on two-sided tests with significance level 0.05. For each significant pair, the key of the category with the smaller column
proportion appears under the category with the larger column proportion.

a. This category is not used in comparisons because its column proportion is equal to zero or one.
b. Tests are adjusted for all pairwise comparisons within a row of each innermost subtable using the Bonferroni correction.

c. Cell counts of some categories are not integers. They were rounded to the nearest integers before performing column proportions tests.
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Income
Total Less e ?igéogr?a1r10 si:géot()r?atl"? Borelihan
$20,000 $40,000 $80,000 $80,000
Total 1071 202 306 320 243
. . 164 25 32 43 63
(RN 15.3% 12.6% 10.5% 13.3% 26.1%
Lack of community 51 13 8 19 11
resources (hospitals and 4.7% 6.5% 2.7% 5.9% 4.3%
Cost of living/housing 60 10 19 20 12
affordability 5.6% 5.1% 6.1% 6.1% 4.8%
Crime rate/gang violence 25 49 g2 5 &
22.3% 22.9% 26.6% 23.0% 15.5%
Farm land (loss of farms 7 2 4 0 1
to development) 1% 1.2% 1.2% 0% 5%
. 129 20 19 58 32
S0 el HENTIE 12.0% 9.8% 6.3% 18.1% 13.1%
4. What Job opportunities &2 e g o J
d'o you 3.0% 6.6% 1.0% 3.3% 1.9%
like Public transportation 31 9 6 13 2
LeasT (bus,train, and bike lanes) 2.9% 4.7% 2.0% 4.1% 7%
about . A B8 18 23 37 17
o ACUISCRI T 8.9% 8.8% 7.6% 11.5% 7.0%
city or  Youth programs 48 8 17 15 8
town?  (education and recreation 4.5% 4.2% 5.5% 4.7% 3.3%
Lack of unique attractions 103 19 25 32 27
(parks, restaurants, 9.6% 9.3% 8.3% 10.0% 11.0%
Illegal Immigration W 2 2 g 8
9% 1.2% 5% 9% 1.1%
. 30 8 7 6 9
The City/local government 2.8% 21% 220 1.9% 3.5%
Climate/environmental 53 9 14 15 14
problems/pollution 4.9% 4.6% 4.5% 4.8% 5.9%
Poor roads and street 36 9 7 13 7
maintenance 3.4% 4.4% 2.2% 4.2% 2.9%
Other 48 11 13 16 8
4.4% 5.6% 4.1% 5.1% 3.1%
137 20 63 28 25
IR 12.8% 10.1% 20.7% 8.9% 10.2%
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Comparisons of Column ProportionsP:¢

Income

Less than slsgg’soﬁ?atno fgg’sog?aﬁ? More than
SHNEE $40,000 $80,000 SR
(A) (B) (©)

Air quality
Lack of community
resources (hospitals and
social services)
Cost of living/housing
affordability
Crime rate/gang violence

Farm land (loss of farms
to development)

Growth and Planning
Job opportunities

4.What  pyplic transportation

Id'(k) YOU  (bus, train, and bike lanes)
ike

LEAST Traffic congestion

about  youth programs

your (education and recreation
city or  for children/teens)

? H i
town? | ack of unique attractions

(parks, restaurants,
shopping, museums and
other entertainment)
lllegal Immigration

The City/local government
Climate/environmental
problems/pollution

Poor roads and street
maintenance

Other

DK/NA

Results are based on two-sided tests with significance level 0.05. For each significant pair, the key of the category with the smaller column
proportion appears under the category with the larger column proportion.

a. This category is not used in comparisons because its column proportion is equal to zero or one.

b. Tests are adjusted for all pairwise comparisons within a row of each innermost subtable using the Bonferroni correction.

c. Cell counts of some categories are not integers. They were rounded to the nearest integers before performing column proportions tests.
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Quality of Life Satisfaction

Total Satisfied  Dissatisfied
Total 1184 944 239
Al lit 187 153 34
repEnsy 15.8% 16.2% 14.4%
Lack of community 58 39 19
resources (hospitals and 4.9% 4.2% 8.0%
Cost of living/housing 66 48 18
affordability 5.6% 5.1% 7.5%
Crime rate/gang violence 28L LB &
e 22.0% 20.4% 28.5%
Farm land (loss of farms 8 ) 3
to development) 7% .6% 1.3%
. 143 115 29
Growth and Planning 12.1% 12.1% 12.0%
Job opportunities =3 1 H
a2 2.8% 1.9% 6.1%
Public transportation 36 24 12
(bus, train, and bike lanes) 3.0% 2.6% 4.9%
Traffic congestion o s 20
¢ 8.9% 8.0% 12.6%
Youth programs 52 41 11
(education and recreation 4.4% 4.4% 4.5%
Lack of unique attractions 106 76 30
(parks, restaurants, 9.0% 8.1% 12.6%
lllegal Immigration 0 Co 2
- o 1.3% 11% 21%
. 32 15 18
The City/local government 27% 1.6% 7.3%
Climate/environmental 56 49 7
problems/pollution 4.8% 5.2% 3.0%
Poor roads and street 39 29 9
maintenance 3.3% 3.1% 4.0%
51 34 16
i 4.3% 3.6% 6.8%
157 153 4
BRI 13.3% 16.2% 1.7%
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Comparisons of Column ProportionsaP

Quality of Life
Satisfaction

Satisfied  Dissatisfied

(A) (B)
Air quality
Lack of community
resources (hospitals and A

social services)

Cost of living/housing
affordability

Crime rate/gang violence A
Farm land (loss of farms
to development)

Growth and Planning
Job opportunities A

Public transportation

(bus, train, and bike lanes)

Traffic congestion A
Youth programs
(education and recreation
for children/teens)

Lack of unique attractions
(parks, restaurants,
shopping, museums and
other entertainment)
Illegal Immigration

The City/local government A
Climate/environmental
problems/pollution

Poor roads and street
maintenance

Other A
DK/NA B

Results are based on two-sided tests with significance level 0.05. For each significant pair, the key of the category with the smaller column
proportion appears under the category with the larger column proportion.

a. Tests are adjusted for all pairwise comparisons within a row of each innermost subtable using the Bonferroni correction.
b. Cell counts of some categories are not integers. They were rounded to the nearest integers before performing column proportions tests.
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Future Quality of Life

Total Better ity ol Worse
the same
Total 1150 439 226 485
Air qualit 180 61 39 80
ey 15.6% 13.8% 17.3% 16.6%
Lack of community 57 22 14 21
resources (hospitals and 4.9% 5.0% 6.1% 4.3%
Cost of living/housing 63 21 5 37
affordability 5.4% 4.8% 2.2% 7.6%
Crime rate/gang violence = B & &
gang 22.4% 19.3% 17.4% 27.5%
Farm land (loss of farms 8 1 1 6
to development) % .3% 3% 1.3%
. 137 49 19 70
Growth and Planning 12.0% 11.1% 8.4% 14.4%
- 33 16 5 13
36")‘,’23‘ el Gl eI e 2.9% 3.6% 2.1% 2.6%
like Public transportation 35 17 3 15
LEAST (bus, train, and bike lanes) 3.1% 3.9% 1.4% 3.1%
about . . 104 29 21 54
—— Traffic congestion 9.1% 6.6% 9.4% 11.2%
city or  Youth programs 52 28 4 20
town?  (education and recreation 4.5% 6.3% 1.6% 4.2%
Lack of unique attractions 105 48 24 34
(parks, restaurants, 9.1% 10.8% 10.5% 7.0%
lllegal Immigration & g 2 =
9 < 1.2% 1% 9% 2.5%
. 29 1 5 23
The City/local government 2.6% 3% 2.4% 24.7%
Climate/environmental 55 21 14 20
problems/pollution 4.8% 4.8% 6.1% 4.2%
Poor roads and street 39 21 6 11
maintenance 3.4% 4.9% 2.8% 2.2%
47 24 5! 18
sl 4.1% 5.5% 2.4% 3.7%
149 73 43 33
SIS 13.0% 16.7% 19.2% 6.8%
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Comparisons of Column ProportionsaP

Future Quality of Life

Better Siky ook Worse
the same

(A) (B) (C)
Air quality
Lack of community
resources (hospitals and
social services)
Cost of living/housing B

affordability
Crime rate/gang violence AB
Farm land (loss of farms
to development)

Growth and Planning
Job opportunities

Public transportation

(bus, train, and bike lanes)

Traffic congestion A
Youth programs

(education and recreation B
for children/teens)

Lack of unique attractions

(parks, restaurants,

shopping, museums and

other entertainment)

Illegal Immigration A
The City/local government A A
Climate/environmental
problems/pollution
Poor roads and street
maintenance

Other
DK/NA C C

Results are based on two-sided tests with significance level 0.05. For each significant pair, the key of the category with the smaller column
proportion appears under the category with the larger column proportion.

a. Tests are adjusted for all pairwise comparisons within a row of each innermost subtable using the Bonferroni correction.
b. Cell counts of some categories are not integers. They were rounded to the nearest integers before performing column proportions tests.
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Gender
Total Male Female

5A. Preventing the loss of
farm land to residential and 3.2 3.0 3.4
commercial development
5B. Improving air quality 35 3.3 3.7
5C. Reducing residential air 2.8 25 3.1
5D. Creating more high 3.4 3.3 3.6

. Encouraging new 3.2 3.2 3.3

. Revitalizing older 3.3 3.2 3.4
5G. Creating more 3.1 2.9 3.3
5H. Developing a variety of 25 24 2.6
5. Expanding highways 3.0 3.0 Sl

. Reducing traffic 3.2 3.1 33

. Maintaining local streets 35 3.4 3.6
5L. Expanding local bus 2.9 2.7 3.1
5M. Improving public 3.0 2.8 3.1
5N. Maintaining and 3.0 2.9 3.1
50. Preserving open spaces 3.1 2.8 3.3
5P. Improving fire and 3.3 3.2 3.5
5Q. Improving local health 34 3.3 B815)
5R. Improving crime 3.6 3.5 3.7
5S. Improving the quality of 3.6 3.4 3.7
5T. Preserving water supply 3.6 3.5 3.7

. Improving flood 2.8 2.7 3.0

. Improving water quality 3.4 3.2 3.6
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Comparisons of Column Means2P

Gender

Male Female
(A) (B)
5A. Preventing the loss of
farm land to residential and A
commercial development
5B. Improving air quality A
5C. Reducing residential air
pollution, such as A
wood-burning fireplaces
5D. Creating more high
paying jobs

5E. Encouraging new
businesses to relocate to
the County in order to
diversify the local economy
5F. Revitalizing older
neighborhoods and
business districts that are

becoming rundown

5G. Creating more

affordable housing

5H. Developing a variety of

housing options, including

apartments, townhomes

and condominiums

5I. Expanding highways

5J. Reducing traffic

congestion

5K. Maintaining local streets

and roads

5L. Expanding local bus

services

5M. Improving public

transportation to other A

cities

5N. Maintaining and

improving sidewalks and A

bike lanes
Results are based on two-sided tests assuming equal variances with significance level 0.05. For each significant pair, the key of the smaller
category appears under the category with larger mean.

Page 49

Comparisons of Column Means2P

Gender
Male Female
(A) (B)

50. Preserving open spaces

and native animal habitats 2
5P. Improving fire and

emergency medical A
services

5Q. Improving local health A

care and social services

5R. Improving crime
prevention and gang A
prevention programs

5S. Improving the quality of

public education &
5T. Preserving water supply A
5U. Improving flood A
protection

5V. Improving water quality A

Results are based on two-sided tests assuming equal variances with significance level 0.05. For each significant pair, the key of the smaller
category appears under the category with larger mean.

a. Tests are adjusted for all pairwise comparisons within a row of each innermost subtable using the Bonferroni correction.
b. Cell counts in some subtables are not integers. They were rounded to the nearest integers before performing pairwise comparisons.
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Age

Total 18to 24 2510 34 35to0 44 45 to 54 55 to 64 65 and over
5A. Preventing the loss of
farm land to residential and 3.2 3.2 34 3.0 3.1 3.2 3.1
commercial development
5B. Improving air quality 35 3.7 3.5 3.6 34 33 34
. Reducing residential air 2.8 3.0 2.6 29 2.7 24 2.8
. Creating more high 3.4 3.5 3.6 3.5 3.4 3.2 3.2
. Encouraging new 3.2 3.1 3.3 3.3 3.3 3.1 3.2
. Revitalizing older 3.3 3.3 3.4 3.2 3.4 3.2 3.1
5G. Creating more 3.1 3.4 3.1 3 3.0 2.8 29
5H. Developing a variety of 25 2.7 2.6 2.6 2.4 21 2.6
5I. Expanding highways 3.0 2.9 2.9 3.1 3.2 3.2 3.0
. Reducing traffic 3.2 3.0 3.4 3.2 3.2 3.2 31
. Maintaining local streets 35 3.5 3.4 Bio) 3.6 3.5 3.4
. Expanding local bus 2.9 3.0 29 3.0 2.8 2.8 2.9
. Improving public 3.0 3.1 2.8 3.0 3.1 2.9 2.9
. Maintaining and 3.0 3.1 2.9 3.1 3.0 2.8 2.8
. Preserving open spaces 3.1 3.2 3.1 310 3.1 3.0 29
. Improving fire and 33 35 3.2 3.5 3.4 3.2 3.2
. Improving local health 34 34 B15) 34 3.4 3.4 3.2
. Improving crime 3.6 3.6 3.5 3.7 3.6 35 35
. Improving the quality of 3.6 3.8 3.6 3.6 3.5 3.3 3.4
. Preserving water supply 3.6 3.6 3.5 3.7 3.6 3.6 3.6
. Improving flood 2.8 2.9 2.8 2.8 3.0 2.6 2.9
. Improving water quality 3.4 3.5 3.2 3.5 3.4 3.3 3.3
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Comparisons of Column Means&P

Age
65 and
over

(A) (B) (C) (D) (E) (F)

18to 24 25to 34 35to 44 45 to 54 55to 64

5A. Preventing the loss of
farm land to residential and C
commercial development

5B. Improving air quality DE
5C. Reducing residential air
pollution, such as E E
wood-burning fireplaces
5D. Creating more high
paying jobs

5E. Encouraging new
businesses to relocate to
the County in order to
diversify the local economy
5F. Revitalizing older
neighborhoods and
business districts that are
becoming rundown

5G. Creating more
affordable housing

5H. Developing a variety of
housing options, including

DIEF

apartments, townhomes
and condominiums

5. Expanding highways
5J. Reducing traffic
congestion
5K. Maintaining local streets
and roads
5L. Expanding local bus
services
5M. Improving public
transportation to other
cities
5N. Maintaining and
improving sidewalks and
bike lanes
Results are based on two-sided tests assuming equal variances with significance level 0.05. For each significant pair, the key of the smaller
category appears under the category with larger mean.
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Comparisons of Column Means&P

Age

65 and
over

(F)

18t024  25t034  35t044  45t054 551064
(A) (B) (©) (D) (E)

50. Preserving open spaces
and native animal habitats

5P. Improving fire and
emergency medical B B
services

5Q. Improving local health
care and social services
5R. Improving crime
prevention and gang B
prevention programs

5S. Improving the quality of
public education

5T. Preserving water supply

5U. Improving flood
protection

5V. Improving water quality

Results are based on two-sided tests assuming equal variances with significance level 0.05. For each significant pair, the key of the smaller
category appears under the category with larger mean.

a. Tests are adjusted for all pairwise comparisons within a row of each innermost subtable using the Bonferroni correction.
b. Cell counts in some subtables are not integers. They were rounded to the nearest integers before performing pairwise comparisons.

DEF E
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Length of Residence

Less than I':el\slg tyf;ﬁéﬁ More than
five years ten years
years

Total

5A. Preventing the loss of
farm land to residential and
commercial development
5B. Improving air quality
5C. Reducing residential air
5D. Creating more high
. Encouraging new
. Revitalizing older
5G. Creating more
5H. Developing a variety of
5I. Expanding highways
5J. Reducing traffic
5K. Maintaining local streets
5L. Expanding local bus
5M. Improving public
5N. Maintaining and
50. Preserving open spaces
5P. Improving fire and
5Q. Improving local health
5R. Improving crime
5S. Improving the quality of
5T. Preserving water supply
. Improving flood
. Improving water quality
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Comparisons of Column Means&P

Length of Residence
Five years
Less than to less More than
five years than ten ten years
years

(A) (B) (C)

5A. Preventing the loss of
farm land to residential and
commercial development
5B. Improving air quality
5C. Reducing residential air
pollution, such as
wood-burning fireplaces
5D. Creating more high
paying jobs
5E. Encouraging new
businesses to relocate to
the County in order to
diversify the local economy
5F. Revitalizing older
neighborhoods and
business districts that are
becoming rundown
5G. Creating more
affordable housing
5H. Developing a variety of
housing options, including
apartments, townhomes
and condominiums
5I. Expanding highways
5J. Reducing traffic
congestion
5K. Maintaining local streets
and roads
5L. Expanding local bus
services
5M. Improving public
transportation to other
cities

Results are based on two-sided tests assuming equal variances with significance level 0.05. For each significant pair, the key of the smaller

category appears under the category with larger mean.

Page 55

Comparisons of Column Means&P

Length of Residence
Five years
Less than to less More than
five years than ten ten years
years
(A) (B)

5N. Maintaining and
improving sidewalks and
bike lanes
50. Preserving open spaces
and native animal habitats
5P. Improving fire and

emergency medical
services

5Q. Improving local health
care and social services
5R. Improving crime
prevention and gang
prevention programs

5S. Improving the quality of
public education

5T. Preserving water supply

5U. Improving flood
protection

5V. Improving water quality

Results are based on two-sided tests assuming equal variances with significance level 0.05. For each significant pair, the key of the smaller
category appears under the category with larger mean.

a. Tests are adjusted for all pairwise comparisons within a row of each innermost subtable using the Bonferroni correction.

b. Cell counts in some subtables are not integers. They were rounded to the nearest integers before performing pairwise comparisons.
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5A. Preventing the loss of
farm land to residential and
commercial development

. Improving air quality

. Reducing residential air

. Creating more high

. Encouraging new

. Revitalizing older

. Creating more

. Developing a variety of
5I. Expanding highways

. Reducing traffic

. Maintaining local streets

. Expanding local bus

. Improving public

. Maintaining and

. Preserving open spaces

. Improving fire and

. Improving local health

. Improving crime

. Improving the quality of

. Preserving water supply

. Improving flood

. Improving water quality

Ethnicity

Caucasian/ Latino(a)/

i White Hispanic iy
3.2 3.0 B 33
35 3.3 3.7 35
2.8 2.2 3.3 2.7
34 3.2 37 3.3
82 &l 34 82
B8 3.0 Bi5) 34
3.1 2.8 34 3.0
25 2.2 2.9 2.3
3.0 2.9 3.2 2.8
3.2 3.0 3.4 3.2
3.5 3.4 3.6 3.3
29 215 3.3 29
3.0 2.6 82 82
3.0 2.6 B 3.2
3.1 2.9 3.2 29
&3 3.1 3.6 3.0
34 3.1 3.6 8IS
3.6 3.6 3.7 3.2
3.6 3.4 3.8 34
3.6 35 37 3.5
2.8 25 82 2.8
3.4 3.2 3.6 3.1
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Comparisons of Column Means2P

5A. Preventing the loss of
farm land to residential and
commercial development
5B. Improving air quality
5C. Reducing residential air
pollution, such as
wood-burning fireplaces
5D. Creating more high
paying jobs

5E. Encouraging new
businesses to relocate to
the County in order to
diversify the local economy
5F. Revitalizing older
neighborhoods and
business districts that are

becoming rundown

5G. Creating more
affordable housing

5H. Developing a variety of
housing options, including
apartments, townhomes
and condominiums

5. Expanding highways
5J. Reducing traffic
congestion

5K. Maintaining local streets
and roads

5L. Expanding local bus
services

5M. Improving public
transportation to other
cities

5N. Maintaining and
improving sidewalks and
bike lanes

Caucasian/
White

(A)

Ethnicity
Latino(a)/
Hispanic

(B)

AC

AC

AC

AC

AC
AC
AC
AC

AC

Other
(C)

Results are based on two-sided tests assuming equal variances with significance level 0.05. For each significant pair, the key of the smaller
category appears under the category with larger mean.
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Comparisons of Column Means2P

Ethnicity
Caucasian/ Latino(a)/
White Hispanic
(A) (B)
50. Preserving open spaces
and native animal habitats
5P. Improving fire and
emergency medical
services

5Q. Improving local health

care and social services
5R. Improving crime
prevention and gang
prevention programs

5S. Improving the quality of
public education

5T. Preserving water supply

5U. Improving flood
protection

5V. Improving water quality

Results are based on two-sided tests assuming equal variances with significance level 0.05. For each significant pair, the key of the smaller
category appears under the category with larger mean.

a. Tests are adjusted for all pairwise comparisons within a row of each innermost subtable using the Bonferroni correction.
b. Cell counts in some subtables are not integers. They were rounded to the nearest integers before performing pairwise comparisons.
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Homeownership

Total Rent Own

5A. Preventing the loss of
farm land to residential and 3.2 3.3 3.1

commercial development
5B. Improving air quality 35 3.5 BI5)
5C. Reducing residential air 2.7 2.8 2.7
5D. Creating more high 3.4 3.5 34
. Encouraging new 3.2 3.3 3.2
. Revitalizing older 3.3 3.4 3.2
5G. Creating more 3.1 3.5 2.9
5H. Developing a variety of 25 3.0 23
5. Expanding highways 3.0 3.0 3.0
5J. Reducing traffic 3.2 3.3 3.2
5K. Maintaining local streets 35 3.5 BI5)
5L. Expanding local bus 2.9 3.1 2.8
5M. Improving public 2.9 3.1 2.9
5N. Maintaining and 3.0 3.1 2.9
50. Preserving open spaces 3.1 3.2 3.0
5P. Improving fire and 3.3 3.4 3.3
5Q. Improving local health 34 3.6 B1S)
5R. Improving crime 3.6 3.6 3.6
5S. Improving the quality of 3.6 3.6 BI5)
5T. Preserving water supply 3.6 3.6 3.6
. Improving flood 2.8 3.0 2.8
. Improving water quality 3.4 3.5 3.3
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Comparisons of Column Means2P

Homeownership
Rent Own
(A) (B)
5A. Preventing the loss of

farm land to residential and B
commercial development
5B. Improving air quality
5C. Reducing residential air
pollution, such as
wood-burning fireplaces
5D. Creating more high
paying jobs

5E. Encouraging new
businesses to relocate to
the County in order to
diversify the local economy

5F. Revitalizing older
neighborhoods and
business districts that are

becoming rundown
5G. Creating more
affordable housing
5H. Developing a variety of
housing options, including
apartments, townhomes
and condominiums
5I. Expanding highways
5J. Reducing traffic
congestion
5K. Maintaining local streets
and roads
5L. Expanding local bus
services
5M. Improving public
transportation to other B
cities
5N. Maintaining and
improving sidewalks and B
bike lanes

Results are based on two-sided tests assuming equal variances with significance level 0.05. For each significant pair, the key of the smaller

category appears under the category with larger mean.
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Comparisons of Column Means2P

Homeownership

Rent Own

(A) (B)
50. Preserving open spaces
and native animal habitats

5P. Improving fire and
emergency medical B
services

5Q. Improving local health
care and social services

5R. Improving crime
prevention and gang
prevention programs

5S. Improving the quality of
public education

5T. Preserving water supply
5U. Improving flood
protection

5V. Improving water quality B

Results are based on two-sided tests assuming equal variances with significance level 0.05. For each significant pair, the key of the smaller
category appears under the category with larger mean.

a. Tests are adjusted for all pairwise comparisons within a row of each innermost subtable using the Bonferroni correction.
b. Cell counts in some subtables are not integers. They were rounded to the nearest integers before performing pairwise comparisons.
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Income
$20,000 to $40,000 to
less than less than
$40,000 $80,000

More than
$80,000

Less than

Tl $20,000

5A. Preventing the loss of
farm land to residential and
commercial development
5B. Improving air quality
5C. Reducing residential air
5D. Creating more high
. Encouraging new
. Revitalizing older
5G. Creating more
5H. Developing a variety of
5I. Expanding highways
5J. Reducing traffic
5K. Maintaining local streets
5L. Expanding local bus
5M. Improving public
5N. Maintaining and
50. Preserving open spaces
5P. Improving fire and
5Q. Improving local health
5R. Improving crime
5S. Improving the quality of
5T. Preserving water supply
. Improving flood
. Improving water quality
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Comparisons of Column Means&P

Income
Less than $20,000to  $40,000 to
$20,000 less than less than
' $40,000 $80,000

(A) (B) (C)

More than
$80,000

(D)

5A. Preventing the loss of

farm land to residential and D D

commercial development

5B. Improving air quality

5C. Reducing residential air

pollution, such as CD

wood-burning fireplaces

5D. Creating more high

paying jobs

5E. Encouraging new

businesses to relocate to

the County in order to

diversify the local economy

5F. Revitalizing older

neighborhoods and

business districts that are

becoming rundown

5G. Creating more

affordable housing

5H. Developing a variety of

housing options, including

apartments, townhomes

and condominiums

51. Expanding highways

5J. Reducing traffic

congestion

5K. Maintaining local streets

and roads

5L. Expanding local bus

services

5M. Improving public

transportation to other CcD D D

cities
Results are based on two-sided tests assuming equal variances with significance level 0.05. For each significant pair, the key of the smaller
category appears under the category with larger mean.

CD D D

BCD CD D

BCD D D
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Comparisons of Column Means&P

5N. Maintaining and
improving sidewalks and
bike lanes

50. Preserving open spaces
and native animal habitats
5P. Improving fire and
emergency medical
services

5Q. Improving local health
care and social services
5R. Improving crime
prevention and gang
prevention programs

5S. Improving the quality of
public education

5T. Preserving water supply
5U. Improving flood
protection

5V. Improving water quality

Less than
$20,000

CD

CD

CD
BCD

Income

$20,000 to
less than
$40,000

CD

CD

$40,000 to
less than
$80,000

(C)

More than
$80,000

(D)

Results are based on two-sided tests assuming equal variances with significance level 0.05. For each significant pair, the key of the smaller
category appears under the category with larger mean.

a. Tests are adjusted for all pairwise comparisons within a row of each innermost subtable using the Bonferroni correction.
b. Cell counts in some subtables are not integers. They were rounded to the nearest integers before performing pairwise comparisons.
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Quality of Life Satisfaction

Total Satisfied  Dissatisfied
5A. Preventing the loss of
farm land to residential and 3.2 3.2 31
commercial development
5B. Improving air quality 35 3.5 34
5C. Reducing residential air 2.7 2.8 2.7
5D. Creating more high 3.4 3.4 3.5
5E. Encouraging new 3.2 3.2 3.2
5F. Revitalizing older 3.3 3.3 3.4
5G. Creating more 3.1 3.0 3.2
5H. Developing a variety of 25 25 215)
5. Expanding highways 3.0 3.0 3.2
5J. Reducing traffic 3.2 3.2 33
. Maintaining local streets 35 3.5 3.6
. Expanding local bus 2.9 2.9 3.0
. Improving public 3.0 3.0 2.9
. Maintaining and 3.0 3.0 3.1
. Preserving open spaces 3.1 3.0 3.1
. Improving fire and 3.3 3.3 33
. Improving local health 34 34 35
. Improving crime 3.6 3.6 3.6
. Improving the quality of 3.6 3.6 34
. Preserving water supply 3.6 3.6 3.6
. Improving flood 2.8 2.9 2.8
. Improving water quality 3.4 3.4 3.5
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Comparisons of Column Means&P

Quality of Life
Satisfaction
Satisfied  Dissatisfied
(A) (B)
5A. Preventing the loss of
farm land to residential and
commercial development
5B. Improving air quality
5C. Reducing residential air
pollution, such as
wood-burning fireplaces
5D. Creating more high
paying jobs
5E. Encouraging new
businesses to relocate to
the County in order to
diversify the local economy
5F. Revitalizing older
neighborhoods and A
business districts that are
becoming rundown
5G. Creating more
affordable housing
5H. Developing a variety of
housing options, including
apartments, townhomes
and condominiums
51. Expanding highways A
5J. Reducing traffic
congestion
5K. Maintaining local streets A
and roads
5L. Expanding local bus
services
5M. Improving public
transportation to other
cities
5N. Maintaining and
improving sidewalks and
bike lanes
Results are based on two-sided tests assuming equal variances with significance level 0.05. For each significant pair, the key of the smaller
category appears under the category with larger mean.
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Comparisons of Column Means&P

Quality of Life
Satisfaction
Satisfied  Dissatisfied
(A) (B)
50. Preserving open spaces
and native animal habitats
5P. Improving fire and
emergency medical
services
5Q. Improving local health

care and social services

5R. Improving crime
prevention and gang
prevention programs

5S. Improving the quality of
public education

5T. Preserving water supply

5U. Improving flood
protection
5V. Improving water quality
Results are based on two-sided tests assuming equal variances with significance level 0.05. For each significant pair, the key of the smaller
category appears under the category with larger mean.
a. Tests are adjusted for all pairwise comparisons within a row of each innermost subtable using the Bonferroni correction.

b. Cell counts in some subtables are not integers. They were rounded to the nearest integers before performing pairwise comparisons.
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Future Quality of Life
Stay about

Total Better Worse
the same

5A. Preventing the loss of

farm land to residential and 3.2 3.1 3.0 33

commercial development
. Improving air quality 35 3.5 3.4 3.6
. Reducing residential air 2.7 3.0 2.4 2.7
. Creating more high 34 BI5) 33 35
. Encouraging new 3.2 3.4 i 3.1
. Revitalizing older 33 33 3.1 33
. Creating more 3.1 3.2 3.0 3.0
. Developing a variety of 25 2.8 2.2 24

51. Expanding highways 3.0 3.1 2.8 3.0
. Reducing traffic 3.2 3.2 2.9 3.4
. Maintaining local streets 35 3.5 3.4 3.5
. Expanding local bus 2.9 3.0 2.6 28
. Improving public 2.9 3.1 2.8 28
. Maintaining and 3.0 3.2 2.8 2.9
. Preserving open spaces 3.1 3.1 2.8 3.2
. Improving fire and 3.3 3.4 3.1 3.3
. Improving local health 3.4 3.5 3.2 34
. Improving crime 3.6 3.5 35 3.6
. Improving the quality of 3.6 3.6 35 3.5
. Preserving water supply 3.6 3.6 3.6 3.6
. Improving flood 2.8 3.0 2.6 2.8
. Improving water quality 3.4 3.4 3.2 3.4
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Comparisons of Column Means&P

Future Quality of Life

Stay about
the same

(A) (B) (C)

Better Worse

5A. Preventing the loss of
farm land to residential and AB
commercial development
5B. Improving air quality
5C. Reducing residential air
pollution, such as BC B
wood-burning fireplaces
5D. Creating more high
paying jobs

5E. Encouraging new
businesses to relocate to
the County in order to
diversify the local economy
5F. Revitalizing older
neighborhoods and
business districts that are

BC

becoming rundown

5G. Creating more
affordable housing

BC

5H. Developing a variety of
housing options, including
apartments, townhomes
and condominiums
5. Expanding highways B
5J. Reducing traffic
congestion
5K. Maintaining local streets
and roads
5L. Expanding local bus
services
5M. Improving public
transportation to other BC
cities
5N. Maintaining and
improving sidewalks and BC
bike lanes
Results are based on two-sided tests assuming equal variances with significance level 0.05. For each significant pair, the key of the smaller
category appears under the category with larger mean.

BC
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Comparisons of Column Means&P

Future Quality of Life

Stay about
the same

(B) (C)

Better Worse

50. Preserving open spaces
and native animal habitats

5P. Improving fire and
emergency medical B B
services

5Q. Improving local health
care and social services
5R. Improving crime
prevention and gang
prevention programs

5S. Improving the quality of
public education

5T. Preserving water supply

5U. Improving flood
protection

5V. Improving water quality B B

Results are based on two-sided tests assuming equal variances with significance level 0.05. For each significant pair, the key of the smaller
category appears under the category with larger mean.

a. Tests are adjusted for all pairwise comparisons within a row of each innermost subtable using the Bonferroni correction.
b. Cell counts in some subtables are not integers. They were rounded to the nearest integers before performing pairwise comparisons.

BC

Female

6.The Total 614

population of

Kern County is f " 97

expected to Ciiine EEEEN velemse 17.0% 15.8% 18.1%
grow . . 13 6 7
5|gn!f|cant|y Farming and agriculture 1.0% 9% 1.2%
within the next 54 26 28
20 years. With Healthcare/hospitals

this in mind, 4.5% 4.3% 4.8%
what do you Improved public 62 35 28
think is the transportation 5.2% 5.6% 4.8%
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Gender
Male Female
Natural resources 19 25
(outdoor recreation, 3.1% 4.3%
Open space between 3 2
cities (NOT PARKS) 4% 4%
. . 137 100
Quality of jobs 22.3% 17.1%
Sense of communit: & &
y 2.4% 3.3%
92 70
6. The Streets, roads, freeways
population of 15.0% 11.9%
Kern County is  Unique attractions (parks, 10 21
expected to restaurants, shopping, 1.6% 3.5%
grow 34 14
significantly Water resources 5.6% 2.4%
within the next 74 51
20 years. With Well-planned growth
this in mind, - - 12.0% 8.6%
what do you Environmental Issues (Air 56 76
think is the pollution, contamination) 9.1% 13.0%
single, most Housin 29 36
important issue 9 4.7% 6.2%
for the future of Economic 27 17
Kern County?  stability/Inflation/Lower 4.4% 2.8%
Education (better schools, 57 74
more classrooms, funding J 9.4% 12.7%
lllegal immigration oo €
¢ g 1.6% 1.3%
12 9
Other 1.9% 1.6%
59 61
BIREY 9.6% 10.4%
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Comparisons of Column Proportions&b

6. The
population of
Kern County is
expected to
grow
significantly
within the next
20 years. With
this in mind,
what do you
think is the
single, most
important issue
for the future of
Kern County?

Crime rate/gang violence
Farming and agriculture
Healthcare/hospitals
Improved public
transportation

Natural resources
(outdoor recreation,
rivers, trees, wildlife)
Open space between
cities (NOT PARKS)
Quality of jobs

Sense of community
Streets, roads, freeways
Unique attractions (parks,
restaurants, shopping,
and museums)

Water resources
Well-planned growth
Environmental Issues (Air
pollution, contamination)
Housing

Economic
Stability/Inflation/Lower
Taxes

Education (better schools
more classrooms, funding
for public schools)

Illegal immigration
Other
DK/NA

Gender
Male Female
(A) (B)
B
A
B
A

Results are based on two-sided tests with significance level 0.05. For each significant pair, the key of the category with the smaller column
proportion appears under the category with the larger column proportion.

a. Tests are adjusted for all pairwise comparisons within a row of each innermost subtable using the Bonferroni correction.
b. Cell counts of some categories are not integers. They were rounded to the nearest integers before performing column proportions tests.

Page 73

6. The
population of
Kern County is
expected to
grow
significantly
within the next
20 years. With
this in mind,
what do you
think is the
single, most
important issue
for the future of
Kern County?

Total

Crime rate/gang violence
Farming and agriculture

Healthcare/hospitals

Improved public
transportation
Natural resources
(outdoor recreation,

Open space between
cities (NOT PARKS)

Quality of jobs
Sense of community

Streets, roads, freeways

Unique attractions (parks,
restaurants, shopping,

Water resources

Well-planned growth

Environmental Issues (Air
pollution, contamination)
Housing

Economic
Stability/Inflation/Lower

Education (better schools,
more classrooms, funding

lllegal immigration

Age
Total 18to 24 25t0 34 35to0 44 45 to 54 55 to 64 65 and over
1177 197 293 231 199 118 138
196 44 39 46 38 14 15
16.6% 22.2% 13.3% 19.8% 19.3% 11.5% 11.1%
12 0 2 3 4 2 1
1.0% 1% 5% 1.2% 1.9% 2.1% 9%
50 7 15 7 & 11 6
4.3% 3.3% 5.0% 3.1% 2.4% 9.2% 4.3%
61 8 8 18 9 9 9
5.2% 3.9% 2.7% 7.9% 4.3% 7.9% 6.6%
42 7 18 7 & 1 5
3.6% 3.3% 6.2% 3.1% 2.7% .5% 3.3%
5 1 1 1 0 0 1
4% .5% .5% .3% .0% 1% 1.1%
234 34 68 57 40 16 20
19.9% 17.0% 23.3% 24.5% 19.9% 13.6% 14.2%
32 5 10 B] & 3 6
2.7% 2.4% 3.5% 1.5% 2.6% 2.4% 4.2%
159 24 34 27 27 26 21
13.5% 12.3% 11.6% 11.5% 13.6% 22.2% 15.1%
29 0 15 8 2 & 2
2.5% .0% 5.0% 3.4% 9% 2.3% 1.7%
48 0 16 6 12 7 7
4.0% .0% 5.3% 2.7% 5.8% 5.9% 5.4%
119 16 20 21 27 18 18
10.1% 8.3% 6.7% 9.0% 13.4% 15.0% 13.2%
129 19 29 29 26 12 13
11.0% 9.4% 10.0% 12.7% 13.1% 10.2% 9.8%
65 16 13 13 9 6 8
5.5% 8.2% 4.5% 5.4% 4.4% 5.3% 5.9%
44 8 18 9 2 4 2
3.7% 4.0% 6.1% 4.0% 1.2% 3.8% 1.6%
128 20 41 23 20 13 9
10.9% 10.3% 14.0% 10.0% 10.2% 11.3% 6.8%
17 2 3 0 5 3 3
1.4% 1.2% 1.0% 1% 2.6% 2.9% 1.9%
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Age
18to 24 25to0 34 35to 44 45to 54 55to 64 65 and over
6. The

population of
Kern County is
expected to

Comparisons of Column ProportionsP:¢

Age

65 and

18to 24 25to 34 35to 44 45to0 54 55 to 64
over

(A) (B) (C) (D) (E)

Crime rate/gang violence
Farming and agriculture
Healthcare/hospitals
Improved public
transportation
6. The Natural resources
population of (outdoor recreation,
Kern County is  rivers, trees, wildlife)
expected to Open space between a
grow cities (NOT PARKS) .
significantly Quality of jobs
puthiplisined Sense of communit;
20 years. With Yy
this in mind, Streets, roads, freeways
what do you Unique attractions (parks,
think is the restaurants, shopping,
single, most and museums)
important issue  Water resources 2
fKO' th(e;futulre’)of Well-planned growth
€rn Lounty= Environmental Issues (Air
pollution, contamination)
Housing
Economic
Stability/Inflation/Lower
Taxes
Results are based on two-sided tests with significance level 0.05. For each significant pair, the key of the category with the smaller column
proportion appears under the category with the larger column proportion.

Page 75

Comparisons of Column ProportionsP:¢

Age
65 and
over

(A) (B) (C) (D) (E) (F)

18to 24 25to 34 35to 44 45 to 54 55to 64

& Ui Education (better schools,

more classrooms, funding
for public schools)

population of
Kern County is
expected to
grow lllegal immigration

significantly
within the next Cliiter
. DK/NA
Results are based on two-sided tests with significance level 0.05. For each significant pair, the key of the category with the smaller column
proportion appears under the category with the larger column proportion.

a. This category is not used in comparisons because its column proportion is equal to zero or one.
b. Tests are adjusted for all pairwise comparisons within a row of each innermost subtable using the Bonferroni correction.
c. Cell counts of some categories are not integers. They were rounded to the nearest integers before performing column proportions tests.

Length of Residence

Less than PG YEEITS 0 More than
less than ten

five years years ten years
6. The Total
population of
Kern County is  crime rate/gang violence
expected to
grow
significantly
within the next
20 years. With Healthcare/hospitals
this in mind, -
what do you Improved public
think is the transportation
single, most Natural resources
important issue (outdoor recreation,

for the future of  Open space between
Kern County? cities (NOT PARKS)

Farming and agriculture
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Length of Residence

Five years to

More than
less than ten

Less than

five years ten years
years
. . 30 173
Quality of jobs 17.8% 19.2%
. 34 3 3 27
Sense of community 2.8% 1.7% 2.1% 3.0%
162 12 14 136
Streets, roads, freeways 13.5% 7.9% 10.7% 15.1%
6. The Unique attractions _(parks, 30 6 4 20
population of restaurants, shopping, 2.5% 3.6% 3.3% 2.2%
Kern County is 48 20 3 26
expectedto U aterresources 4.0% 11.6% 2.3% 2.8%
grow 125 15 14 5}
significantly  Well-planned growth 10.4% 8.9% 11.1% 10.6%
\év(';;g;:gevsml Environmental Issues (Air 132 17 10 105
{137 i el pollution, contamination) 11é(5)% 10,82% 7.‘7‘% 11;2%
what do you i
il 5 e Housing 5.4% 4.9% 3.3% 5.9%
single, most Economic 44 8 1 36
important issue  Stability/Inflation/Lower 3.7% 4.5% 5% 4.0%
for the future of  Education (better schools, 132 23 20 88
Kern County?  more classrooms, funding 11.0% 13.6% 15.5% 9.8%
lllegal immigration & g = 2
1.5% 3% 3.5% 1.4%
21 6 5 10
Other 1.7% 3.5% 3.9% 11%
120 18 15 88
BIENA 10.0% 10.3% 11.4% 9.7%
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Comparisons of Column ProportionsP:¢

Length of Residence
Five years
Less than to less More than
five years than ten ten years
years
(A) (B) (©)
Crime rate/gang violence
Farming and agriculture
Healthcare/hospitals
Improved public
transportation
Natural resources
(outdoor recreation,
rivers, trees, wildlife)
Open space between
6.The cities (NOT PARKS)
population of Quality of jobs

Kern County is S : )
expected to ense of community

grow Streets, roads, freeways
significantly Unique attractions (parks,
within the next  restaurants, shopping,

20 years. With and museums)

this in mind, Water resources

what do you

think is the Well-planned growth

single, most Envirqnmental Issues (Air

important issue pollut.lon, contamination)

for the future of Housing

Kern County? Economic
Stability/Inflation/Lower
Taxes

Education (better schools,
more classrooms, funding
for public schools)

lllegal immigration
Other
DK/NA

Results are based on two-sided tests with significance level 0.05. For each significant pair, the key of the category with the smaller column
proportion appears under the category with the larger column proportion.

a. This category is not used in comparisons because its column proportion is equal to zero or one.
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Comparisons of Column ProportionsP:¢
Results are based on two-sided tests with significance level 0.05. For each significant pair, the key of the category with the smaller column
proportion appears under the category with the larger column proportion.
b. Tests are adjusted for all pairwise comparisons within a row of each innermost subtable using the Bonferroni correction.
c. Cell counts of some categories are not integers. They were rounded to the nearest integers before performing column proportions tests.
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Ethnicity
Caucasian/ Latino(a)/
il White Hispar(m): Gl
Total 1170 489 538 144
Crime rate/gang violence 58 g G 25
17.0% 17.4% 16.4% 17.7%
Farming and agriculture & g g g
1.1% 1.7% .5% 1.0%
. 51 17 29 5
Healthcare/hospitals 4.4% 3.5% 5.4% 3.6%
Improved public 61 27 22 12
transportation 5.2% 5.5% 4.2% 8.6%
Natural resources 43 19 22 2
% i (outdoor recreation, 3.7% 3.9% 4.1% 1.5%
population of Qpen space between 5 3 2 0
Kern County is  Cities (NOT PARKS) A% 6% .3% .0%
expected to . . 232 73 133 26
grow EIR I 19.8% 14.9% 24.7% 17.8%
significantly i 32 11 15 6
\év(i)thin thevc-etzt Sense of community 2.8% 2.9% 2.9% 4.2%
) years. Wi 155 67 63 25
wilws;;n“.:jgl;/r:)% Streets, roads, freeways 13.00% 13.7% 11.6% 17.5%
think is the Unique attractions (parks, 29 9 13 7
single, most restaurants, shopping, 2.5% 1.9% 2.3% 5.1%
important issue LT FESEUEES 48 22 15 11
for the future of 4.1% 4.4% 2.9% 7.3%
N it Well-planned growth i 25 & B
10.3% 11.5% 9.8% 8.3%
Environmental Issues (Air 128 53 69 6
pollution, contamination) 10.9% 10.9% 12.8% 4.3%
Housing o2 22 & g
5.4% 4.6% 6.7% 3.2%
Economic 43 13 20 11
Stability/Inflation/Lower 3.7% 2.6% 3.7% 7.5%
Education (better schools, 128 44 63 20
more classrooms, funding 10.9% 9.0% 11.8% 13.8%
lllegal immigration & 5 2 2
1.5% 2.7% .5% 1.1%
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Ethnicity
Caucasian/ Latino(a)/
White Hispanic

6. The
population of
Kern County is
expected to DK/NA

Other

Comparisons of Column ProportionsP:¢

Ethnicity
Caucasian/ Latino(a)/
White Hispanic
(A) (B)
Crime rate/gang violence
Farming and agriculture
Healthcare/hospitals
Improved public
transportation
6. The Natural resources
population of (outdoor recreation,
Kern County is  rivers, trees, wildlife)
expected to Open space between
grow cities (NOT PARKS)
significantly Quality of jobs
within the next s ¢ it
20 years. With ense of community
this in mind, Streets, roads, freeways
what do you Unique attractions (parks,
think is the restaurants, shopping,
single, most and museums)
important issue \Water resources
for the future of  \yeji-planned growth
Kern County? . .
Environmental Issues (Air
pollution, contamination)
Housing
Economic
Stability/Inflation/Lower
Taxes

Results are based on two-sided tests with significance level 0.05. For each significant pair, the key of the category with the smaller column
proportion appears under the category with the larger column proportion.
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Comparisons of Column ProportionsP:¢

Ethnicity
Caucasian/ Latino(a)/
White Hispanic
(A) (B)
6. The
population of
Kern County is
expected to
grow lllegal immigration
5|gn!flcantly Other
within the next
20 vears With DK/NA
Results are based on two-sided tests with significance level 0.05. For each significant pair, the key of the category with the smaller column
proportion appears under the category with the larger column proportion.
a. This category is not used in comparisons because its column proportion is equal to zero or one.
b. Tests are adjusted for all pairwise comparisons within a row of each innermost subtable using the Bonferroni correction.

c. Cell counts of some categories are not integers. They were rounded to the nearest integers before performing column proportions tests.

Education (better schools,
more classrooms, funding
for public schools)

Homeownership

Rent

Total 401

6. The 90
opulation of i i

Ee?n County s Crime rate/gang violence 17.1% 22.4% 14.3%
expected to q q 12 3 9
grow Farming and agriculture 1.0% 7% 1.2%
significantly X 51 23 27
within the next Healthcare/hospitals 4.3% 5.9% 3506
tzr?igi?rriir\ﬁlth Improved public 59 11 48
what do you transportatlon- 5.1% 2.8% 6.2%
think is the Natural resources 43 14 29
single, most (outdoor recreation, 3.7% 3.4% 3.8%
important issue Open space between G 0 3
for the future of cities (NOT PARKS) 3% .0% 4%
Kern County? . . 235 100 135

Quality of jobs 20.1% 24.8% 17.6%
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Homeownership

Rent Own
Sense of communit; & 2
v 2.9% 2.7%
38 120
Streets, roads, freeways 9.5% 15.6%
Unique attractions (parks, 4 24
6. The restaurants, shopping, 1107% 322;/0
population of  \water resources
Kern County is 4.3% 3.8%
expected to 34 86
grow Well-planned growth 8.4% 11.2%
significantly Environmental Issues (Air 44 83
within the next  ,5)1ytion, contamination) 10.9% 10.7%
20 years. With 31 23
this in mind, Housing
what do you : 7.7% 4.3%
think is the Economic 13 28
single, most Stability/Inflation/Lower 3.2% 3.6%
important issue  Education (better schools, 35 88
for the future of more classrooms, funding 1 8.9% 11.5%
Kern County? . ) ) 0 17
lllegal immigration 1% 2.9%
9 11
Other 2.3% 1.5%
29 89
L 7.2% 11.6%
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Comparisons of Column Proportionsab

Homeownership

Rent Own
(A) (B)
Crime rate/gang violence B
Farming and agriculture
Healthcare/hospitals
Improved public
. : A
transportation
Natural resources
(outdoor recreation,
rivers, trees, wildlife)
Open space between
6. Thfle on of cities (NOT PARKS)
[EOPUENEN @ uality of job B
Kern County is Q y? 1obs .
expected to Sense of community
grow Streets, roads, freeways A
significantly Unique attractions (parks,
within the next  restaurants, shopping, A

20 years. With and museums)
this in mind, Water resources

what do you

think is the Well-planned growth

single, most Envirqnmental Issues (Air
important issue pollution, contamination)
for the future of Housing B
Kern County? Economic
Stability/Inflation/Lower
Taxes

Education (better schools,
more classrooms, funding
for public schools)

lllegal immigration A
Other
DK/NA A

Results are based on two-sided tests with significance level 0.05. For each significant pair, the key of the category with the smaller column
proportion appears under the category with the larger column proportion.

a. Tests are adjusted for all pairwise comparisons within a row of each innermost subtable using the Bonferroni correction.

b. Cell counts of some categories are not integers. They were rounded to the nearest integers before performing column proportions tests.
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Income
$20,000 to $40,000 to

Less than less than less than More than
$20,000 $40,000 $80,000 $80,000
Total 320 243
X X 59 34
CLREEEQEEE ), 5, 22.5% 16.1% 18.5% 13.8%
Farming and agriculture e 2 2 g 2
1.0% 8% .6% 1.8% 1.0%
. 45 17 13 7 7
Healthcare/hospitals 4.2% 8.4% 4.4% 2.3% 3.0%
Improved public 54 10 9 26 8
transportation 5.0% 5.1% 2.9% 8.2% 3.4%
6. The Natural resources 40 7 12 11 10
population of (outdoor recreation, 3.7% 3.6% 3.8% 3.5% 4.2%
Kern County is  Open space between 3 1 1 2 0
expected to cities (NOT PARKS) 3% 3% 2% % 1%
grow . . 220 60 49 66 45
significantly ~ Quality of jobs 20.6% 29.7% 16.0% 20.7% 18.5%
within the next = : . 27 8 5 8 6
tzrﬁé/?:r;.ir\]/\é{th ense of community 21‘510;) 35;-% 1-28;/0 24580/0 2?(;%
HIECOSO0 - SICE, (e, (Y 13.9% 10.5% 9.5% 14.9% 20.7%
single, most Unique attractions (parks, 25 7 4 11 3
important issue restaurants, shopping, 2.4% 3.6% 1.2% 3.6% 1.2%
for the future of 42 6 13 11 11
Kern County? ~ Water resources 3.9% 3.1% 4.4% 3.3% 4.6%
108 14 27 38 29
e 10.1% 6.7% 8.9% 11.8% 12.0%
Environmental Issues (Air 116 17 33 40 26
pollution, contamination) 10.9% 8.4% 10.8% 12.5% 10.8%
Housing 58 14 28 9 7
5.4% 6.8% 9.3% 2.7% 2.9%
Economic 41 5 20 11 6
Stability/Inflation/Lower 3.8% 2.4% 6.4% 3.3% 2.3%
Education (better schools, 121 17 34 45 26
more classrooms, funding 11.3% 8.2% 11.0% 14.0% 10.6%
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Income
$20,000t0  $40,000t0 oo
less than less than $80,000
$40,000 $80,000 ’

6. The . . .
lllegal immigration

population of
Kern County is
expected to Other
grow

significantly DK/NA
within the next

Comparisons of Column Proportionsap

Income

Less than  $20.000to  $40,000 to
$20,000 less th less than
' $40,000 $80,000

(A) (B) (D)

More than
$80,000

Crime rate/gang violence
Farming and agriculture
Healthcare/hospitals (03
Improved public
6. The traFr]msporta’:ion E
ﬁz?ﬁlggﬁztgfis Natural resources
expected to (putdoor recreation,
grow rivers, trees, wildlife)
significantly Open space between
within the next  cities (NOT PARKS)
20 years. With Quality of jobs BD
this in mind, Sense of community
what do you Streets, roads, freeways AB
LT:;;'T;SIELZ[ Unique attractions (parks,
inwporfant issue restaurants, shopping,
for the future of andimuseiums)
Kern County? Water resources
Well-planned growth
Environmental Issues (Air
pollution, contamination)
Housing CD
Results are based on two-sided tests with significance level 0.05. For each significant pair, the key of the category with the smaller column
proportion appears under the category with the larger column proportion.
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Comparisons of Column Proportionsab

Income

Less than fig’sothalr? ?gg’soto:alno More than
ey $40,000 $80,000 SEDEE

(A) (B) (C)

(D)

6. The Economic
population of Stability/Inflation/Lower
Kern County is  Taxes

expected to X
grow Education (better schools,

significantly more classrooms, funding
within the next  for public schools)

20 years. With . n .
716 (i i), lllegal immigration A

what do you Other
think is the DK/NA

Results are based on two-sided tests with significance level 0.05. For each significant pair, the key of the category with the smaller column
proportion appears under the category with the larger column proportion.

a. Tests are adjusted for all pairwise comparisons within a row of each innermost subtable using the Bonferroni correction.
b. Cell counts of some categories are not integers. They were rounded to the nearest integers before performing column proportions tests.

Quality of Life Satisfaction
Total Satisfied  Dissatisfied

6. The Total

population of

Kern County is  crime rate/gang violence
expected to
grow
significantly

Farming and agriculture

within the next
20 years. With Healthcare/hospitals

this in mind, ]
what do you Improve_d p‘ubllc
think is the transportation
single, most Natural resources
important issue (outdoor recreation,
for the future of  Open space between
Kern County? cities (NOT PARKS)
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Quality of Life Satisfaction

Total Satisfied  Dissatisfied
. . 237 180 56
QUETiy Gif[jehs 20.0% 19.1% 23.6%
Sense of communit; B2 2 oo
Y 2.8% 2.5% 4.1%
Streets, roads, freeways o0 RS =3
: 0 4 13.5% 13.3% 14.6%
6. The Unique attractions (parks, 30 16 14
population of  restaurants, shopping, 2.5% 1.7% 6.0%
Kern County is 48 42 6
expected to WEEY (ESOUeEs 4.0% 4.4% 2.5%
grow ) 122 94 28
Sigﬁ?ﬁcﬁmly Well-planned growth 10.3% 10.0% 11.6%
\évcl)t eler;rts ev\r;ﬁﬁt Environmental Issues (Air 132 99 58
thisyin m.ind pollution, contamination) 11.1% 10.5% 13.7%
what do you Housin 63 55 8
think is the ¢ 5.3% 5.8% 3.4%
single, most Economic 42 37 5
important issue  Stability/Inflation/Lower 3.6% 3.9% 2.1%
for the future of  Education (better schools, 130 101 29
Kern County?  more classrooms, funding 11.0% 10.7% 12.0%
lllegal immigration 17 co 2
9 9 1.5% 1.6% 8%
21 18 3
CHET 1.7% 1.9% 1.3%
118 106 12
ERT 10.0% 11.2% 5.0%
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Comparisons of Column ProportionsP:¢

Quality of Life
Satisfaction

Satisfied  Dissatisfied

(A) (B)
Crime rate/gang violence
Farming and agriculture
Healthcare/hospitals
Improved public
transportation
Natural resources
(outdoor recreation, B
rivers, trees, wildlife)
Open space between a
6. Thfls on of cities (NOT PARKS) :
[epuEem @ uality of jobs
Kern County is g V f J .
expected to ense of community
grow Streets, roads, freeways
significantly Unique attractions (parks,
within the next  restaurants, shopping, A
20 years. With and museums)
thrlf |r:jm|nd, Water resources
whatidolyou Well-plann rowth
think is the Ee.pa ed?lo ! Ai
single, most nvironmental Issues (Air
important issue poIIut.lon, contamination)
for the future of Housing
Kern County? Economic
Stability/Inflation/Lower
Taxes
Education (better schools,
more classrooms, funding
for public schools)
lllegal immigration
Other
DK/NA B

Results are based on two-sided tests with significance level 0.05. For each significant pair, the key of the category with the smaller column
proportion appears under the category with the larger column proportion.

a. This category is not used in comparisons because its column proportion is equal to zero or one.
b. Tests are adjusted for all pairwise comparisons within a row of each innermost subtable using the Bonferroni correction.
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Comparisons of Column ProportionsP:¢

Results are based on two-sided tests with significance level 0.05. For each significant pair, the key of the category with the smaller column
proportion appears under the category with the larger column proportion.

c. Cell counts of some categories are not integers. They were rounded to the nearest integers before performing column proportions tests.
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6. The
population of
Kern County is
expected to
grow
significantly

within the next
20 years. With
this in mind,
what do you
think is the
single, most
important issue
for the future of
Kern County?

Total
Crime rate/gang violence
Farming and agriculture

Healthcare/hospitals

Improved public
transportation
Natural resources
(outdoor recreation,

Open space between
cities (NOT PARKS)

Quality of jobs
Sense of community

Streets, roads, freeways

Unique attractions (parks,
restaurants, shopping,

Water resources

Well-planned growth

Environmental Issues (Air
pollution, contamination)
Housing

Economic
Stability/Inflation/Lower

Education (better schools,
more classrooms, funding

lllegal immigration

Future Quality of Life
Stay about

Total Better Worse
the same
1150 439 226 485
194 59 29 105
16.9% 13.5% 13.0% 21.7%
12 4 2 6
1.1% 9% .9% 1.3%
53 26 6 22
4.6% 5.8% 2.5% 4.5%
60 21 12 27
5.2% 4.8% 5.2% 5.6%
42 14 5 23
3.7% 3.2% 2.2% 4.7%
5 & 0 2
4% .6% 2% 4%
228 118 43 68
19.9% 26.9% 18.8% 13.9%
33 12 7 14
2.8% 2.8% 3.0% 2.8%
160 53 35 72
13.9% 12.1% 15.4% 14.9%
30 12 2 16
2.6% 2.8% .8% 3.4%
47 22 8 17
4.1% 5.0% 3.8% 3.4%
119 52 17 50
10.4% 11.8% 7.6% 10.4%
127 46 20 60
11.0% 10.6% 8.9% 12.5%
62 30 7 26
5.4% 6.7% 2.9% 5.3%
41 14 9 18
3.6% 3.2% 3.9% 3.8%
130 56 22 52
11.3% 12.8% 9.9% 10.6%
17 5 4 8
1.5% 1.1% 2.0% 1.7%
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6. The
population of
Kern County is
expected to

Other

DK/NA

Future Quality of Life

Stay about

S the same
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Comparisons of Column ProportionsaP

Future Quality of Life

Better Sy ool Worse
the same
(A) (B) (©)
Crime rate/gang violence AB
Farming and agriculture
Healthcare/hospitals
Improved public
transportation
Natural resources
(outdoor recreation,
rivers, trees, wildlife)
Open space between
6. Thfls on of cities (NOT PARKS)
EEUEIEN @ uality of jobs c
Kern County is (SQ V f J .
expected to ense of community
grow Streets, roads, freeways
significantly Unique attractions (parks,
within the next  restaurants, shopping,
20 years. With and museums)
thrlf ”:j"“ndx Water resources
what do you Well-pl h
think is the E © . s ?rlOWt Ai
single, most nvironmental Issues (Air
important issue poIIut.lon, contamination)
for the future of Housing
Kern County? Economic
Stability/Inflation/Lower
Taxes
Education (better schools,
more classrooms, funding
for public schools)
lllegal immigration
Other
DK/NA C C

Results are based on two-sided tests with significance level 0.05. For each significant pair, the key of the category with the smaller column
proportion appears under the category with the larger column proportion.

a. Tests are adjusted for all pairwise comparisons within a row of each innermost subtable using the Bonferroni correction.
b. Cell counts of some categories are not integers. They were rounded to the nearest integers before performing column proportions tests.
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Gender
Total Male Female

7A. Preserving farm lands
and open space and
managing urban growth

7B. Improving air quality
7C. Improving local flood
7D. Reducing traffic

7E. Supporting new

7F. Improving housing
7G. Improving services,
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Comparisons of Column Means&P

Gender
Male Female

(A) (B)

7A. Preserving farm lands
and open space and B
managing urban growth
7B. Improving air quality B
7C. Improving local flood
protection, water supply, B
and water quality
7D. Reducing traffic
congestion and improving
public transportation
7E. Supporting new
businesses and industries,
education programs and
job opportunities
7F. Improving housing
affordability and
encouraging the
development of more
housing options
7G. Improving services,
such as police and fire
services and local B
healthcare and social
services
Results are based on two-sided tests assuming equal variances with significance level 0.05. For each significant pair, the key of the smaller
category appears under the category with larger mean.
a. Tests are adjusted for all pairwise comparisons within a row of each innermost subtable using the Bonferroni correction.

b. Cell counts in some subtables are not integers. They were rounded to the nearest integers before performing pairwise comparisons.
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Age
Total 18to 24 25to 34 35to 44 45 to 54 55to 64 65 and over
7A. Preserving farm lands
and open space and
managing urban growth

7B. Improving air quality
7C. Improving local flood
7D. Reducing traffic

7E. Supporting new

7F. Improving housing
7G. Improving services,
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Comparisons of Column Means&P

Age
18to 24 25to 34 35to 44 45 to 54 55 to 64
(A) (B) (©) (D) (E)

65 and
over

(F)

7A. Preserving farm lands
and open space and
managing urban growth
7B. Improving air quality
7C. Improving local flood
protection, water supply,
and water quality
7D. Reducing traffic
congestion and improving DE E
public transportation
7E. Supporting new
businesses and industries,
education programs and
job opportunities
7F. Improving housing
affordability and
encouraging the
development of more
housing options
7G. Improving services,
such as police and fire
services and local
healthcare and social
services

Results are based on two-sided tests assuming equal variances with significance level 0.05. For each significant pair, the key of the smaller

category appears under the category with larger mean.

a. Tests are adjusted for all pairwise comparisons within a row of each innermost subtable using the Bonferroni correction.

b. Cell counts in some subtables are not integers. They were rounded to the nearest integers before performing pairwise comparisons.
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Length of Residence

Less than IFe:\s/se %/I"?:rzst;g More than
five years ten years
years

Total

7A. Preserving farm lands
and open space and
managing urban growth

7B. Improving air quality
7C. Improving local flood
7D. Reducing traffic

7E. Supporting new

7F. Improving housing
7G. Improving services,

Page 98




Comparisons of Column Means2P

Length of Residence
Five years
Less than to less More than
five years than ten ten years
years
(A) (B) (©)
7A. Preserving farm lands
and open space and
managing urban growth
7B. Improving air quality
7C. Improving local flood
protection, water supply,
and water quality
7D. Reducing traffic
congestion and improving
public transportation
7E. Supporting new
businesses and industries,
education programs and
job opportunities
7F. Improving housing
affordability and
encouraging the
development of more
housing options
7G. Improving services,
such as police and fire
services and local
healthcare and social
services
Results are based on two-sided tests assuming equal variances with significance level 0.05. For each significant pair, the key of the smaller
category appears under the category with larger mean.
a. Tests are adjusted for all pairwise comparisons within a row of each innermost subtable using the Bonferroni correction.

b. Cell counts in some subtables are not integers. They were rounded to the nearest integers before performing pairwise comparisons.
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Ethnicity

Caucasian/ Latino(a)/
White Hispanic

7A. Preserving farm lands
and open space and -5 -5 =15 =15
managing urban growth
7B. Improving air quality -.6 -5 -.6 =7
7C. Improving local flood -5 -4 -5 -5
7D. Reducing traffic -.6 -.6 -5 -.6
7E. Supporting new -.6 -5 -6 =7
7F. Improving housing -3 -2 -4 =5
7G. Improving services, -4 -4 -4 -5
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Comparisons of Column Means2P

Ethnicity
Caucasian/ Latino(a)/
White Hispanic

(A) (B)

7A. Preserving farm lands
and open space and
managing urban growth
7B. Improving air quality
7C. Improving local flood
protection, water supply,
and water quality
7D. Reducing traffic
congestion and improving
public transportation
7E. Supporting new
businesses and industries,
education programs and
job opportunities
7F. Improving housing
affordability and
encouraging the
development of more
housing options
7G. Improving services,
such as police and fire
services and local
healthcare and social
services

Results are based on two-sided tests assuming equal variances with significance level 0.05. For each significant pair, the key of the smaller

category appears under the category with larger mean.

a. Tests are adjusted for all pairwise comparisons within a row of each innermost subtable using the Bonferroni correction.

b. Cell counts in some subtables are not integers. They were rounded to the nearest integers before performing pairwise comparisons.
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Homeownership
Rent
7A. Preserving farm lands
and open space and
managing urban growth

7B. Improving air quality
7C. Improving local flood
7D. Reducing traffic

7E. Supporting new

7F. Improving housing
7G. Improving services,
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Comparisons of Column Means&P

Homeownership
Rent Oown

(A) (B)

7A. Preserving farm lands
and open space and
managing urban growth
7B. Improving air quality
7C. Improving local flood
protection, water supply,
and water quality
7D. Reducing traffic
congestion and improving B
public transportation
7E. Supporting new
businesses and industries,
education programs and
job opportunities
7F. Improving housing
affordability and
encouraging the A
development of more
housing options
7G. Improving services,
such as police and fire
services and local
healthcare and social
services

Results are based on two-sided tests assuming equal variances with significance level 0.05. For each significant pair, the key of the smaller

category appears under the category with larger mean.

a. Tests are adjusted for all pairwise comparisons within a row of each innermost subtable using the Bonferroni correction.

b. Cell counts in some subtables are not integers. They were rounded to the nearest integers before performing pairwise comparisons.
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Income

Total

7A. Preserving farm lands
and open space and
managing urban growth

Less than
$20,000

$20,000 to
less than
$40,000

$40,000 to
less than
$80,000

More than
$80,000

7B. Improving air quality

7C. Improving local flood

7D. Reducing traffic

7E. Supporting new

7F. Improving housing

7G. Improving services,
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Comparisons of Column Means&P

Income
Less than $20,000to  $40,000 to More than

less than less than
SEET $40,000 $80,000 R
(D)

(A) (B) (€)

7A. Preserving farm lands
and open space and
managing urban growth
7B. Improving air quality
7C. Improving local flood
protection, water supply,
and water quality
7D. Reducing traffic
congestion and improving BD
public transportation
7E. Supporting new
businesses and industries,
education programs and
job opportunities
7F. Improving housing
affordability and
encouraging the AB AB
development of more
housing options
7G. Improving services,
such as police and fire
services and local
healthcare and social
services
Results are based on two-sided tests assuming equal variances with significance level 0.05. For each significant pair, the key of the smaller
category appears under the category with larger mean.
a. Tests are adjusted for all pairwise comparisons within a row of each innermost subtable using the Bonferroni correction.

b. Cell counts in some subtables are not integers. They were rounded to the nearest integers before performing pairwise comparisons.
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Quality of Life Satisfaction
Total Satisfied  Dissatisfied

7A. Preserving farm lands
and open space and
managing urban growth

7B. Improving air quality
7C. Improving local flood
7D. Reducing traffic

7E. Supporting new

7F. Improving housing
7G. Improving services,
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Comparisons of Column Means2P

Quality of Life
Satisfaction
Satisfied  Dissatisfied
(A) (B)
7A. Preserving farm lands
and open space and
managing urban growth
7B. Improving air quality
7C. Improving local flood
protection, water supply,
and water quality
7D. Reducing traffic
congestion and improving
public transportation
7E. Supporting new
businesses and industries,
education programs and
job opportunities
7F. Improving housing
affordability and
encouraging the
development of more
housing options
7G. Improving services,
such as police and fire
services and local
healthcare and social
services
Results are based on two-sided tests assuming equal variances with significance level 0.05. For each significant pair, the key of the smaller
category appears under the category with larger mean.
a. Tests are adjusted for all pairwise comparisons within a row of each innermost subtable using the Bonferroni correction.

b. Cell counts in some subtables are not integers. They were rounded to the nearest integers before performing pairwise comparisons.
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Future Quality of Life

Stay about

e the same

Worse

7A. Preserving farm lands
and open space and
managing urban growth

7B. Improving air quality
7C. Improving local flood
7D. Reducing traffic

7E. Supporting new

7F. Improving housing
7G. Improving services,
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Comparisons of Column Means2P

Future Quality of Life

Stay about
the same

(A) (B) (©)

Better Worse

7A. Preserving farm lands
and open space and C (¢
managing urban growth
7B. Improving air quality C
7C. Improving local flood
protection, water supply, C C
and water quality
7D. Reducing traffic
congestion and improving C
public transportation
7E. Supporting new
businesses and industries,
education programs and
job opportunities
7F. Improving housing
affordability and
encouraging the A
development of more
housing options
7G. Improving services,
such as police and fire
services and local Cc
healthcare and social
services

Results are based on two-sided tests assuming equal variances with significance level 0.05. For each significant pair, the key of the smaller

category appears under the category with larger mean.

a. Tests are adjusted for all pairwise comparisons within a row of each innermost subtable using the Bonferroni correction.

b. Cell counts in some subtables are not integers. They were rounded to the nearest integers before performing pairwise comparisons.
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Gender
Total Male Female

8A. on farm and agricultural
land in the Central Valley

8B. near military

8C. of single-family homes
8D. of apartments and

8E. in existing business and
8F. on open spaces around

Comparisons of Column Means2P

Gender
Male Female

(A) (B)

8A. on farm and agricultural
land in the Central Valley
8B. near military
installations and flight B
paths in the desert region
8C. of single-family homes
in existing residential
neighborhoods
8D. of apartments and
condominiums in existing
residential neighborhoods
8E. in existing business and
industrial areas
8F. on open spaces around
cities and towns
Results are based on two-sided tests assuming equal variances with significance level 0.05. For each significant pair, the key of the smaller
category appears under the category with larger mean.
a. Tests are adjusted for all pairwise comparisons within a row of each innermost subtable using the Bonferroni correction.

b. Cell counts in some subtables are not integers. They were rounded to the nearest integers before performing pairwise comparisons.
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Age
18to 24 25to0 34 35to 44 45to 54 55to 64 65 and over

8A. on farm and agricultural
land in the Central Valley

8B. near military

8C. of single-family homes
8D. of apartments and

8E. in existing business and
8F. on open spaces around

Comparisons of Column Means®P

Age

4510 54
(D)

55 to 64
(E)

18to 24 25to 34 35to 44

(A) (B) (C)
DEF F

8A. on farm and agricultural
land in the Central Valley
8B. near military
installations and flight D D
paths in the desert region
8C. of single-family homes
in existing residential
neighborhoods
8D. of apartments and
condominiums in existing BCDEF DEF
residential neighborhoods
8E. in existing business and
industrial areas
8F. on open spaces around
cities and towns
Results are based on two-sided tests assuming equal variances with significance level 0.05. For each significant pair, the key of the smaller
category appears under the category with larger mean.
a. Tests are adjusted for all pairwise comparisons within a row of each innermost subtable using the Bonferroni correction.

£

b. Cell counts in some subtables are not integers. They were rounded to the nearest integers before performing pairwise comparisons.
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Length of Residence

Less than IFVE YEEIS 0 More th
less than ten

five years ten years
years

8A. on farm and agricultural
land in the Central Valley

8B. near military

8C. of single-family homes
8D. of apartments and

8E. in existing business and
8F. on open spaces around

Comparisons of Column Means&P

Length of Residence
Five years
Less than to less More than
five years than ten ten years
years
(A) (B) (C)
8A. on farm and agricultural
land in the Central Valley
8B. near military
installations and flight
paths in the desert region
8C. of single-family homes
in existing residential
neighborhoods
8D. of apartments and
condominiums in existing
residential neighborhoods
8E. in existing business and
industrial areas
8F. on open spaces around
cities and towns
Results are based on two-sided tests assuming equal variances with significance level 0.05. For each significant pair, the key of the smaller
category appears under the category with larger mean.
a. Tests are adjusted for all pairwise comparisons within a row of each innermost subtable using the Bonferroni correction.

b. Cell counts in some subtables are not integers. They were rounded to the nearest integers before performing pairwise comparisons.
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Ethnicity
Caucasian/ Latino(a)/
White Hispanic

8A. on farm and agricultural

land in th Centra?\/alley ) =8 =l e
8B. near military .0 1 1 -5
8C. of single-family homes 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0
8D. of apartments and 1 -1 .2 =10
8E. in existing business and 2 2 3 -1
8F. on open spaces around 4 3 5 5

Comparisons of Column Means&P

Ethnicity
Caucasian/ Latino(a)/
White Hispanic
(A) (B) (C)
8A. on farm and agricultural A
land in the Central Valley
8B. near military
installations and flight (03 (03
paths in the desert region
8C. of single-family homes
in existing residential
neighborhoods
8D. of apartments and
condominiums in existing A
residential neighborhoods
8E. in existing business and c
industrial areas
8F. on open spaces around
cities and towns
Results are based on two-sided tests assuming equal variances with significance level 0.05. For each significant pair, the key of the smaller
category appears under the category with larger mean.
a. Tests are adjusted for all pairwise comparisons within a row of each innermost subtable using the Bonferroni correction.

b. Cell counts in some subtables are not integers. They were rounded to the nearest integers before performing pairwise comparisons.

Other
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Homeownership

8A. on farm and agricultural
land in the Central Valley

8B. near military

8C. of single-family homes
8D. of apartments and

8E. in existing business and
8F. on open spaces around

Comparisons of Column Means2P

Homeownership
Rent Own

(A) (B)

8A. on farm and agricultural
land in the Central Valley
8B. near military
installations and flight
paths in the desert region
8C. of single-family homes
in existing residential B
neighborhoods
8D. of apartments and
condominiums in existing B
residential neighborhoods
8E. in existing business and
industrial areas
8F. on open spaces around
cities and towns
Results are based on two-sided tests assuming equal variances with significance level 0.05. For each significant pair, the key of the smaller
category appears under the category with larger mean.
a. Tests are adjusted for all pairwise comparisons within a row of each innermost subtable using the Bonferroni correction.

b. Cell counts in some subtables are not integers. They were rounded to the nearest integers before performing pairwise comparisons.
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Income
$20,000 to
less than

$40,000

Less than
$20,000

8A. on farm and agricultural
land in the Central Valley

$40,000 to
less than
$80,000

More than
$80,000

8B. near military

8C. of single-family homes

8D. of apartments and

8E. in existing business and

8F. on open spaces around

Comparisons of Column MeansaP

Income
Less ham $20,000to  $40,000 to
$20,000 less than less than
' $40,000 $80,000
(A) (B) (©)
8A. on farm and agricultural
land in the Central Valley

8B. near military
installations and flight
paths in the desert region

8C. of single-family homes
in existing residential
neighborhoods

8D. of apartments and
condominiums in existing
residential neighborhoods
8E. in existing business and
industrial areas

8F. on open spaces around

cities and towns

More than
$80,000

(D)

Results are based on two-sided tests assuming equal variances with significance level 0.05. For each significant pair, the key of the smaller

category appears under the category with larger mean.

a. Tests are adjusted for all pairwise comparisons within a row of each innermost subtable using the Bonferroni correction.

b. Cell counts in some subtables are not integers. They were rounded to the nearest integers before performing pairwise comparisons.
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Quality of Life Satisfaction
Satisfied  Dissatisfied

8A. on farm and agricultural
land in the Central Valley

8B. near military

8C. of single-family homes

8D. of apartments and

8E. in existing business and

8F. on open spaces around

Comparisons of Column Means&P

Quality of Life
Satisfaction

Satisfied  Dissatisfied

(A) (B)

8A. on farm and agricultural
land in the Central Valley
8B. near military
installations and flight
paths in the desert region
8C. of single-family homes
in existing residential
neighborhoods

8D. of apartments and
condominiums in existing
residential neighborhoods
8E. in existing business and
industrial areas

8F. on open spaces around
cities and towns

category appears under the category with larger mean.

Results are based on two-sided tests assuming equal variances with significance level 0.05. For each significant pair, the key of the smaller

a. Tests are adjusted for all pairwise comparisons within a row of each innermost subtable using the Bonferroni correction.

b. Cell counts in some subtables are not integers. They were rounded to the nearest integers before performing pairwise comparisons.
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Future Quality of Life

Stay about

Total Better
the same

Worse

8A. on farm and agricultural
land in the Central Valley

8B. near military

8C. of single-family homes
8D. of apartments and

8E. in existing business and
8F. on open spaces around

Comparisons of Column Means&P

Future Quality of Life

Stay about
the same

(A) (B) (©)
BC

Better Worse

8A. on farm and agricultural
land in the Central Valley
8B. near military
installations and flight (03
paths in the desert region
8C. of single-family homes
in existing residential (03
neighborhoods
8D. of apartments and
condominiums in existing BC
residential neighborhoods
8E. in existing business and
industrial areas
8F. on open spaces around
cities and towns
Results are based on two-sided tests assuming equal variances with significance level 0.05. For each significant pair, the key of the smaller
category appears under the category with larger mean.
a. Tests are adjusted for all pairwise comparisons within a row of each innermost subtable using the Bonferroni correction.

b. Cell counts in some subtables are not integers. They were rounded to the nearest integers before performing pairwise comparisons.
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Gender
Total Male

9A. on farm and agricultural
land in the Central Valley

9B. near military

9C. in existing residential
9D. in existing business and
9E. on open spaces around

Comparisons of Column MeansaP

Gender
Male Female
(A) (B)
9A. on farm and agricultural
land in the Central Valley

9B. near military
installations and flight

paths in the desert region
9C. in existing residential
neighborhoods

9D. in existing business and
industrial areas

9E. on open spaces around
cities and towns

Results are based on two-sided tests assuming equal variances with significance level 0.05. For each significant pair, the key of the smaller
category appears under the category with larger mean.

a. Tests are adjusted for all pairwise comparisons within a row of each innermost subtable using the Bonferroni correction.
b. Cell counts in some subtables are not integers. They were rounded to the nearest integers before performing pairwise comparisons.

Age
Total 18to 24 25t0 34 35to 44 45 to 54 55 to 64 65 and over

9A. on farm and agricultural
land in the Central Valley

9B. near military

9C. in existing residential
9D. in existing business and
9E. on open spaces around
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Comparisons of Column Means&P

Age

65 and
over

(F)

18t024  25t034  35t044  45t054 551064
(A) (B) (©) (D) (E)

9A. on farm and agricultural
land in the Central Valley
9B. near military
installations and flight B
paths in the desert region
9C. in existing residential
neighborhoods
9D. in existing business and
industrial areas
9E. on open spaces around
cities and towns
Results are based on two-sided tests assuming equal variances with significance level 0.05. For each significant pair, the key of the smaller
category appears under the category with larger mean.
a. Tests are adjusted for all pairwise comparisons within a row of each innermost subtable using the Bonferroni correction.

DE DE DE

b. Cell counts in some subtables are not integers. They were rounded to the nearest integers before performing pairwise comparisons.

Length of Residence

Less than FNE YERYS 10 More than
less than ten

five years ten years
years

9A. on farm and agricultural

land in th Centra?\/alley s =9 i =0
9B. near military .2 1 A4 2
9C. in existing residential -1 2 1 =2
9D. in existing business and 1.0 1.1 1.0 1.0
9E. on open spaces around .5 5 .5 5
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Comparisons of Column Means&P

Length of Residence
Five years
Less than to less More than
five years than ten ten years
years
(A) (B)
9A. on farm and agricultural
land in the Central Valley
9B. near military
installations and flight
paths in the desert region
9C. in existing residential
neighborhoods
9D. in existing business and
industrial areas
9E. on open spaces around
cities and towns
Results are based on two-sided tests assuming equal variances with significance level 0.05. For each significant pair, the key of the smaller
category appears under the category with larger mean.
a. Tests are adjusted for all pairwise comparisons within a row of each innermost subtable using the Bonferroni correction.

b. Cell counts in some subtables are not integers. They were rounded to the nearest integers before performing pairwise comparisons.

Ethnicity
Caucasian/ Latino(a)/

Other

White Hispanic
9A. on farm and agricultural
land in the Centra?VaIIey D i =3 e
9B. near military 2 3 .2 -3
9C. in existing residential -1 -3 o2 -3
9D. in existing business and 1.0 11 .9 .9
9E. on open spaces around 5 4 6 4
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Comparisons of Column Means2P

Ethnicity
Caucasian/ Latino(a)/
White Hispanic

(A) (B)

9A. on farm and agricultural
land in the Central Valley
9B. near military
installations and flight
paths in the desert region
9C. in existing residential
neighborhoods
9D. in existing business and
industrial areas
9E. on open spaces around
cities and towns
Results are based on two-sided tests assuming equal variances with significance level 0.05. For each significant pair, the key of the smaller
category appears under the category with larger mean.
a. Tests are adjusted for all pairwise comparisons within a row of each innermost subtable using the Bonferroni correction.

b. Cell counts in some subtables are not integers. They were rounded to the nearest integers before performing pairwise comparisons.

Homeownership
Total

9A. on farm and agricultural
land in the Central Valley

9B. near military

9C. in existing residential
9D. in existing business and
9E. on open spaces around
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Comparisons of Column Means2P

Homeownership
Rent Own

(A) (B)

9A. on farm and agricultural

land in the Central Valley E
9B. near military

installations and flight

paths in the desert region

9C. in existing residential B

neighborhoods
9D. in existing business and
industrial areas

9E. on open spaces around
cities and towns

Results are based on two-sided tests assuming equal variances with significance level 0.05. For each significant pair, the key of the smaller
category appears under the category with larger mean.

a. Tests are adjusted for all pairwise comparisons within a row of each innermost subtable using the Bonferroni correction.
b. Cell counts in some subtables are not integers. They were rounded to the nearest integers before performing pairwise comparisons.

Income
Less than $20,000 to $40,000 to More than

Total less than less than
PRI $40,000 $80,000 Seaoee

9A. on farm and agricultural

land in the CentraIgVaIIey =5 =2 = il i
9B. near military 2 oL 0 .3 .3
9C. in existing residential -1 4 -1 =2 =3
9D. in existing business and 1.0 9 .9 1.1 11
9E. on open spaces around .5 5 4 15 7
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Comparisons of Column Means&P

Income

Less than  $20,000to  $40,000 to
$20,000 less than less than
' $40,000 $80,000

(A) (B) (C)
BC

More than
$80,000

(D)

9A. on farm and agricultural
land in the Central Valley

9B. near military
installations and flight B
paths in the desert region

9C. in existing residential
neighborhoods

9D. in existing business and
industrial areas

9E. on open spaces around
cities and towns

Results are based on two-sided tests assuming equal variances with significance level 0.05. For each significant pair, the key of the smaller
category appears under the category with larger mean.

a. Tests are adjusted for all pairwise comparisons within a row of each innermost subtable using the Bonferroni correction.
b. Cell counts in some subtables are not integers. They were rounded to the nearest integers before performing pairwise comparisons.

BCD

Quality of Life Satisfaction
Total Satisfied  Dissatisfied

9A. on farm and agricultural
land in the Central Valley

9B. near military

9C. in existing residential
9D. in existing business and
9E. on open spaces around
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Comparisons of Column Means&P

Quality of Life
Satisfaction
Satisfied  Dissatisfied
(A) (B)
9A. on farm and agricultural
land in the Central Valley
9B. near military

installations and flight
paths in the desert region
9C. in existing residential
neighborhoods

9D. in existing business and
industrial areas

9E. on open spaces around
cities and towns

Results are based on two-sided tests assuming equal variances with significance level 0.05. For each significant pair, the key of the smaller
category appears under the category with larger mean.

a. Tests are adjusted for all pairwise comparisons within a row of each innermost subtable using the Bonferroni correction.
b. Cell counts in some subtables are not integers. They were rounded to the nearest integers before performing pairwise comparisons.

Future Quality of Life

Stay about

Total Better
the same

Worse

9A. on farm and agricultural
land in the Central Valley

9B. near military

9C. in existing residential
9D. in existing business and
9E. on open spaces around
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Comparisons of Column Means&P

Future Quality of Life

Stay about
the same

(A) (B) (C)
BC

Better Worse

9A. on farm and agricultural
land in the Central Valley
9B. near military
installations and flight
paths in the desert region
9C. in existing residential
neighborhoods
9D. in existing business and
industrial areas
9E. on open spaces around
cities and towns
Results are based on two-sided tests assuming equal variances with significance level 0.05. For each significant pair, the key of the smaller
category appears under the category with larger mean.
a. Tests are adjusted for all pairwise comparisons within a row of each innermost subtable using the Bonferroni correction.

BC

BC Cc

b. Cell counts in some subtables are not integers. They were rounded to the nearest integers before performing pairwise comparisons.

Gender
Total Male Female

10A. a single-family home
with a small yard

10B. a single-family home
10C. a townhouse or
10D. a building with

10E. an apartment
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Comparisons of Column Means&P

Gender
Male Female

(A) (B)

10A. a single-family home
with a small yard
10B. a single-family home
with a large yard

10C. atownhouse or

condominium

10D. a building with

offices and stores on the

first floor and

condominiums on the

upper floors

10E. an apartment
Results are based on two-sided tests assuming equal variances with significance level 0.05. For each significant pair, the key of the smaller
category appears under the category with larger mean.

a. Tests are adjusted for all pairwise comparisons within a row of each innermost subtable using the Bonferroni correction.

b. Cell counts in some subtables are not integers. They were rounded to the nearest integers before performing pairwise comparisons.

Age
18to 24 25to0 34 35to 44 45 to 54 55to 64 65 and over
10A. a single-family home
with a small yard

10B. a single-family home
10C. atownhouse or
10D. a building with

10E. an apartment
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Comparisons of Column Means2P

Age

65 and
over

(F)

18t024  25t034  35t044  45t054 551064
(A) (B) (©) (D) (E)

10A. a single-family home

with a small yard

10B. a single-family home

with alarge yard

10C. atownhouse or

condominium

10D. a building with

offices and stores on

first floor and

condominiums on the

upper floors

10E. an apartment BCDEF
Results are based on two-sided tests assuming equal variances with significance level 0.05. For each significant pair, the key of the smaller
category appears under the category with larger mean.

a. Tests are adjusted for all pairwise comparisons within a row of each innermost subtable using the Bonferroni correction.

b. Cell counts in some subtables are not integers. They were rounded to the nearest integers before performing pairwise comparisons.

AEF F F

BCDEF

Length of Residence

Less than IFE YEEDS (e More than
less than ten

five years years ten years

10A. a single-family home

with a small yard

10B. a single-family home
10C. atownhouse or
10D. a building with

10E. an apartment
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Length of Residence

Five years
Less than to less More than
five years than ten ten years
years
(A) (B) (C)
10A. a single-family home
with a small yard
10B. a single-family home
with a large yard
10C. atownhouse or
condominium
10D. a building with
offices and stores on the
first floor and
condominiums on the
upper floors
10E. an apartment C C
Results are based on two-sided tests assuming equal variances with significance level 0.05. For each significant pair, the key of the smaller
category appears under the category with larger mean.
a. Tests are adjusted for all pairwise comparisons within a row of each innermost subtable using the Bonferroni correction.

b. Cell counts in some subtables are not integers. They were rounded to the nearest integers before performing pairwise comparisons.

Ethnicity
Caucasian/ Latino(a)/

White Hispanic iy

10A. a single-family home

with a smgll yard Y 8 o 8 i
10B. a single-family home 1.4 14 1.5 13
10C. atownhouse or 5 4 .6 6
10D. a building with 3 2 = 4
10E. an apartment 4 3 5 4
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Comparisons of Column Means&P

Ethnicity

Caucasian/ Latino(a)/
White Hispanic

(A) (B) (C)

Other

10A. a single-family home

with a small yard

10B. a single-family home

with alarge yard

10C. atownhouse or

condominium

10D. a building with

offices and stores on

first floor and A

condominiums on the

upper floors

10E. an apartment A
Results are based on two-sided tests assuming equal variances with significance level 0.05. For each significant pair, the key of the smaller
category appears under the category with larger mean.

a. Tests are adjusted for all pairwise comparisons within a row of each innermost subtable using the Bonferroni correction.

b. Cell counts in some subtables are not integers. They were rounded to the nearest integers before performing pairwise comparisons.

Homeownership
Total Rent Own
10A. a single-family home
with a small yard

10B. a single-family home
10C. atownhouse or
10D. a building with

10E. an apartment
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Comparisons of Column Means&P

Homeownership
Rent Own

(A) (B)

10A. a single-family home
with a small yard
10B. a single-family home
with a large yard

10C. atownhouse or

condominium

10D. a building with

offices and stores on the

first floor and

condominiums on the

upper floors

10E. an apartment
Results are based on two-sided tests assuming equal variances with significance level 0.05. For each significant pair, the key of the smaller
category appears under the category with larger mean.

a. Tests are adjusted for all pairwise comparisons within a row of each innermost subtable using the Bonferroni correction.

b. Cell counts in some subtables are not integers. They were rounded to the nearest integers before performing pairwise comparisons.

Income
$20,000to0  $40,000 to
less than less than
$40,000 $80,000

More than
$80,000

Less than
$20,000

Total

10A. a single-family home

with a smgll yard y g 3 i & y
10B. a single-family home 14 14 D 15 1.4
10C. atownhouse or 6 7 7 4 4
10D. a building with S 5 2 2 3
10E. an apartment 4 8 .5 2 1
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Comparisons of Column Means2P

Income
Less than  $20,000to  $40,000 to
$20,000 less than less than
' $40,000 $80,000

(A) (B) (C)

More than
$80,000

(D)

10A. a single-family home

with a small yard

10B. a single-family home

with a large yard

10C. atownhouse or

condominium = c

10D. a building with

offices and stores on the

first floor and BCD

condominiums on the

upper floors

10E. an apartment BCD CD
Results are based on two-sided tests assuming equal variances with significance level 0.05. For each significant pair, the key of the smaller
category appears under the category with larger mean.

a. Tests are adjusted for all pairwise comparisons within a row of each innermost subtable using the Bonferroni correction.

b. Cell counts in some subtables are not integers. They were rounded to the nearest integers before performing pairwise comparisons.

Quality of Life Satisfaction
Total Satisfied  Dissatisfied

10A. a single-family home
with a small yard

10B. a single-family home
10C. atownhouse or
10D. a building with

10E. an apartment
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Comparisons of Column Means2P

Quality of Life
Satisfaction

Satisfied  Dissatisfied

(A) (B)

10A. a single-family home
with a small yard
10B. a single-family home
with a large yard

10C. atownhouse or

condominium

il a building with

offices and stores on

first floor and

condominiums on the

upper floors

10E. an apartment
Results are based on two-sided tests assuming equal variances with significance level 0.05. For each significant pair, the key of the smaller
category appears under the category with larger mean.

a. Tests are adjusted for all pairwise comparisons within a row of each innermost subtable using the Bonferroni correction.

b. Cell counts in some subtables are not integers. They were rounded to the nearest integers before performing pairwise comparisons.

Future Quality of Life

Stay about

Worse
the same

Total Better

10A. a single-family home
with a small yard

10B. a single-family home
10C. atownhouse or
10D. a building with

10E. an apartment
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Comparisons of Column Means&P

Future Quality of Life

Stay about
the same

(A) (B) (C)

Better Worse

10A. a single-family home

with a small yard

10B. a single-family home

with alarge yard

10C. atownhouse or

condominium

10D. a building with

offices and stores on

first floor and B B

condominiums on the

upper floors

10E. an apartment BC
Results are based on two-sided tests assuming equal variances with significance level 0.05. For each significant pair, the key of the smaller
category appears under the category with larger mean.

a. Tests are adjusted for all pairwise comparisons within a row of each innermost subtable using the Bonferroni correction.

b. Cell counts in some subtables are not integers. They were rounded to the nearest integers before performing pairwise comparisons.

BC

Gender
Male Female
11A. housing close to
your work
11B. housing within
11C. housing within

11D. housing close to
11E. housing with access
11F. housing within

11G. a neighborhood with
11H. energy efficient

111. housing close to
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Comparisons of Column Means2P

Gender
Male Female
(A) (B)
11A. housing close to
your work
11B. housing within
walking distance to
shopping, restaurants and
entertainment
11C. housing within
driving distance to
shopping, restaurants and
entertainment
11D. housing close to
health care and A
professional services
11E. housing with access
to public transportation
11F. housing within
walking distance to parks A
and recreation programs
11G. a neighborhood with

yards or land separating A
the houses

11H. energy efficient A
housing

111. housing close to A

quality public schools
Results are based on two-sided tests assuming equal variances with significance level 0.05. For each significant pair, the key of the smaller
category appears under the category with larger mean.

a. Tests are adjusted for all pairwise comparisons within a row of each innermost subtable using the Bonferroni correction.

b. Cell counts in some subtables are not integers. They were rounded to the nearest integers before performing pairwise comparisons.
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Total

11A. housing close to
your work

18to 24

25to0 34

Age
35to 44

45to 54

55 to 64

65 and over

11B. housing within

11C. housing within

11D. housing close to

11E. housing with access

11F. housing within

11G. a neighborhood with

11H. energy efficient

111. housing close to
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Comparisons of Column Means2P

18 to 24
(A)

11A. housing close to
your work

11B. housing within
walking distance to
shopping, restaurants and
entertainment

11C. housing within
driving distance to
shopping, restaurants and
entertainment

11D. housing close to
health care and
professional services
11E. housing with access
to public transportation
11F. housing within
walking distance to parks E
and recreation programs
11G. a neighborhood with
yards or land separating
the houses

11H. energy efficient
housing

111. housing close to

quality public schools ElF

2510 34
(B)

EF

DEF

3510 44
(C)

EF

Age

450 54
(D)

EF

55 to 64
(E)

65 and
over

(F)

category appears under the category with larger mean.
a. Tests are adjusted for all pairwise comparisons within a row of each innermost subtable using the Bonferroni correction.

b. Cell counts in some subtables are not integers. They were rounded to the nearest integers before performing pairwise comparisons.

Results are based on two-sided tests assuming equal variances with significance level 0.05. For each significant pair, the key of the smaller
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Length of Residence

Total Less than EZ? {ﬁ;ﬁ;ﬂ More than
five years ten years
years
11A. housing close to
your work

11B. housing within

11C. housing within

11D. housing close to
11E. housing with access
11F. housing within

11G. a neighborhood with
11H. energy efficient

111. housing close to
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Comparisons of Column Means&P

Length of Residence

Five years
Less than to less More than
five years than ten ten years
years
(A) (B) (C)
11A. housing close to
your work
11B. housing within
walking distance to
shopping, restaurants and
entertainment
11C. housing within
driving distance to
shopping, restaurants and
entertainment
11D. housing close to
health care and
professional services
11E. housing with access
to public transportation
11F. housing within
walking distance to parks
and recreation programs
11G. a neighborhood with
yards or land separating
the houses
11H. energy efficient
housing
111. housing close to
quality public schools
Results are based on two-sided tests assuming equal variances with significance level 0.05. For each significant pair, the key of the smaller
category appears under the category with larger mean.
a. Tests are adjusted for all pairwise comparisons within a row of each innermost subtable using the Bonferroni correction.

b. Cell counts in some subtables are not integers. They were rounded to the nearest integers before performing pairwise comparisons.
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Ethnicity

Caucasian/
White

Latino(a)/
Hispanic

11A. housing close to

your work g 3.0 27 33 3.0
11B. housing within 2.8 25 29 3.1
11C. housing within 3.2 3.1 3.2 BI5)
11D. housing close to 3.2 2.9 3.4 3.4
11E. housing with access 3.0 2.6 3.2 3.2
11F. housing within 3.2 2.9 3.4 3.4
11G. a neighborhood with 3.4 34 34 3.4
11H. energy efficient 3.6 35 3.6 &
111. housing close to 3.3 2.9 3.6 3.4
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Comparisons of Column Means&P

Ethnicity
Caucasian/ Latino(a)/
White Hispanic
(A) (B)

11A. housing close to

your work RE
11B. housing within
walking distance to A

shopping, restaurants and
entertainment

11C. housing within
driving distance to
shopping, restaurants and
entertainment

11D. housing close to
health care and A
professional services
11E. housing with access
to public transportation
11F. housing within
walking distance to parks A
and recreation programs
11G. a neighborhood with
yards or land separating

the houses

11H. energy efficient A
housing

111. housing close to A

quality public schools

AB

category appears under the category with larger mean.

a. Tests are adjusted for all pairwise comparisons within a row of each innermost subtable using the Bonferroni correction.
b. Cell counts in some subtables are not integers. They were rounded to the nearest integers before performing pairwise comparisons.

Results are based on two-sided tests assuming equal variances with significance level 0.05. For each significant pair, the key of the smaller
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Homeownership

11A. housing close to
your work

11B. housing within
11C. housing within

11D. housing close to
11E. housing with access
11F. housing within

11G. a neighborhood with
11H. energy efficient

111. housing close to
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Comparisons of Column Means2P

Homeownership

Rent Own
(A) (B)
11A. housing close to B
your work
11B. housing within
walking distance to B

shopping, restaurants and
entertainment

11C. housing within
driving distance to
shopping, restaurants and
entertainment

11D. housing close to
health care and B
professional services
11E. housing with access
to public transportation
11F. housing within
walking distance to parks B
and recreation programs

11G. a neighborhood with

yards or land separating

the houses

11H. energy efficient B
housing

111. housing close to B

quality public schools
Results are based on two-sided tests assuming equal variances with significance level 0.05. For each significant pair, the key of the smaller
category appears under the category with larger mean.

a. Tests are adjusted for all pairwise comparisons within a row of each innermost subtable using the Bonferroni correction.

b. Cell counts in some subtables are not integers. They were rounded to the nearest integers before performing pairwise comparisons.
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Income
Less than SN @ AU i More than

less than less than
SHTE $40,000 $80,000 SEDTE

Total

11A. housing close to
your work

11B. housing within

11C. housing within

11D. housing close to
11E. housing with access
11F. housing within

11G. a neighborhood with
11H. energy efficient

111. housing close to
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Comparisons of Column Means2P

Income
Less than $20,000to  $40,000 to
$20,000 less than less than
' $40,000  $80,000

(A) (B) (C)

More than
$80,000

(D)

11A. housing close to

CcD D
your work
11B. housing within
walking distance to cD cD

shopping, restaurants and
entertainment
11C. housing within
driving distance to
shopping, restaurants and
entertainment
11D. housing close to
health care and CD CD D
professional services
11E. housing with access
to public transportation
11F. housing within
walking distance to parks CD D
and recreation programs
11G. a neighborhood with
yards or land separating
the houses
11H. energy efficient
housing
111. housing close to
quality public schools
Results are based on two-sided tests assuming equal variances with significance level 0.05. For each significant pair, the key of the smaller
category appears under the category with larger mean.
a. Tests are adjusted for all pairwise comparisons within a row of each innermost subtable using the Bonferroni correction.

b. Cell counts in some subtables are not integers. They were rounded to the nearest integers before performing pairwise comparisons.

CD CD D
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Quality of Life Satisfaction
Total Satisfied  Dissatisfied
11A. housing close to
your work
11B. housing within
11C. housing within

11D. housing close to
11E. housing with access
11F. housing within

11G. a neighborhood with
11H. energy efficient

111. housing close to
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Comparisons of Column Means&P

Quality of Life

Satisfaction
Satisfied  Dissatisfied

(A) (B)

11A. housing close to
your work
11B. housing within
walking distance to
shopping, restaurants and
entertainment
11C. housing within
driving distance to
shopping, restaurants and
entertainment
11D. housing close to
health care and A
professional services
11E. housing with access
to public transportation
11F. housing within
walking distance to parks
and recreation programs
11G. a neighborhood with
yards or land separating A
the houses
11H. energy efficient
housing
111. housing close to
quality public schools
Results are based on two-sided tests assuming equal variances with significance level 0.05. For each significant pair, the key of the smaller
category appears under the category with larger mean.
a. Tests are adjusted for all pairwise comparisons within a row of each innermost subtable using the Bonferroni correction.

b. Cell counts in some subtables are not integers. They were rounded to the nearest integers before performing pairwise comparisons.
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11A. housing close to
your work
11B. housing within

11C. housing within

11D. housing close to
11E. housing with access
11F. housing within

11G. a neighborhood with
11H. energy efficient

111. housing close to

Future Quality of Life

Better

Stay about
the same
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Comparisons of Column Means&P

11A. housing close to
your work

11B. housing within
walking distance to
shopping, restaurants and
entertainment

11C. housing within
driving distance to
shopping, restaurants and
entertainment

11D. housing close to
health care and
professional services
11E. housing with access
to public transportation
11F. housing within
walking distance to parks
and recreation programs
11G. a neighborhood with
yards or land separating
the houses

11H. energy efficient
housing

111. housing close to
quality public schools

Better

(A)
BC

BC

Future Quality of Life

Stay about
the same

(B)

Worse

(C)

AB

category appears under the category with larger mean.

a. Tests are adjusted for all pairwise comparisons within a row of each innermost subtable using the Bonferroni correction.
b. Cell counts in some subtables are not integers. They were rounded to the nearest integers before performing pairwise comparisons.

Results are based on two-sided tests assuming equal variances with significance level 0.05. For each significant pair, the key of the smaller
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Gender
Male Female

Total 1200 614
Excellent 193 108
16.1% 17.1% 15.1%
12. Based on your
personal experience, how  Good 332 173 160
would you rate traffic flow 27.7% 28.1% 27.2%
in your city or town? Is Eair 430 198 231
traffic flow excellent, 35.8% 32.3% 39.5%
good, fair or poor? 5 241 137 104
oot 20.1% 22.3% 17.8%
4 2 2
IR .3% .3% .3%

Comparisons of Column Proportionsab

Gender
Male Female
(A) (B)

12. Based on your Excellent

personal experience, how  Good
would you rate traffic flow
in your city or town? Is
traffic flow excellent, Poor
good, fair or poor? DK/NA

Fair

Results are based on two-sided tests with significance level 0.05. For each significant pair, the key of the category with the smaller column
proportion appears under the category with the larger column proportion.

a. Tests are adjusted for all pairwise comparisons within a row of each innermost subtable using the Bonferroni correction.
b. Cell counts of some categories are not integers. They were rounded to the nearest integers before performing column proportions tests.
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18to 24 25to0 34 45to 54 55 to 64 65 and over

Total 1177 197 293 231
188 30 44 40 39 16 20
Excellent
16.0% 15.3% 15.0% 17.3% 19.5% 13.2% 14.2%
12. Based on your
personal experience, how  Good 328 61 77 68 51 28 42
would you rate traffic flow 27.9% 31.1% 26.2% 29.4% 25.7% 23.7% 30.7%
in your city or town? Is Fair 423 80 105 94 64 39 41
traffic flow excellent, 35.9% 40.4% 35.8% 40.6% 32.0% 33.2% 29.9%
good, fair or poor? — 235 26 67 29 43 35 33
20.0% 13.2% 23.0% 12.7% 21.7% 30.0% 24.1%
4 0 0 0 2 0 2
IR .3% .0% .0% .0% 1.1% .0% 1.1%

Comparisons of Column ProportionsP:¢

Age
18to 24 25to 34 35to 44 45 to 54 55to 64
(A) (B) (©) (D)

12. Based on your Excellent
personal experience, how  Good
would you rate traffic flow
in your city or town? Is
traffic flow excellent, Poor
good, fair or poor? DK/NA 5 ) ) 5
Results are based on two-sided tests with significance level 0.05. For each significant pair, the key of the category with the smaller column
proportion appears under the category with the larger column proportion.
a. This category is not used in comparisons because its column proportion is equal to zero or one.
b. Tests are adjusted for all pairwise comparisons within a row of each innermost subtable using the Bonferroni correction.

c. Cell counts of some categories are not integers. They were rounded to the nearest integers before performing column proportions tests.

Fair
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12. Based on your
personal experience, how
would you rate traffic flow
in your city or town? Is
traffic flow excellent,
good, fair or poor?

Length of Residence

Five years to

Less i less than ten

More than

five years ten years
years

p— 1200 169 901

193 a7 124
Excellent A 27.6% 17.6% 13.7%

cond 332 51 33 248
27.7% 30.0% 25.4% 27.6%

i 430 57 44 328
35.8% 34.0% 34.1% 36.4%

boor 241 14 30 198
20.1% 8.5% 22.7% 21.9%

4 0 0 3
LA 3% 0% 3% 4%

Comparisons of Column ProportionsbP.¢

12. Based on your
personal experience, how
would you rate traffic flow
in your city or town? Is
traffic flow excellent,
good, fair or poor?

Length of Residence

Five years
Less than to less More than
five years than ten ten years
years

(A) (B) (C)
Excellent
Good
Fair
Poor
DK/NA 0

Results are based on two-sided tests with significance level 0.05. For each significant pair, the key of the category with the smaller column
proportion appears under the category with the larger column proportion.

a. This category is not used in comparisons because its column proportion is equal to zero or one.
b. Tests are adjusted for all pairwise comparisons within a row of each innermost subtable using the Bonferroni correction.
c. Cell counts of some categories are not integers. They were rounded to the nearest integers before performing column proportions tests.
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Ethnicity
Caucasian/ Latino(a)/
White Hispanic
Total 1170 144
Excellent el =
16.2% 19.3% 11.0% 25.0%
12. Based on your
personal experience, how  Good 325 142 157 27
would you rate traffic flow 27.8% 28.9% 29.1% 18.9%
in your city or town? Is Fair 418 136 234 48
traffic flow excellent, 35.7% 27.8% 43.5% 33.7%
good, fair or poor? 5 234 115 86 32
oor 20.0% 23.6% 16.0% 22.4%
4 2 2 0
BISRE .3% .3% 4% .0%

Comparisons of Column ProportionsP:

Ethnicity

Caucasian/ Latino(a)/ Other

12. Based on your
personal experience, how
would you rate traffic flow
in your city or town? Is
traffic flow excellent,
good, fair or poor?

White Hispanic
(A) (B)
Excellent
Good
Fair
Poor
DK/NA

(C)

Results are based on two-sided tests with significance level 0.05. For each significant pair, the key of the category with the smaller column
proportion appears under the category with the larger column proportion.

a. This category is not used in comparisons because its column proportion is equal to zero or one.
b. Tests are adjusted for all pairwise comparisons within a row of each innermost subtable using the Bonferroni correction.

c. Cell counts of some categories are not integers. They were rounded to the nearest integers before performing column proportions tests.
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Homeownership

Rent

Total 1171 401
et 190 57 134
bl 16.3% 14.1% 17.4%
12. Based on your
personal experience, how  Good 326 98 229
would you rate traffic flow 27.9% 24.4% 29.7%
in your city or town? Is Eair 417 163 254
traffic flow excellent, 35.6% 40.7% 32.9%
good, fair or poor? 5 234 82 151
oot 20.0% 20.5% 19.7%
4 1 3
IR .3% 2% 4%

Comparisons of Column Proportionsab

Homeownership
Rent Own
(A) (B)
12. Based on your Excellent
personal experience, how  Good
would you rate traffic flow
in your city or town? Is
traffic flow excellent, Poor
good, fair or poor? DK/NA
Results are based on two-sided tests with significance level 0.05. For each significant pair, the key of the category with the smaller column
proportion appears under the category with the larger column proportion.
a. Tests are adjusted for all pairwise comparisons within a row of each innermost subtable using the Bonferroni correction.

b. Cell counts of some categories are not integers. They were rounded to the nearest integers before performing column proportions tests.

Fair
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Income
Lessthan SE0TLY  Soasthan  More than
$20,000 $40,000 $80,000 $80,000
Total 202 320
Excellent 28 il
12. Based on your 15.9% 13.8% 13.1% 16.0% 21.0%
personal experience, how  Good 303 61 80 96 65
would you rate traffic flow 28.3% 30.2% 26.2% 30.0% 26.9%
in your city or town? Is Fair 387 80 126 106 76
traffic flow excellent, 36.2% 39.8% 41.0% 33.0% 31.3%
good, fair or poor? 5 208 33 58 67 51
oor 19.4% 16.2% 18.9% 21.0% 20.8%
3 0 3 0 0
BLRR 2% .0% .8% .0% .0%

Comparisons of Column ProportionsP:¢

Income
Less than fsg'sof)r?af nggoffaf More than
$20, $40,000 $80,000 $80,000
(A) (B) (©) (D)
12. Based on your Excellent
personal experience, how  Good
would you rate traffic flow
in your city or town? Is
traffic flow excellent, Poor
good, fair or poor? DK/NA 5 ) )
Results are based on two-sided tests with significance level 0.05. For each significant pair, the key of the category with the smaller column
proportion appears under the category with the larger column proportion.
a. This category is not used in comparisons because its column proportion is equal to zero or one.
b. Tests are adjusted for all pairwise comparisons within a row of each innermost subtable using the Bonferroni correction.

c. Cell counts of some categories are not integers. They were rounded to the nearest integers before performing column proportions tests.

Fair
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Quality of Life Satisfaction
Total Satisfied  Dissatisfied

Total 1184 944
E Tt 191 167
el  16.1% 17.6% 10.1%
12. Based on your
personal experience, how  Good 327 267 60
would you rate traffic flow 27.71% 28.3% 25.1%
in your city or town? Is Eair 424 363 61
traffic flow excellent, 35.8% 38.4% 25.5%
good, fair or poor? 5 239 146 93
oot 20.2% 15.5% 38.7%
8 2 1
IR 2% 2% 5%

Comparisons of Column ProportionsaP

Quality of Life
Satisfaction
Satisfied  Dissatisfied
(A) (B)

12. Based on your Excellent

personal experience, how  Good

would you rate traffic flow

in your city or town? Is

traffic flow excellent, Poor

good, fair or poor? DK/NA
Results are based on two-sided tests with significance level 0.05. For each significant pair, the key of the category with the smaller column
proportion appears under the category with the larger column proportion.

a. Tests are adjusted for all pairwise comparisons within a row of each innermost subtable using the Bonferroni correction.

b. Cell counts of some categories are not integers. They were rounded to the nearest integers before performing column proportions tests.

Fair
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Future Quality of Life

Better Stay about
the same
Total 1150 226
Excellent i =2
16.4% 18.9% 22.8% 11.0%
12. Based on your
personal experience, how  Good 316 125 70 121
would you rate traffic flow 27.5% 28.5% 31.0% 24.9%
in your city or town? Is Fair 405 176 75 155
traffic flow excellent, 35.3% 40.0% 33.1% 32.0%
good, fair or poor? 5 237 54 29 153
oor 20.6% 12.3% 12.9% 31.6%
4 1 0 2
BISRE .3% .3% 2% 4%

Comparisons of Column ProportionsaP

Future Quality of Life

Stay about
the same

(B) (C)

Better Worse

12. Based on your
personal experience, how
would you rate traffic flow
in your city or town? Is
traffic flow excellent,
good, fair or poor?

Excellent
Good
Fair
Poor
DK/NA

Results are based on two-sided tests with significance level 0.05. For each significant pair, the key of the category with the smaller column
proportion appears under the category with the larger column proportion.

a. Tests are adjusted for all pairwise comparisons within a row of each innermost subtable using the Bonferroni correction.
b. Cell counts of some categories are not integers. They were rounded to the nearest integers before performing column proportions tests.
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Gender
Male Female

Total

Bicycle

Carpool

13. What type Drive alone (Car,
of Motorcycle, Scooter)

transportation  pypic Transit (Bus or

do you shuttle)
typically use

to go to work Walk
or school?

Work from home/Don't
work outside the home

Other

DK/NA

Page 157

Comparisons of Column ProportionsP:¢

Gender
Male Female

(A) (B)

Bicycle

Carpool
13. What type ~ Drive alone (Car,
of

Motorcycle, Scooter)
transportation  Public Transit (Bus or
do you shuttle)
typically use Walk

togoto W;"k Work from home/Don't
or school? work outside the home

Other
DK/NA

Results are based on two-sided tests with significance level 0.05. For each significant pair, the key of the category with the smaller column
proportion appears under the category with the larger column proportion.

a. This category is not used in comparisons because its column proportion is equal to zero or one.
b. Tests are adjusted for all pairwise comparisons within a row of each innermost subtable using the Bonferroni correction.
c. Cell counts of some categories are not integers. They were rounded to the nearest integers before performing column proportions tests.
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13. What type
of
transportation
do you

typically use
to go to work
or school?

Total
Bicycle

Carpool

Drive alone (Car,
Motorcycle, Scooter)

Public Transit (Bus or
shuttle)

Walk

Work from home/Don't
work outside the home

Other

DK/NA

Age
18to 24 25to 34 35to 44

45 to 54

55to 64

65 and over

138
22 8 7 1 3 4 0
1.9% 4.2% 2.3% 2% 1.3% 3.6% .0%
80 14 21 20 14 6 5
6.8% 7.3% 7.0% 8.7% 7.2% 4.9% 3.3%
911 154 230 184 164 90 88
77.4% 78.3% 78.5% 79.7% 82.1% 76.4% 63.7%
74 12 22 21 6 8 6
6.3% 6.1% 7.4% 9.0% 2.8% 7.0% 4.0%
17 6 6 3 2 1 0
1.4% 2.8% 2.0% 1.1% 9% 9% .0%
30 2 5 3 5 4 11
2.6% 1.2% 1.7% 1.2% 2.5% 3.4% 8.0%
1 0 0 0 i 0 0
1% .0% .0% .0% 3% .0% .0%
42 0 3 0 6 5 29
3.6% 2% 1.0% .0% 2.9% 3.8% 21.0%
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13. What type
of

transportation
do you
typically use
to go to work
or school?

Comparisons of Column ProportionsP:¢

Bicycle

Carpool

Drive alone (Car,
Motorcycle, Scooter)
Public Transit (Bus or
shuttle)

Walk

Work from home/Don't
work outside the home
Other

DK/NA

1810 24
(A)

Age

25to0 34 35to 44

(B) (©) (D)

45to 54

(E)

55 to 64

b. Tests are adjusted for all pairwise comparisons within a row of each innermost subtable using the Bonferroni correction.
c. Cell counts of some categories are not integers. They were rounded to the nearest integers before performing column proportions tests.

Results are based on two-sided tests with significance level 0.05. For each significant pair, the key of the category with the smaller column
proportion appears under the category with the larger column proportion.

a. This category is not used in comparisons because its column proportion is equal to zero or one.
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Length of Residence

Less than IAVE VEETS ® More than
less than ten

five years ten years
years

Total

Bicycle

Carpool

13. What type Drive alone (Car,
of

Motorcycle, Scooter)

transportation  pyp|ic Transit (Bus or

do you shuttle)
typically use

to go to work Walk
or school?

Work from home/Don't
work outside the home

Other

DK/NA
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Comparisons of Column ProportionsP:¢

Length of Residence
Five years
Less than to less More than
five years than ten ten years
years

(A) (B) (C)

Bicycle
Carpool

13. What type  Drive alone (Car,
of Motorcycle, Scooter)

transportation  Public Transit (Bus or
do you shuttle)
typically use Walk

togoto Wf'k Work from home/Don't
or school? work outside the home

Other
DK/NA

Results are based on two-sided tests with significance level 0.05. For each significant pair, the key of the category with the smaller column
proportion appears under the category with the larger column proportion.

a. This category is not used in comparisons because its column proportion is equal to zero or one.
b. Tests are adjusted for all pairwise comparisons within a row of each innermost subtable using the Bonferroni correction.
c. Cell counts of some categories are not integers. They were rounded to the nearest integers before performing column proportions tests.
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Ethnicity

Caucasian/ Latino(a)/
White Hispanic
Total 1170 144
Bicycle 22 4
Y 1.9% 1.3% 2.2% 2.9%
@l 80 29 47 3
P 6.8% 5.9% 5.8% 2.3%
13. What type Drive alone (Car, 904 380 414 110
of ; Motorcycle, Scooter) 77.3% 77.7% 77.0% 76.6%
transportation  pyp|ic Transit (Bus or 74 13 42 19
?yopiycoalfly use shuttle) 6.3% 2.7% 7.7% 13.4%
to go to work Walk i 50 2 &
or school? 1.5% 1.1% 2.2% 4%
Work from home/Don't 30 23 6 1
work outside the home 2.6% 4.7% 1.1% 1.0%
1 1 0 0
ST 1% 1% 0% 0%
41 31 5 5
IR 3.5% 6.4% 1.0% 3.3%
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Comparisons of Column ProportionsP:¢

Ethnicity
Caucasian/ Latino(a)/
White Hispanic
(A) (B)

Bicycle

Carpool
13. What type Drive alone (Car,
of

Motorcycle, Scooter)
transportation  Public Transit (Bus or
do you shuttle)
typically use Walk
togotowork  \york from home/Don't
or school? work outside the home

Other

DK/NA

Results are based on two-sided tests with significance level 0.05. For each significant pair, the key of the category with the smaller column
proportion appears under the category with the larger column proportion.

a. This category is not used in comparisons because its column proportion is equal to zero or one.

b. Tests are adjusted for all pairwise comparisons within a row of each innermost subtable using the Bonferroni correction.
c. Cell counts of some categories are not integers. They were rounded to the nearest integers before performing column proportions tests.
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Homeownership

Rent
Total 401
Bicycl 12
e 1.6% 3.1% 9%
Carpool £ = e
a 6.8% 11.3% 45%
13. What type Drive alone (Car, 910 265 646
of ) Motorcycle, Scooter) 77.7% 66.1% 83.8%
transportation  pyp|ic Transit (Bus or 72 49 23
E0 Y shuttle) 6.2% 12.3% 3.0%
typically use 17 12 6
to go to work Walk
o el 1.5% 2.9% %
Work from home/Don't 30 6 24
work outside the home 2.6% 1.5% 3.1%
1 0 1
EliE 1% 0% 1%
42 11 30
IR 3.6% 2.9% 3.9%
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Comparisons of Column ProportionsP:¢

Homeownership
Rent Own

(B)

Bicycle

Carpool
13. What type ~ Drive alone (Car,
of

Motorcycle, Scooter)
transportation  Public Transit (Bus or
do you shuttle)
typically use Walk

togoto W;"k Work from home/Don't
or school? work outside the home

Other
DK/NA

Results are based on two-sided tests with significance level 0.05. For each significant pair, the key of the category with the smaller column
proportion appears under the category with the larger column proportion.

a. This category is not used in comparisons because its column proportion is equal to zero or one.
b. Tests are adjusted for all pairwise comparisons within a row of each innermost subtable using the Bonferroni correction.
c. Cell counts of some categories are not integers. They were rounded to the nearest integers before performing column proportions tests.
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Income
$20,000 to $40,000 to

Less than less than less than More than
DR $40,000 $80,000 T
Total 306
Bicycle o
Y 2.0% 3.6% 1.9% 2.3% 5%
@] 76 21 24 19 12
15, What t P 7.1% 10.5% 7.9% 5.9% 4.9%
o MtYPE prive alone (Car, 836 119 219 276 222
transportation  Motoreycle, Scooter) 78.0% 58.9% 71.6% 86.2% 91.3%
do you Public Transit (Bus or 72 28 39 4 1
typically use shuttle) 6.7% 14.1% 12.6% 1.2% 4%
to go to work walk 12 8 4 0 0
or school? 1.2% 3.9% 1.4% 0% 1%
Work from home/Don't 26 10 3 8 5
work outside the home 2.5% 5.2% 1.1% 2.5% 1.9%
Other
27 8 11 6 2
B 2.5% 3.8% 3.5% 1.9% 1.0%

Page 167

Comparisons of Column ProportionsaP

Income

Less than $20,000to  $40,000 to
$20,000 less than less than
' $40,000  $80,000

(A) ()] ©)

More than
$80,000

(D)

Bicycle
Carpool
13. Whattype  pyjye alone (Car,
of A AB AB
TS EEER Motorcycle, Scooter)
ransportati . -
do you Public Transit (Bus or cD cD

typically use shuttle)
to gotowork  Walk ch
or school? Work from home/Don't B
work outside the home
DK/NA
Results are based on two-sided tests with significance level 0.05. For each significant pair, the key of the category with the smaller column
proportion appears under the category with the larger column proportion.
a. Tests are adjusted for all pairwise comparisons within a row of each innermost subtable using the Bonferroni correction.

b. Cell counts of some categories are not integers. They were rounded to the nearest integers before performing column proportions tests.
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Quality of Life Satisfaction
Total Satisfied  Dissatisfied

Total

Bicycle

Carpool

13. What type Drive alone (Car,
of Motorcycle, Scooter)

transportation  pypic Transit (Bus or

do you shuttle)
typically use

to go to work Walk
or school?

Work from home/Don't
work outside the home

Other

DK/NA
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Comparisons of Column ProportionsP:¢

Quality of Life
Satisfaction

Satisfied  Dissatisfied

(A) (B)

Bicycle

Carpool
13. What type Drive alone (Car,
of

Motorcycle, Scooter)
transportation  Public Transit (Bus or
do you shuttle)
typically use Walk
togotowork  \york from home/Don't
or school? work outside the home

Other

DK/NA

Results are based on two-sided tests with significance level 0.05. For each significant pair, the key of the category with the smaller column
proportion appears under the category with the larger column proportion.

a. This category is not used in comparisons because its column proportion is equal to zero or one.
b. Tests are adjusted for all pairwise comparisons within a row of each innermost subtable using the Bonferroni correction.
c. Cell counts of some categories are not integers. They were rounded to the nearest integers before performing column proportions tests.
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Future Quality of Life

Better Stay about
the same
Total 1150 226
Bicycle 22 2
Y 1.9% 1.8% 9% 2.4%
@l 76 34 11 31
P 6.6% 7.8% 4.8% 6.4%
13. What type Drive alone (Car, 897 328 184 385
of ; Motorcycle, Scooter) 78.0% 74.7% 81.4% 79.4%
transportation  pyp|ic Transit (Bus or 69 38 11 19
f" o shuttle) 6.0% 8.7% 5.0% 4.0%
ypically use
to go to work Walk 17 11 0 6
or school? 1.5% 2.4% A% 1.3%
Work from home/Don't 30 8 5 17
work outside the home 2.6% 1.8% 2.2% 3.6%
1 1 0 0
ST 1% 1% 0% 0%
38 11 13 14
SR 3.3% 2.5% 5.6% 3.0%
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Comparisons of Column ProportionsP:¢

Future Quality of Life

Stay about
the same

(A) (B) (C)

Better Worse

Bicycle
Carpool
13. What type  Drive alone (Car,
of Motorcycle, Scooter)
transportation  Public Transit (Bus or
do you shuttle) c
typically use Walk
togotowork  \york from home/Don't
or school? work outside the home
Other 2 2
DK/NA

Results are based on two-sided tests with significance level 0.05. For each significant pair, the key of the category with the smaller column
proportion appears under the category with the larger column proportion.

a. This category is not used in comparisons because its column proportion is equal to zero or one.
b. Tests are adjusted for all pairwise comparisons within a row of each innermost subtable using the Bonferroni correction.
c. Cell counts of some categories are not integers. They were rounded to the nearest integers before performing column proportions tests.

Gender
Male

Total 537
. 215 108 107
Less than 10 minutes 19.1% 18.3% 20.0%
. 276 126 150
14. On average, 10 to 20 minutes
how many Gon e e
minutes do you 50 t6 40 minutes
spend traveling 27.1% 26.9% 27.2%
to and from 40 to 60 minutes 181 108 73
work each day? 16.1% 18.4% 13.6%
§ . 78 57 22
More than 60 minutes 7.0% 9.6% 2.0%
69 31 38
EL 6.2% 5.3% 7.2%
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Comparisons of Column ProportionsaP

Gender
Male Female

(A) (B)

Less than 10 minutes
14.On average, 10 to 20 minutes
how many minutes 20 to 40 minutes

do you spend .
traveling to and A0 ED s

from work each More than 60 minutes
day?

DK/NA
Results are based on two-sided tests with significance level 0.05. For each significant pair, the key of the category with the smaller column
proportion appears under the category with the larger column proportion.
a. Tests are adjusted for all pairwise comparisons within a row of each innermost subtable using the Bonferroni correction.

b. Cell counts of some categories are not integers. They were rounded to the nearest integers before performing column proportions tests.

Age
18to 24 25to0 34 35to 44 45to 54 55 to 64 65 and over

Total 195 285 228 189 98
Less than 10 minutes 210 < &l 22 - 22 22
19.0% 16.6% 14.1% 22.8% 21.7% 20.2% 22.5%
: 269 45 84 43 47 31 19
14. On average,
oy e iies 244% | 234% | 203% | 189% | 250% | 28.4% 18.9%
minutes do you q 301 71 78 65 50 23 14
S el e A e 27.3% 36.7% 27.5% 28.4% 26.8% 20.8% 13.8%
to and from 40 to 60 minutes 180 30 52 40 33 16 9
work each day? 16.3% 15.3% 18.3% 17.5% 17.3% 14.8% 9.3%
More than 60 minutes e g 28 i 20 0 9
7.1% 4.7% 9.6% 7.0% 5.4% 8.8% 5.8%
67 7 3 12 7 8 29
LT 6.0% 3.5% 1.2% 5.4% 3.8% 7.2% 29.6%
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Comparisons of Column ProportionsaP

Age
65 and
over

(A) (B) (©) (D) (E) (F)

18to 24 25to0 34 35to0 44 45 to 54 55 to 64

Less than 10 minutes
14. On average, 10 to 20 minutes
how many minutes 20 to 40 minutes

do you spend .
traveling to and 40 to 60 minutes

from work each More than 60 minutes
day?

DK/NA
Results are based on two-sided tests with significance level 0.05. For each significant pair, the key of the category with the smaller column
proportion appears under the category with the larger column proportion.
a. Tests are adjusted for all pairwise comparisons within a row of each innermost subtable using the Bonferroni correction.

b. Cell counts of some categories are not integers. They were rounded to the nearest integers before performing column proportions tests.

Length of Residence
Five years to

Less than | — More t
five years essthanten o, years
years
Total 159 123 843
Less than 10 minutes =3 = L83
19.1% 21.0% 13.7% 19.6%
. 276 35 39 202
14. On average, 10 to 20 minutes
how many T B
minutes do you i
s vl o A e 27.1% 27.9% 24.5% 27.3%
to and from 40 to 60 minutes 181 25 20 137
work each day? 16.1% 15.6% 16.4% 16.2%
. 78 13 9 57
More than 60 minutes 7.0% 8.1% 7.0% 6.7%
69 8 8 53
BRI 6.2% 5.3% 6.4% 6.3%
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Comparisons of Column Proportionsab

Length of Residence
Five years
Less than to less More than
five years than ten ten years
years

(A) (B) (©)

Less than 10 minutes
14.On average, 10 to 20 minutes
how many minutes 20 to 40 minutes

do you spend .
traveling to and dojtole0iminuies

from work each More than 60 minutes
day?

DK/NA
Results are based on two-sided tests with significance level 0.05. For each significant pair, the key of the category with the smaller column
proportion appears under the category with the larger column proportion.
a. Tests are adjusted for all pairwise comparisons within a row of each innermost subtable using the Bonferroni correction.

b. Cell counts of some categories are not integers. They were rounded to the nearest integers before performing column proportions tests.

Ethnicity

Caucasian/ Latino(a)/
White Hispanic il

Total 435 527 138
. 84 100 28
Less than 10 minutes 19.3% 19.0% 20.1%
. 112 125 31
14. On average, 10 to 20 minutes
how many ng'g% Zigg/o 2242%
minutes do you i
ST el o o A e 20.8% 31.5% 31.0%
to and from D GO EiiEs 76 79 20
work each day? 17.6% 15.0% 14.2%
. 27 37 12
More than 60 minutes 6.2% 7.1% 8.6%
45 20 5
LR 10.3% 3.7% 3.6%
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Comparisons of Column Proportionsab

Ethnicity
Caucasian/ Latino(a)/
White Hispanic
(A) (B)
Less than 10 minutes
14. On average, 10 to 20 minutes
how many minutes 20 to 40 minutes

do you spend .
traveling to and 40 to 60 minutes

from work each More than 60 minutes
day?

DK/NA
Results are based on two-sided tests with significance level 0.05. For each significant pair, the key of the category with the smaller column
proportion appears under the category with the larger column proportion.
a. Tests are adjusted for all pairwise comparisons within a row of each innermost subtable using the Bonferroni correction.

b. Cell counts of some categories are not integers. They were rounded to the nearest integers before performing column proportions tests.

Homeownership

Rent

Total 1099 383 716
Less than 10 minutes 215 63 152
nu 19.6% 16.5% 21.2%
. 274 88 186
14. On average, 10 to 20 minutes
how many 2‘;:5% Zi'&% 2?3)2%
minutes do you 0 {5 40 minutes
spend traveling 26.9% 27.0% 26.8%
to and from 40 10 60 minutes 179 73 106
work each day? 16.3% 19.0% 14.8%
. 72 31 40
More than 60 minutes 6.5% 8.2% 5.6%
65 25 40
IR 5.9% 6.5% 5.6%
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Comparisons of Column ProportionsaP

Homeownership
Rent Oown

(A) (B)

Less than 10 minutes

14.On average, 10 to 20 minutes
how many minutes 5414 40 minutes

do you spend .
traveling to and A0 ED s

from work each
day?

More than 60 minutes

DK/NA

Results are based on two-sided tests with significance level 0.05. For each significant pair,
proportion appears under the category with the larger column proportion.

the key of the category with the smaller column

a. Tests are adjusted for all pairwise comparisons within a row of each innermost subtable using the Bonferroni correction.
b. Cell counts of some categories are not integers. They were rounded to the nearest integers before performing column proportions tests.

Income
$20,000 to
less than
$40,000

$40,000 to More than

less than
$80,000 $80,000

Total 1018 292 306 236
Less than 10 minutes o et < &8
19.1% 21.1% 17.4% 19.2% 19.4%
) 254 45 76 75 58
14. On average,
how many - 101020 minutes 25.0% 24.7% 25.9% 24.5% 24.6%
minutes do you i 275 37 86 79 73
soar el e 4w 27.0% 19.9% 29.4% 25.9% 31.1%
to and from 4010 60 minutes 169 34 41 54 40
work each day? 16.6% 18.7% 14.1% 17.5% 17.1%
) : 73 4 23 29 16
More than 60 minutes 71% 21% 8.0% 9.4% 7.0%
52 25 15 11 2
ELE 5.1% 13.4% 5.2% 3.4% .8%
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Comparisons of Column ProportionsaP

Income

Less than $20,000to  $40,000 to

$20,000 less than less than
' $40,000  $80,000
(A) (C)) (©)

Less than 10 minutes

10 to 20 minutes

20 to 40 minutes

40 to 60 minutes

14. On average,
how many minutes
do you spend
traveling to and
from work each
day?

More than 60 minutes

DK/NA

More than
$80,000

(D)

Results are based on two-sided tests with significance level 0.05. For each significant pair,
proportion appears under the category with the larger column proportion.

the key of the category with the smaller column

a. Tests are adjusted for all pairwise comparisons within a row of each innermost subtable using the Bonferroni correction.

b. Cell counts of some categories are not integers. They were rounded to the nearest integers before performing column proportions tests.

Quality of Life Satisfaction
Total Satisfied  Dissatisfied

Total 885
. 171
Less than 10 minutes 19.0% 19.3% 17.8%
. 273 224 50
14. On average, 10 to 20 minutes
how many AR
minutes do you i
STe) el 2o A0 e 26.8% 26.8% 27.1%
to and from 4010 60 minutes 180 137 43
work each day? 16.3% 15.5% 19.3%
. 78 5 23
More than 60 minutes 7.0% 6.3% 10.1%
69 61 8
BISAT 6.2% 6.9% 3.5%
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Comparisons of Column ProportionsaP

Quality of Life
Satisfaction

Satisfied  Dissatisfied

(A) (B)

Less than 10 minutes
14. On average, 10 to 20 minutes
how many minutes 20 to 40 minutes

do you spend X
traveling to and 40 to 60 minutes

from work each More than 60 minutes
day?

DK/NA
Results are based on two-sided tests with significance level 0.05. For each significant pair, the key of the category with the smaller column
proportion appears under the category with the larger column proportion.
a. Tests are adjusted for all pairwise comparisons within a row of each innermost subtable using the Bonferroni correction.

b. Cell counts of some categories are not integers. They were rounded to the nearest integers before performing column proportions tests.

Future Quality of Life
Stay about
the same

Better

Total 1081 420 208
; 206 92 85) 78
Less than 10 minutes 19.0% 22.0% 17.0% 17.3%
. 267 89 58 121
14. On average, 10 to 20 minutes
how many G e | e iz
minutes do you i
soar el e 4w 27.1% 24.2% 29.8% 28.6%
to and from 4010 60 minutes 177 82 25 70
work each day? 16.4% 19.5% 12.2% 15.4%
) ; 77 29 12 36
More than 60 minutes 71% 6.9% 5.8% 7.9%
61 27 16 18
ELE 5.6% 6.4% 7.5% 4.1%
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Comparisons of Column Proportionsab

Future Quality of Life

Stay about
the same

(A) (B) (©)

Better Worse

Less than 10 minutes
14. On average, 10 to 20 minutes
how many minutes 20 to 40 minutes
do you spend
traveling to and

from work each More than 60 minutes
day?

40 to 60 minutes

DK/NA
Results are based on two-sided tests with significance level 0.05. For each significant pair, the key of the category with the smaller column
proportion appears under the category with the larger column proportion.
a. Tests are adjusted for all pairwise comparisons within a row of each innermost subtable using the Bonferroni correction.

b. Cell counts of some categories are not integers. They were rounded to the nearest integers before performing column proportions tests.

Gender
Male Female

Total 537
Less than 5 miles 20 126 104
m 20.5% 21.5% 19.4%
. 224 98 126
15. On average, 5to 10 miles
how many 12:;’" 1?()77% 239‘2%
miles do you i
travelioend oo 20miles 18.1% 18.3% 17.9%
from work each 20 o 40 miles 203 111 91
day? 18.0% 19.0% 17.0%
. 154 115 39
More than 40 miles 13.7% 19.6% 7.0
110 29 81
IR 9.8% 5.0% 15.0%
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Comparisons of Column ProportionsaP

Gender
Male Female

(A) (B)

15. On average, Less thar? 5 miles
how many 5to 10 miles

miles do you 10 to 20 miles
travel to and 20 to 40 miles
from work each  viore than 40 miles
day?

DK/NA

Results are based on two-sided tests with significance level 0.05. For each significant pair, the key of the category with the smaller column
proportion appears under the category with the larger column proportion.

a. Tests are adjusted for all pairwise comparisons within a row of each innermost subtable using the Bonferroni correction.
b. Cell counts of some categories are not integers. They were rounded to the nearest integers before performing column proportions tests.

Age
18to 24 25to 34 35to 44 45 to 54 55to 64 65 and over

Total 1104 195 228 189 110 98
Less than & miles 221 56 40 50 37 23 15
200% | 200% | 140% | 217% | 194% | 21.4% 15.1%
: 222 25 73 50 3% 23 17
o o ST 201% | 127% | 255% | 200% | 186% | 206% 16.9%
miles 0 YOU 1016 20 miles 199 35 49 45 38 18 15
travel to and 180% | 179% | 17a% | 107% | 201% | 16.6% 15.1%
from work each 20 to 40 miles 202 40 60 40 31 23 8
day? 183% | 205% | 209% | 175% | 163% | 21.2% 8.6%
More than 40 miles o 29 a 49 23 B &
13.9% | 132% | 143% | 115% | 192% | 134% 10.1%
BKINA 107 13 23 17 12 7 34
9.7% 6.7% 8.2% 7.7% 6.2% 6.7% 34.3%
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Comparisons of Column ProportionsaP

Age
18to 24 25to 34 35to 44 45 to 54 55to 64
(A) (B) (©) (®)] (E)

15. On average, Less thar? 5 miles
how many 5to 10 miles
miles do you 10 to 20 miles
travel to and 20 to 40 miles
from work each  viore than 40 miles
day?

DK/NA

Results are based on two-sided tests with significance level 0.05. For each significant pair, the key of the category with the smaller column
proportion appears under the category with the larger column proportion.

a. Tests are adjusted for all pairwise comparisons within a row of each innermost subtable using the Bonferroni correction.

b. Cell counts of some categories are not integers. They were rounded to the nearest integers before performing column proportions tests.

Length of Residence

Five years to
less than ten
years

More than
ten years

Less than
five years

Total 1124 123 843
Less than 5 miles 220 & LB
20.5% 14.6% 11.9% 22.9%
) 224 40 21 163

15. On average, 5to 10 miles
R T B

miles do you i

travel to and SIS 18.1% 10.9% 20.0% 19.2%
from work each 20 to 40 miles 203 26 32 145
day? 18.0% 16.2% 25.9% 17.2%
) 154 35 16 103
More than 40 miles - [tyRENA 22.2% 13.1% 12.2%
110 18 15 78
BISAT 9.8% 11.0% 12.0% 9.2%
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Comparisons of Column Proportionsab

Length of Residence
Five years
Less than to less More than
five years than ten ten years
years

(A) (B) (€)

15. On average, Less thar? 5 miles
how many 5to 10 miles
miles do you 10 to 20 miles
travel to and 20 to 40 miles
from work each  viore than 40 miles
day?

DK/NA

Results are based on two-sided tests with significance level 0.05. For each significant pair, the key of the category with the smaller column
proportion appears under the category with the larger column proportion.

a. Tests are adjusted for all pairwise comparisons within a row of each innermost subtable using the Bonferroni correction.
b. Cell counts of some categories are not integers. They were rounded to the nearest integers before performing column proportions tests.

Ethnicity
Caucasian/ Latino(a)/
White Hispanic Civer
Total 1099 435 138
Less than 5 miles 225 8 22
20.5% 17.9% 23.7% 16.2%
. 222 82 88 52
15. On average, 5to 10 miles
(e ey 2(1).92;/0 1852% 1653% 372.‘5‘%
miles do you i
traveltoand 00 20miles 18.0% 19.8% 16.8% 17.2%
from work each 20 to 40 miles 199 78 107 14
day? 18.1% 17.9% 20.3% 10.3%
. 148 64 64 20
More than 40 miles - |pNYA 14.8% 12.1% 14.4%
107 47 54 6
IR 9.7% 10.8% 10.3% 4.4%
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Comparisons of Column Proportions&b

Ethnicity
Caucasian/ Latino(a)/
White Hispanic
(A) (B)
15. On average, Less thar? 5 miles
how many 5to 10 miles
miles do you 10 to 20 miles
travel to and 20 to 40 miles
from work each  viore than 40 miles
day?
DK/NA

Results are based on two-sided tests with significance level 0.05. For each significant pair, the key of the category with the smaller column
proportion appears under the category with the larger column proportion.

a. Tests are adjusted for all pairwise comparisons within a row of each innermost subtable using the Bonferroni correction.

b. Cell counts of some categories are not integers. They were rounded to the nearest integers before performing column proportions tests.

Homeownership

Rent
Total 1099
. 229
Less than 5 miles 20.9% 20.3% 21.2%
. 221 66 155
15. On average, 5to 10 miles
how many I B Y
miles do you i
el i el 1 2V fiflles 18.4% 18.2% 18.5%
from work each . 196 76 120
day? e 17.8% 19.8% 16.8%
. 150 52 97
More than 40 miles 13.6% 13.7% 13.6%
101 41 60
IR 9.2% 10.8% 8.3%
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Comparisons of Column ProportionsaP

Homeownership
Rent Own

(A) (B)

15. On average, Less thar? 5 miles
how many 5to 10 miles

miles do you 10 to 20 miles
travel to and 20 to 40 miles
from work each  viore than 40 miles
day?

DK/NA

Results are based on two-sided tests with significance level 0.05. For each significant pair, the key of the category with the smaller column
proportion appears under the category with the larger column proportion.

a. Tests are adjusted for all pairwise comparisons within a row of each innermost subtable using the Bonferroni correction.
b. Cell counts of some categories are not integers. They were rounded to the nearest integers before performing column proportions tests.

Income
Less than $i20,0t0hO t[? ?40’03? tno More than
$20,000 ess tha ess tha $80,000

$40,000 $80,000
E—" 1018 292 306 236
Less than 5 mil 210 64 58 21
ess than 5 miles 20.7% 26.3% 21.9% 18.8% 17.2%
. 202 32 66 59 5
15. On average, 5to 10 miles
how many 1&;:;/0 171.3% 22;65% 1962% 185.2%
miles do you i
e D AYEE 18.4% 10.4% 19.0% 19.9% 22.1%
from work each 20 to 40 miles 188 30 43 64 51
day? 18.4% 16.3% 14.7% 21.0% 21.4%
) 143 15 35 51 21
More than 40 miles - Ry 8.4% 12.1% 16.6% 17.4%
87 39 29 13 7
LR 8.6% 21.1% 9.8% 4.2% 2.9%
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Comparisons of Column ProportionsaP

Income

Less than HENEIDE | I More than
less than R GE]

SHI $40,000 $80,000 e
®) ) © ()

15. On average, Less thar? 5 miles
how many 5to 10 miles
miles do y: 10 to 20 miles
travel to an 20 to 40 miles
from work each o1 than 40 miles
day?

DK/NA

Results are based on two-sided tests with significance level 0.05. For each significant pair, the key of the category with the smaller column
proportion appears under the category with the larger column proportion.

a. Tests are adjusted for all pairwise comparisons within a row of each innermost subtable using the Bonferroni correction.
b. Cell counts of some categories are not integers. They were rounded to the nearest integers before performing column proportions tests.

Quality of Life Satisfaction
Total Satisfied  Dissatisfied

Total 224
Less than 5 miles 221 192 22
m 20.5% 21.7% 15.6%
. 216 166 50
15. On average, 5to 10 miles
how many 12052% 12686% 223;2%
miles do you i
travelioend oo 20miles 18.2% 18.8% 16.0%
from work each 20 o 40 miles 202 153 50
day? 18.2% 17.3% 22.1%
. 154 119 35
More than 40 miles 13.9% 13.4% 15.6%
108 89 19
IR 9.7% 10.1% 8.5%
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Comparisons of Column ProportionsaP

Quality of Life
Satisfaction

Satisfied  Dissatisfied

(A) (B)

15. On average, Less thar? 5 miles
how many 5to 10 miles

miles do you 10 to 20 miles
travel to and 20 to 40 miles
from work each  \iore than 40 miles
day?

DK/NA

proportion appears under the category with the larger column proportion.

Results are based on two-sided tests with significance level 0.05. For each significant pair, the key of the category with the smaller column

a. Tests are adjusted for all pairwise comparisons within a row of each innermost subtable using the Bonferroni correction.
b. Cell counts of some categories are not integers. They were rounded to the nearest integers before performing column proportions tests.

Future Qual

Better

ity of Life
Stay about
the same

p—" 1081 208
Less than 5 mil 221 75 54 92
ess than 5 miles 20.4% 17.8% 26.0% 20.3%
. 215 85 32 97
15. On average, 5to 10 miles
how many 12:;@ zoé:;% 155.3% 2153%
miles do you i
e D AYEE 18.4% 16.3% 24.3% 17.6%
from work each 20 to 40 miles 197 90 25 82
day? 18.2% 21.4% 12.1% 18.1%
) 148 63 27 58
More than 40 miles - [EUpRoN 15.0% 13.0% 12.8%
102 38 19 44
IR 9.4% 9.1% 9.0% 9.8%
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Comparisons of Column Proportionsab

Future Quality of L

Stay about
the same

(A) (B)

Better

15. On average, Less thar.l 5 miles
how many 5to 10 miles

miles do you 10 to 20 miles
travel to and 20 to 40 miles
from work each  viore than 40 miles
day?

DK/NA

ife
Worse

(©)

Results are based on two-sided tests with significance level 0.05. For each significant pair, the key of the category with the smaller column

proportion appears under the category with the larger column proportion.

a. Tests are adjusted for all pairwise comparisons within a row of each innermost subtable using the Bonferroni correction.
b. Cell counts of some categories are not integers. They were rounded to the nearest integers before performing column proportions tests.
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Gender

Total Male Female
Total 923 477 446
. 123 68 55
Better transit
schedule/More buses 13.3% 14.3% 12.3%
Carpool planning from my 84 37 46
employer 9.1% 7.8% 10.4%
Cheaper/Discounted transit 63 25 29
fares 5.8% 5.2% 6.5%
Express bus service o0 2 &
P 5.4% 45% 6.4%
Higher gas prices fl o8 &8
16. Whatwould o' 98P 12.3% 14.3% 10.2%
encourage you Information about 11 2 9
touse transit/schedules 1.2% .5% 2.0%
alternative Public transit stop near my 133 63 70
transportation,  poyse/work 14.3% 13.1% 15.7%
SUElh & 226 122 105
carpooling or Nothing/Not interested
bus service? e 24.5% 25.5% 23.5%
Environmental 17 11 6
issues/Reducing pollution 1.9% 2.4% 1.3%
Extreme circumstances that 26 8 19
make me unable to drive 2.8% 1.6% 4.2%
Better roads and traffic 14 10 4
conditions 1.5% 2.1% .8%
ng distance travel g 2 1
< 3% 5% A%
) 21 11 10
Sl 2.3% 2.3% 2.3%
145 70 76
DI 15.7% 14.6% 17.0%
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Comparisons of Column ProportionsaP

Gender

Male Female

(A) (B)
Better transit
schedule/More buses
Carpool planning from my
employer
Cheaper/Discounted transit
fares
Express bus service

16. What would Higher gas prices

encourage you Information about

to use transit/schedules
alternative Public transit stop near my
transportation, house/work

such as Nothing/Not interested

carpooling or  gpyironmental
bus service? issues/Reducing pollution
Extreme circumstances that
make me unable to drive
Better roads and traffic
conditions
Long distance travel
Other
DK/NA
Results are based on two-sided tests with significance level 0.05. For each significant pair, the key of the category with the smaller column
proportion appears under the category with the larger column proportion.
a. Tests are adjusted for all pairwise comparisons within a row of each innermost subtable using the Bonferroni correction.

b. Cell counts of some categories are not integers. They were rounded to the nearest integers before performing column proportions tests.
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Age

Total 18to 24 2510 34 35to0 44 45 to 54 55 to 64 65 and over
Total 904 154 230 181 162 89 88
. 121 33 36 19 19 7 7
Better transit
schedule/More buses 13.3% 21.3% 15.6% 10.6% 11.6% 7.5% 8.1%
Carpool planning from my 84 18 24 20 13 5 4
employer 9.2% 11.9% 10.3% 11.3% 7.7% 5.6% 4.1%
Cheaper/Discounted transit 52 5 9 18 8 4 7
fares 5.7% 3.2% 4.0% 9.9% 5.2% 4.1% 8.5%
Express bus service B0 o g 22 g g ’
5.5% .0% 3.9% 11.9% 5.2% 3.7% 8.4%
Higher gas prices 111 25 27 21 18 10 10
16. What would 12.2% 16.1% 11.6% 11.7% 10.8% 11.4% 11.4%
encourage you Information about 11 0 3 3 1 8 1
touse transit/schedules 1.2% .0% 1.3% 1.8% 4% 3.4% 1.1%
alternative Public transit stop near my 131 14 33 29 23 18 14
yansportation.  housefwork 14.5% 9.4% 14.2% 16.2% 14.4% 20.2% 15.7%
. . . . 222 35 58 37 40 29 24
Sarpooing of  Nothing/Not interested 24.6% 22.8% 25.2% 20.2% 24.4% 32.6% 27.3%
Environmental 17 2 7 2 4 0 2
issues/Reducing pollution 1.9% 1.6% 2.9% 1.2% 2.3% 1% 2.3%
Extreme circumstances that 26 3 11 1 5 1 6
make me unable to drive 2.9% 1.7% 4.8% .6% 2.8% 1.3% 6.4%
Better roads and traffic 14 5 2 3 2 1 0
conditions 1.6% 3.5% 1.0% 1.8% 1.4% .8% .0%
ng distance travel g 9 1 o 1 9 g
3% .0% 4% .0% .9% .0% 3%
Other 21 4 6 2 6 3 0
2.3% 2.7% 2.6% 9% 3.7% 3.2% 2%
DK/NA 139 19 36 32 28 9 15
15.4% 12.0% 15.7% 18.0% 17.4% 10.1% 16.9%
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Comparisons of Column ProportionsP:¢

Age

55 to 64
(E)

18t024  25t034  35t0 44
(A) (B) (C)

4510 54
(D)

Better transit
schedule/More buses
Carpool planning from my
employer
Cheaper/Discounted transit
fares

Express bus service 3 B

16. What would Higher ggs prices
encourage you Information about 2

to use transit/schedules
alternative Public transit stop near my
transportation, house/work

such as Nothing/Not interested
carpooling or - gpyironmental

bus service? issues/Reducing pollution

Extreme circumstances that
make me unable to drive
Better roads and traffic a
conditions .
Long distance travel
Other
DK/NA
Results are based on two-sided tests with significance level 0.05. For each significant pair, the key of the category with the smaller column
proportion appears under the category with the larger column proportion.
a. This category is not used in comparisons because its column proportion is equal to zero or one.
b. Tests are adjusted for all pairwise comparisons within a row of each innermost subtable using the Bonferroni correction.
c. Cell counts of some categories are not integers. They were rounded to the nearest integers before performing column proportions tests.
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16. What would
encourage you
to use
alternative
transportation,
such as
carpooling or
bus service?

Length of Residence

Five years to

Less than less than ten More than
five years ten years
years
Total 94
. &
Better transit
schedule/More buses 13.3% 7.8% 5.0% 15.5%
Carpool planning from my 84 8 10 65
employer 9.1% 6.7% 10.6% 9.3%
Cheaper/Discounted transit 53 3 4 46
fares 5.8% 2.5% 4.6% 6.5%
Express bus service S0 - g S0
P 5.4% 10.8% 6.7% 4.3%
Higher gas prices &1 e g en
I e [ 12.3% 11.5% 8.7% 13.0%
Information about 11 1 0 9
transit/schedules 1.2% 1.1% 4% 1.3%
Public transit stop near my 133 13 17 103
house/work 14.3% 10.1% 18.0% 14.6%
. . 226 31 14 181
Nothing/Not interested 24.5% 24.8% 15.4% 25.7%
Environmental 17 0 2 15
issues/Reducing pollution 1.9% 1% 2.4% 2.1%
Extreme circumstances that 26 5 1 20
make me unable to drive 2.8% 3.9% 1.4% 2.8%
Better roads and traffic 14 2 3 €
conditions 1.5% 2.0% 2.9% 1.3%
. & 1 1 2
Long distance travel 3% 6% 7% 2%
21 3 4 14
Sk 2.3% 2.7% 4.2% 2.0%
145 24 21 101
BIGRR 15.7% 18.9% 22.2% 14.3%
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16. What would
encourage you
to use
alternative
transportation,
such as
carpooling or
bus service?

Results are based on two-sided tests with significance level 0.05. For each significant pair, the key of the category with the smaller column

Comparisons of Column Proportions&b

Length of Residence

Less than
five years

(A)
Better transit
schedule/More buses
Carpool planning from my
employer
Cheaper/Discounted transit
fares

Express bus service
Higher gas prices

Information about
transit/schedules

Public transit stop near my
house/work
Nothing/Not interested

Environmental
issues/Reducing pollution
Extreme circumstances that
make me unable to drive

Better roads and traffic
conditions

Long distance travel
Other
DK/NA

Five years

to less

than ten

years

(B)

More than
ten years

(€)

proportion appears under the category with the larger column proportion.

a. Tests are adjusted for all pairwise comparisons within a row of each innermost subtable using the Bonferroni correction.
b. Cell counts of some categories are not integers. They were rounded to the nearest integers before performing column proportions tests.
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16. What would
encourage you
to use
alternative
transportation,
such as
carpooling or
bus service?

Total

Better transit
schedule/More buses

Carpool planning from my
employer
Cheaper/Discounted transit
fares

Express bus service

Higher gas prices
Information about
transit/schedules

Public transit stop near my
house/work

Nothing/Not interested
Environmental

issues/Reducing pollution
Extreme circumstances that
make me unable to drive
Better roads and traffic
conditions

Long distance travel

Other

DK/NA

Ethnicity

Caucasian/

Latino(a)/

i White Hispanic Gz
898 378 411 109
117 42 56 20

13.1% 11.1% 13.6% 17.9%

83 27 47 10
9.3% 7.0% 11.4% 9.2%
50 9 26 15
5.6% 2.5% 6.4% 13.6%
50 12 28 10

5.5% 3.2% 6.7% 9.0%
113 50 54 9

12.6% 13.3% 13.1% 8.2%

11 2 8 0

1.2% 7% 2.1% .0%
131 76 32 23

14.6% 20.0% 7.8% 21.4%
220 118 75 27

24.5% 31.3% 18.3% 24.8%

17 3 14 0

1.9% 7% 3.5% 2%

25 16 8 1
2.8% 4.3% 1.9% 1.2%
14 4 9 1
1.6% 1.0% 2.1% 1.3%
8 2 0 1
3% .5% .0% %
21 5 12 4

2.4% 1.4% 2.8% 3.9%
138 44 84 10

15.4% 11.7% 20.4% 9.2%
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16. What would
encourage you
to use
alternative
transportation,
such as
carpooling or
bus service?

Comparisons of Column ProportionsP:¢

Better transit
schedule/More buses
Carpool planning from my
employer
Cheaper/Discounted transit
fares

Express bus service
Higher gas prices
Information about
transit/schedules

Public transit stop near my
house/work

Nothing/Not interested

Environmental
issues/Reducing pollution
Extreme circumstances that
make me unable to drive

Better roads and traffic
conditions

Long distance travel
Other
DK/NA

Caucasian/
White

(A)

(B)

AC

Ethnicity
Latino(a)/
Hispanic

Other

AB

a. This category is not used in comparisons because its column proportion is equal to zero or one.

b. Tests are adjusted for all pairwise comparisons within a row of each innermost subtable using the Bonferroni correction.
c. Cell counts of some categories are not integers. They were rounded to the nearest integers before performing column proportions tests.

Results are based on two-sided tests with significance level 0.05. For each significant pair, the key of the category with the smaller column
proportion appears under the category with the larger column proportion.
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Homeownership

Total Rent Own
Total 904 264 640
. 119 49 70
Better transit
schedule/More buses 13.1% 18.6% 10.9%
Carpool planning from my 81 24 57
employer 9.0% 9.1% 8.9%
Cheaper/Discounted transit 52 17 35
fares 5.8% 6.6% 5.4%
Express bus service 0 12 &
P 55% 4.4% 6.0%
Higher gas prices faa i &)
16. Whatwould o' 98P 12.3% 15.9% 10.8%
encourage you Information about 11 2 9
touse transit/schedules 1.2% .8% 1.4%
alternative Public transit stop near my 131 32 99
transportation,  poyse/work 14.5% 12.2% 15.5%
SUElh & 225 42 183
carpooling or Nothing/Not interested
bus service? e 24.9% 16.0% 28.6%
Environmental 17 5 13
issues/Reducing pollution 1.9% 1.8% 2.0%
Extreme circumstances that 26 15 12
make me unable to drive 2.9% 5.5% 1.8%
Better roads and traffic 11 4 7
conditions 1.3% 1.5% 1.2%
ng distance travel g : 2
9 3% 3% 3%
X 20 10 10
Sl 2.2% 3.6% 1.6%
143 46 97
DI 15.8% 17.3% 15.2%
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Comparisons of Column ProportionsaP

Homeownership

Rent Own

(A) (B)
Better transit
schedule/More buses
Carpool planning from my
employer
Cheaper/Discounted transit
fares
Express bus service

16. What would Higher gas prices

encourage you Information about

to use transit/schedules
alternative Public transit stop near my
transportation, house/work

such as Nothing/Not interested

carpooling or  gpyironmental

bus service? issues/Reducing pollution
Extreme circumstances that
make me unable to drive
Better roads and traffic
conditions
Long distance travel
Other
DK/NA

Results are based on two-sided tests with significance level 0.05. For each significant pair, the key of the category with the smaller column
proportion appears under the category with the larger column proportion.

a. Tests are adjusted for all pairwise comparisons within a row of each innermost subtable using the Bonferroni correction.
b. Cell counts of some categories are not integers. They were rounded to the nearest integers before performing column proportions tests.

Page 198




Income
$20,000 to $40,000 to

Less than less than less than More than
TR $40,000 $80,000 T
Total 216
. 45 27
Better transit
schedule/More buses 13.6% 7.7% 14.5% 16.4% 12.4%
Carpool planning from my 79 10 28 24 17
employer 9.5% 8.6% 12.7% 8.6% 7.9%
Cheaper/Discounted transit 49 9 9 23 9
fares 5.9% 7.3% 3.9% 8.4% 3.9%
Express bus service & g u 22 &
P 5.4% 6.5% 3.2% 7.5% 4.4%
Higher gas prices i g Z & 23
16. What would 4 . 12.1% 15.4% 12.2% 10.9% 11.8%
encourage you Information about 10 0 1 5 5
touse transit/schedules 1.2% 1% .3% 1.7% 2.2%
alternative Public transit stop near my 115 7 23 53 31
gansportation:  house/work 13.8% 6.1% 10.5% 19.4% 14.2%
- . . 205 21 44 61 80
carpooling or
AL D el NEREEe 24.7% 17.3% 19.9% 22.0% 36.9%
Environmental 15 3 6 6 0
issues/Reducing pollution 1.8% 2.7% 2.7% 2.2% .0%
Extreme circumstances that 26 1 11 9 5
make me unable to drive 3.1% 1.1% 5.0% 3.1% 2.5%
Better roads and traffic 14 0 4 8 1
conditions 1.6% .0% 2.0% 2.8% 1%
Long distance travel g g 2 2 g
¢ 3% 0% 5% 6% 0%
19 6 7 3 3
Sk 2.2% 4.7% 3.3% 1.0% 1.4%
125 29 88} 40 23
BIGRR 15.1% 24.8% 14.9% 14.6% 10.6%
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Comparisons of Column ProportionsP:¢

Income

Less than $20.000to  $40,000 to
$20,000 less than less than
' $40,000 $80,000

(A) (B) (C)

More than
$80,000

(D)

Better transit
schedule/More buses
Carpool planning from my
employer
Cheaper/Discounted transit
fares

Express bus service

16. What would Higher ggs prices
encourage you Information about

to use transit/schedules
alternative Public transit stop near my AB
transportation, house/work
such as Nothing/Not interested ABC
carpooling or Environmental a
bus service? issues/Reducing pollution :
Extreme circumstances that
make me unable to drive
Better roads and traffic a
conditions .
Long distance travel A 3

Other
DK/NA D

Results are based on two-sided tests with significance level 0.05. For each significant pair, the key of the category with the smaller column
proportion appears under the category with the larger column proportion.

a. This category is not used in comparisons because its column proportion is equal to zero or one.

b. Tests are adjusted for all pairwise comparisons within a row of each innermost subtable using the Bonferroni correction.
c. Cell counts of some categories are not integers. They were rounded to the nearest integers before performing column proportions tests.
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Quality of Life Satisfaction

Total Satisfied  Dissatisfied
Total 911 727 184
. 123 103 21
Better transit
schedule/More buses 13.5% 14.1% 11.2%
Carpool planning from my 84 74 10
employer 9.2% 10.1% 5.3%
Cheaper/Discounted transit 63 40 14
fares 5.9% 5.5% 7.4%
Express bus service < & o
9 5.2% 5.3% 4.8%
Higher gas prices L2 0 =2
16.Whatwould 0 o 93P 12.3% 11.0% 17.3%
encourage you Information about 11 9 2
touse transit/schedules 1.2% 1.2% 1.1%
alternative Public transit stop near my 133 108 25
transportation,  poyse/work 14.5% 14.8% 13.6%
Suchies 223 173 50
carpooling or Nothing/Not interested
o SEeE 24.4% 23.8% 27.0%
Environmental 17 14 3
issues/Reducing pollution 1.9% 1.9% 1.7%
Extreme circumstances that 26 21 6
make me unable to drive 2.9% 2.8% 3.0%
Better roads and traffic 14 11 2
conditions 1.5% 1.6% 1.3%
ng distance travel g g v
L 3% A% 1%
) 21 15 6
Ui 2.3% 21% 3.3%
142 106 36
DI 15.6% 14.6% 19.3%
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Quality of Life
Satisfaction

Satisfied  Dissatisfied

(A) (B)

Better transit
schedule/More buses
Carpool planning from my
employer
Cheaper/Discounted transit
fares
Express bus service
16. What would Higher gas prices
encourage you Inforr_nation about
to use transit/schedules
alternative Public transit stop near my
transportation, house/work
such as Nothing/Not interested
carpooling or Environmental
bus service? issues/Reducing pollution

Extreme circumstances that
make me unable to drive

Better roads and traffic
conditions

Long distance travel
Other
DK/NA
Results are based on two-sided tests with significance level 0.05. For each significant pair, the key of the category with the smaller column
proportion appears under the category with the larger column proportion.
a. Tests are adjusted for all pairwise comparisons within a row of each innermost subtable using the Bonferroni correction.

b. Cell counts of some categories are not integers. They were rounded to the nearest integers before performing column proportions tests.
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Future Quality of Life

Total Better Sy eliau Worse
the same
Total 891 327 182 381
. 120 37 32 51
Better transit
schedule/More buses 13.4% 11.3% 17.6% 13.3%
Carpool planning from my 80 32 22 25
employer 9.0% 9.8% 12.3% 6.7%
Cheaper/Discounted transit 52 20 14 18
fares 5.9% 6.2% 7.7% 4.7%
Express bus service & al ® 1
P 5.4% 6.5% 51% 4.6%
Higher gas prices o & 20 2
16.Whatwould 0o 935 12.7% 12.8% 11.0% 13.6%
encourage you Information about 11 3 &) 4
touse transit/schedules 1.2% .8% 2.5% .9%
alternative Public transit stop near my 126 47 31 48
tfanspofla“on: house/work 14.2% 14.4% 17.2% 12.5%
such as
: . . 217 64 46 108
carpooling or r
buspservige? Nothing/Not interested 24.4% 19.5% 25.0% 28.3%
Environmental 17 8 1 8
issues/Reducing pollution 1.9% 2.5% 5% 2.1%
Extreme circumstances that 25 4 e 12
make me unable to drive 2.8% 1.3% 4.7% 3.3%
Better roads and traffic 14 11 0 3
conditions 1.5% 3.2% .0% .8%
. 8 2 1 0
Long distance travel 3% 5% 5% 0%
21 3 2 17
Other 2.4% 8% 9% 4.4%
139 67 22 51
BRI 15.6% 20.5% 11.9% 13.3%
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Future Quality of Life

Stay about
the same

(A) (B) (C)

Better Worse

Better transit
schedule/More buses
Carpool planning from my
employer
Cheaper/Discounted transit
fares
Express bus service
16. What would Higher gas prices
encourage you Inforr_nation about
to use transit/schedules
alternative Public transit stop near my
transportation, house/work
such as Nothing/Not interested A
carpooling or Environmental
bus service? issues/Reducing pollution
Extreme circumstances that
make me unable to drive

Better roads and traffic c a

conditions :

Long distance travel

Other A
DK/NA BC

Results are based on two-sided tests with significance level 0.05. For each significant pair, the key of the category with the smaller column
proportion appears under the category with the larger column proportion.

a. This category is not used in comparisons because its column proportion is equal to zero or one.

b. Tests are adjusted for all pairwise comparisons within a row of each innermost subtable using the Bonferroni correction.

c. Cell counts of some categories are not integers. They were rounded to the nearest integers before performing column proportions tests.
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