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Executive Summary

Survey Background

The 2011 Shorewood, Minnesota Resident Survey provided residents the opportunity to rate the quality of
life in the city, as well as the service delivery and overall workings of local government. The survey also
gave residents a chance to provide feedback to government on what is working well and what is not and
share their priorities for community planning and resource allocation. This is the first general survey of
Shorewood residents that the City has conducted.

A randomly selected sample of 1,330 households were mailed the 2011 Shorewood Resident Survey. Of
these, 1,307 were delivered to occupied households. A total of 613 completed surveys were received, for a
response rate of 47%, which is an excellent response rate. It is customary to describe the precision of
estimates made from surveys by a “level of confidence” (or margin of error). The 95% confidence level is
typically no greater than plus or minus four percentage points around any given percent based on

community-wide estimates.

Survey results were weighted so that respondent age, gender, tenure (rent versus own) and housing type
(single versus multi-family) were represented in the proportions reflective of the entire city.

The City of Shorewood’s results were compared to results of surveys conducted by other jurisdictions
around the nation as well as to a subset of these jurisdictions that had a population size of less than 10,000.
These comparisons are made possible through National Research Center’s (NRC’s) national benchmark
database, which contains resident perspectives gathered in citizen surveys from approximately 500
jurisdictions, including cities and counties. Survey results also were compared by demographic
characteristics of respondents.

Survey Results

Shorewood residents reported a high quality of life and were generally satisfied with various aspects of their
community. Nearly all believed that the City was an “excellent” or “good” place to live and raise children,
and that the overall quality of life in Shorewood was “excellent” or “good.” When Shorewood ratings were
compared to ratings given by residents across the country (national benchmarks) and to residents in
jurisdictions of a similar population size (small city benchmarks), Shorewood’s ratings were generally much

higher than both these benchmarks.

Nine out of 10 respondents agreed that the air quality, the quality of the overall natural environment, the
overall image of Shorewood and educational opportunities in Shorewood were “excellent” or “good.”
Fewer, but still at least half, felt positive about Shorewood’s sense of community, the ease of walking in the
city, and the availability of affordable quality child care and housing. Fifteen of the 18 community
characteristics that could be compared to the benchmarks had ratings that were much above or above the
benchmarks. Sense of community and ease of walking in Shorewood were similar to the national benchmark
and below or much below the small city benchmark.

A majority of respondents reported talking or visiting with their immediate neighbors at least several times
a month. However, when asked the extent to which they agreed or disagreed that “Shorewood had tight-
knit neighborhoods,” only 57% of respondents agreed. More residents agreed that Shorewood was a safe
community with a low crime rate, the City offered the best schools and that the City provided and
protected open space.

Given that the highest proportion of respondents agreed that Shorewood is a safe community with a low
crime rate, it is understandable that they would report a high sense of safety in their neighborhoods and
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from various types of crime. When compared to the national and small city benchmarks, Shorewood’s
safety ratings were much higher than those in these other jurisdictions.

Shorewood residents reported relatively low rates of participation in 12 specific community activities,
programs or events. Two-thirds or more reported never having participated in seven of the 12 activities.
Generally, this participation level was lower or much lower than the national and small city benchmarks.
Sixty percent of residents said they had not participated in any of the 12 Shorewood programs and events in
the year prior to the survey. Respondents were most likely to have used the various recreation facilities in
Shorewood.

Overall, residents gave high marks to the quality of City services, with 7 in 10 rating them as “excellent” or
“good” (above both benchmarks). Ratings for individual services also were scored highly. Twenty-six of the
36 services received “excellent” or “good” ratings from at least two-thirds of respondents. Of the 31
services that could be compared to the nation, 25 received ratings above or much above the benchmark,
four were similar and two were below or much below the benchmark. Of the 29 Shorewood services that
could be compared to the small city benchmark, 23 were rated above or much above, two received similar

ratings and four were lower or much lower than the benchmark.

A special analysis, called a key driver analysis, was conducted for the City of Shorewood to help focus
service improvement efforts on those services that most influence residents’ perceptions (key drivers) about
overall City service quality. Three services were identified as key drivers of overall City service ratings,
meaning that if these services are rated highly, overall City service quality is more likely to be rated
positively as well. Shorewood’s key drivers were: snowplowing on city streets, storm drainage and land
use, planning and zoning. The City may want to keep a watchful eye on these services to maintain their
favorable ratings and the correlated high rating for the overall quality of City services.

City employees received encouraging evaluations from residents with whom they had contact. Ratings for
interactions with City employees were much higher than the national and small city benchmarks. Most
aspects of the City government’s performance also received positive marks from residents, with a majority
of ratings being above or much above the benchmarks. However, respondents believed that the City
government could do a better job at taking into consideration what people like them think.

When asked about the importance of potential improvements in Shorewood, respondents were more likely
to think that improving roads and the environment, expanding trails and walkways and improving the
municipal drinking water system should be the highest priorities. Other potential park and recreation
projects in Shorewood were viewed as less important.

Four out of the five potential initiatives in Shorewood were supported by three-quarters or more of
respondents. Increasing recycling options for residents received the most support, while having a single
trash hauler contracted by the City (instead of multiple haulers) received the least support.

In Summary

Overall, a majority of residents reported that they were happy with the quality of life and community in
Shorewood and the services provided in the City. Two-thirds of the ratings that could be compared to the
national benchmarks were much above or above ratings given by residents in other jurisdictions across the
country. While strong ratings were seen in most areas covered by the 2011 Shorewood survey,
opportunities to strengthen resident appreciation of local services, the City government and community
quality may be found in bolstering residents’ sense of community, improving communication and showing
residents that elected officials care what they think. Additionally, focusing on ways to make Shorewood a
desirable place to retire, by increasing the availability of affordable quality housing and the “walkability” of
the City, for example, could impact resident’s longevity in the City.
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Survey Background

Survey Purpose

The City of Shorewood contracted with National Research Center, Inc. (NRC) to conduct its first
community-wide resident survey. The Shorewood Resident Survey serves as a consumer report card for
Shorewood by providing residents the opportunity to rate the quality of life in the city, as well as the
community’s amenities, service delivery and their satisfaction with local government. The survey also gives
residents a chance to provide feedback to government on what is working well and what is not, and to

communicate their priorities for community planning and resource allocation.

The focus on the quality of service delivery and the importance of services helps council, staff and the public
to set priorities for budget decisions and lays the groundwork for tracking community opinions about the
core responsibilities of Shorewood city government, helping to assure maximum service quality over time.

This type of survey addresses the key services that local governments provide to create a quality
community. It is akin to private sector customer surveys that are used regularly by many corporations to
monitor where there are weaknesses in product or service delivery before customers defect to competition
or before other problems from dissatisfied customers arise.

Survey Methods

A randomly selected sample of 1,330 residential addresses within or near the city boundaries was mailed
the 2011 Shorewood Resident Survey. Of these, 1,307 were delivered to occupied households. A total of

613 completed surveys were returned, for a response rate of 47%.

Survey results were weighted so that respondent age, gender, tenure (rent versus own) and housing type
(single versus multi-family) were represented in the proportions reflective of the entire city. More
information about the survey methodology can be found in Appendix E: Survey Methodology.

How the Results Are Reported

Either the full frequency distribution (the percent of respondents giving each possible response to a
particular question) or the “percent positive” is presented in the body of the report. The percent positive is
the combination of the top two most positive response options (i.e., “excellent” and “good,” “strongly
agree” and “somewhat agree,” “essential” and “very important”).

On many of the questions in the survey, respondents gave an answer of “don’t know.” The proportion of
respondents giving this reply is shown in the full set of responses included in Appendix B: Responses to Survey
Questions and is discussed in the body of this report if it is 20% or greater. However, these responses have
been removed from the analyses presented in the body of the report, unless otherwise indicated. In other
words, the majority of the tables and graphs in the body of the report display the responses from
respondents who had an opinion about a specific item.

When a table for a question that only permitted a single response does not total to exactly 100%, it is due
to the common practice of percentages being rounded to the nearest whole number.

Precision of Estimates

It is customary to describe the precision of estimates made from surveys by a “level of confidence” (or
margin of error). The 95 percent confidence level for this survey is generally no greater than plus or minus
four percentage points around any given percent reported for the entire sample (613). For comparisons
among subgroups, the margin of error rises to approximately plus or minus 5% for sample sizes of 400 to
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plus or minus 10% for sample sizes of 100, and for smaller sample sizes (i.e., 50), the margin of error rises
to 14%.

Comparing Survey Results by Demographic Subgroups

Select survey results were compared by demographic characteristics of survey respondents and are
discussed throughout the body of the report (a full set of these results can be found in Appendix C: Responses
to Select Survey Questions Compared by Respondent Characteristics).

Comparing Survey Results to Other Jurisdictions

Jurisdictions use the comparative information provided by benchmarks to help interpret their own citizen
survey results, to create or revise community plans, to evaluate the success of policy or budget decisions,
and to measure local government performance. We do not know what is small or large without comparing.
Taking the pulse of the community has little meaning without knowing what pulse rate is too high and what
is too low. When surveys of service satisfaction turn up “good” citizen evaluations, we need to know how
others rate their services to understand if “good” is good enough. Furthermore, in the absence of national or
peer community comparisons, a jurisdiction is left comparing its fire protection rating to its street
maintenance rating. That comparison is unfair. Streets always lose to fire. How residents’ ratings of fire

service compare to opinions about fire service in other communities is the real question.

A police department that provides the fastest and most efficient service — one that closes most of its cases,
solves most of its crimes, and keeps the crime rate low — still has a problem to fix if the residents in the city
it intends to protect believe services are not very good compared to ratings given by residents in other cities
to their own objectively “worse” departments. Benchmark data can help that police department — or any
city department — to understand how well citizens think it is doing. Results may lead to a new
understanding of where services need improvement or where communications about services are lacking.
Citizen opinion should be used in conjunction with other sources of data about budget, personnel, and
politics to help managers know how to respond to comparative results.

NRC’s database of comparative resident opinion is comprised of resident perspectives gathered in citizen
surveys from approximately 500 jurisdictions whose residents evaluated local government services.
Conducted with typically no fewer than 400 residents in each jurisdiction, opinions are intended to
represent over 30 million Americans. NRC innovated a method for quantitatively integrating the results of
surveys that we have conducted with those that others have conducted. These integration methods have
been described thoroughly in Public Administration Review, Journal of Policy Analysis and Management, and in
NRC'’s first book on conducting and using citizen surveys, Citizen Surveys: how to do them, how to use them,
what they mean, published by the International City/ County Management Association (ICMA). Scholars who
specialize in the analysis of citizen surveys regularly have relied on our work [e.g., Kelly, ]J. & Swindell, D.
(2002). Service quality variation across urban space: First steps towards a model of citizen satisfaction,
Journal of Urban Affairs, 24, 271-288.; Van Ryzin, G., Muzzio, D., Immerwahr, S., Gulick, L. & Martinez,
E. (2004). Drivers and consequences of citizen satisfaction: An application of the American Customer
Satisfaction Index Model to New York City, Public Administration Review, 64, 331-341]. The method
described in those publications is refined regularly and statistically tested on a growing number of citizen
surveys in our proprietary databases.

Jurisdictions in NRC’s benchmark database are distributed geographically across the country and range from
small to large in population size. Comparisons may be made to subsets of jurisdictions (in this report,
jurisdictions with 10,000 residents or fewer). Most commonly (also in this report), comparisons are made
to all jurisdictions. Despite the differences in jurisdiction characteristics, all are in the business of providing
local government services to residents. Though individual jurisdiction circumstances, resources, and

practices vary, the objective in every community is to provide services that are so timely, tailored, and
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effective that residents conclude the services are of the highest quality. High ratings in any jurisdiction, like
SAT scores in any teen household, bring pride, and a sense of accomplishment.

Comparison of Shorewood to the Benchmarking Database

National benchmark comparisons and small city (jurisdictions with a population size of less than 10,000)
benchmark comparisons have been included in the report when available. Jurisdictions to which Shorewood
was compared can be found in Appendix D: Jurisdictions Included in Benchmark Comparisons. Benchmark
comparisons have been provided when similar questions on the Shorewood survey are included in NRC’s
database and there are at least five jurisdictions in which the question was asked, though most questions are

compared to more than five other jurisdictions across the country.

Where comparisons for quality ratings were available, the City of Shorewood’s results were generally noted
as being “above” the benchmark, “below” the benchmark or “similar” to the benchmark. For some questions
— those related to resident behavior, circumstance or to a local problem — the comparison to the benchmark

”» «

is designated as “more,” “similar” or “less” (for example, residents contacting the City in the last 12
months). In instances where ratings are considerably higher or lower than the benchmark, these ratings have
been further demarcated by the attribute of “much,” (for example, “much less” or “much above”). These
labels come from a statistical comparison of Shorewood’s rating to the benchmark where a rating is
considered “similar” if it is within the margin of error; “above,” “below,” “more,” or “less” if the difference
between Shorewood’s rating and the benchmark is greater the margin of error; and “much above,” “much

» <«

below,” “much more” or “much less” if the difference between your Shorewood’s rating and the benchmark

is more than twice the margin of error.
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Survey Results
Quality of Life and Community

The 2011 Shorewood Resident Survey gauged residents’ perspectives about different aspects of quality of
life in Shorewood. Respondents also were asked to evaluate a number of characteristics of the community,
identify statements that best describe Shorewood and rate how safe they felt in and around the City.

Aspects of Quality of Life

Shorewood as place to live, raise children and the overall quality of life in the City was believed to be
“excellent” or “good” by nearly all respondents. Nine in 10 felt that their neighborhood was an “excellent”
or “good” place to live (92%). Fewer, but still a majority, said that Shorewood was an “excellent” or “good”
place to retire (69%); only 1 in 10 felt it was “poor.”

It should be noted that about 20% of respondents selected “don’t know” when rating Shorewood as a place
to retire. Percentages shown here and throughout the report body are for those who had an opinion. A full
set of responses to each survey question, including “don’t know,” can be found in Appendix B: Responses to
Survey Questions.

Shorewood’s ratings for the different aspects of quality of life were compared to ratings given by residents
in other jurisdictions. Two comparison groups were used: all jurisdictions from across the nation that were
in the NRC database (the national benchmark) and those jurisdictions with a population size that was similar
(less than 10,000) to Shorewood (the small city benchmark). When compared to the nation and to
municipalities with populations fewer than 10,000, Shorewood residents gave much higher evaluations than

those living in other places.

Table 1: Aspects of Quality of Life

Please rate each of the Populations under
following aspects of quality National 10,000
of life in Shorewood. Excellent | Good | Fair | Poor | Total comparison comparison
Shorewood as a place to live 53% 44% | 3% 0% | 100% | Much above Much above
Shorewood as a place to

raise children 58% 39% | 3% 0% | 100% | Much above Much above
Your neighborhood as a

place to live 58% 34% | 7% 1% | 100% | Much above Much above
Shorewood as a place to

retire 29% 40% | 22% | 9% | 100% | Much above Much above
The overall quality of life in

Shorewood 45% 51% | 3% 1% | 100% | Much above Much above
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Figure 1: Ratings of Aspects of Quality of Life

Shorewood as a place to live 97%

Shorewood as a place to raise children 97%

92%

Your neighborhood as a place to live

Shorewood as a place to retire

The overall quality of life in Shorewood 96%

0% 25% 50% 75% 100%

Percent"excellent" or "good"

Comparisons by Demographic Subgroups

Responses to select survey questions were compared by respondent demographic characteristics. Residents
living in the city for 10 years or less, those who rent their homes and younger respondents (age 18-34) were
more likely to give favorable ratings to the city as a place to retire than were other residents. A complete
set of responses by respondent demographic can be found in Appendix C: Responses to Select Survey Questions

Compared by Respondent Characteristics.
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Community Characteristics

Survey respondents were provided a list of 23 different characteristics of the community and asked to
evaluate the quality of each as they related to Shorewood as a whole. Half or more rated each community

characteristic as “excellent” or “good” (see Table 2 on the following page). The characteristics receiving the

most positive ratings included air quality (93% “excellent” or “good”), the quality of the overall natural
environment (91%), the overall image or reputation of Shorewood (90%) and educational opportunities
(86%). Sense of community (60% “excellent” or “good”), ease of walking in the City (57%), availability of
affordable quality child care (57%) and the availability of affordable quality housing (54%) received the

lowest ratings.

Between 25% and 64% of respondent said “don’t know” when rating each of the following characteristics of

Shorewood: opportunities for senior/older adult activities, opportunities to attend Southshore Community

Center activities, opportunities to volunteer, availability of affordable quality housing and availability of
affordable quality child care (see Appendix B: Responses to Survey Questions for a full set of responses to each

question, including “don’t know”).

Eighteen of the 23 community characteristics were available for comparison to the national and small city

benchmarks. Fifteen were much above or above the national or small city benchmark:

Opportunities to volunteer were rated similar to both benchmarks. Sense of community and ease of

Walking in Shorewood were similar to the national benchmark and below or much below the small city

opportunities to participate in community matters,
air quality,

quality of overall natural environment in Shorewood,
overall image/reputation of Shorewood,

educational opportunities,

ease of car travel in Shorewood,

overall appearance of Shorewood,

recreational opportunities,

traffic flow on major streets,

opportunities to participate in social events and activities,
variety of housing opportunities,

ease of bicycle travel in Shorewood,

availability of paths and walking trails,

availability of affordable quality child care

and availability of affordable quality housing.

benchmark.
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Table 2: Community Characteristics

Please rate each of the Populations
following characteristics as they National under 10,000
relate to Shorewood as a whole. | Excellent | Good Fair Total comparison comparison
Air quality 42% 51% 6% 1% 100% Much above Much above
Quality of overall natural

environment in Shorewood 41% 50% 8% 1% 100% Much above Much above
Overall image/reputation of

Shorewood 35% 55% 10% 0% 100% Much above Much above
Educational opportunities 40% 46% 12% 2% 100% Much above Much above
Ease of car travel in Shorewood 25% 57% 16% 2% 100% Much above Much above
Overall appearance of

Shorewood 21% 61% 17% 1% 100% Much above Much above
Recreational opportunities 28% 52% 17% 2% 100% Much above Much above
Opportunities to attend family-

oriented events/activities 21% 55% 22% 3% 100% NA NA
Opportunities to volunteer 18% 56% 24% 3% 100% Similar Similar
Availability of open space 24% 49% 23% 4% 100% NA NA
Opportunities to attend

Southshore Community Center

activities 25% 47% 22% 6% 100% NA NA
Traffic flow on major streets 12% 57% 26% 4% 100% Much above Much above
Opportunities to participate in

social events and activities 17% 53% 27% 3% 100% Much above Much above
Opportunities for senior/older

adult activities 20% 49% 28% 4% 100% NA NA
Variety of housing opportunities 14% 54% 26% 6% 100% Much above Much above
Opportunities to participate in

community matters 16% 53% 27% 4% 100% Above Above
Ease of bicycle travel in

Shorewood 23% 44% 21% 12% 100% Much above Much above
Availability of paths and walking

trails 29% 38% 23% 10% 100% Much above Much above
Ease of access to shopping

opportunities 19% 44% 30% 7% 100% NA NA
Sense of community 15% 46% 33% 6% 100% Similar Below
Ease of walking in Shorewood 24% 33% 27% 16% 100% Similar Much below
Availability of affordable quality

child care 17% 40% 30% | 13% | 100% Much above Much above
Availability of affordable quality

housing 9% 44% 35% 12% 100% Much above Much above
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Figure 2: Ratings of Community Characteristics

Air quality

Quiality of overall natural environment in Shorewood
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Availability of open space
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Comparisons by Demographic Subgroups

Generally, those who had lived in Shorewood for more than 20 years, men, those with children under 18
years of age and households with an income of less than $50,000 gave lower ratings to the different
characteristics of the community than did their counterparts (see Appendix C: Responses to Select Survey
Questions Compared by Respondent Characteristics).

Neighborliness in Shorewood

When asked how frequently they talked or visited with their immediate neighbors, about one-fifth of
Shorewood residents said they had contact with their neighbors just about every day. Three in 10 said that
they talk to or visit with their immediate neighbors several times a week (29%) or several times a month
(28%). One-quarter said they have contact less than several times a month.

When compared to residents in other jurisdictions across the nation, Shorewood residents reported a
similar amount of contact with their neighbors. However, when compared to other small communities,
respondents reported much less contact with their immediate neighbors.

Figure 3: Contact with Neighbors

About how often, if at all, do you Several times a week
. ta.Ik to or visit with your 29% Several times a
immediate neighbors (people who month
live in the 10 or 20 households 28%
(]

that are closest to you)?

Less than several
times a month
25%

Just about every day
19%
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Shorewood'’s Character

Four statements about the character of Shorewood were provided to respondents who were asked to
indicate the extent to which they agreed or disagreed with each. Ninety-three percent of respondents
“strongly” or “somewhat” agreed that Shorewood was a safe community with a low crime rate. Eight in 10
agreed that the City offered the best schools (85% agreement) and that Shorewood provided and protected
open space (82%). A smaller proportion of residents agreed that Shorewood had tight-knit neighborhoods
(61% “strongly” or “somewhat” agree). Ten percent, or fewer, of respondents disagreed with these

statements about Shorewood’s character.

Table 3: Aspects of Community Character

To what extent do you agree or
disagree, if at all, that each Neither

statement below describes the Strongly | Somewhat @ agree nor Somewhat | | Strongly
City of Shorewood? agree agree disagree disagree disagree

Shorewood is a safe community

with a low crime rate 65% 28% 6% 1% 0% 0% 100%
The City offers the best schools 46% 27% 10% 2% 1% 13% | 100%
Shorewood provides and protects

open space 29% 45% 13% 2% 1% 10% | 100%
Shorewood has tight-knit

neighborhoods 20% 37% 27% 7% 3% 6% 100%

Figure 4: Ratings of Aspects of Community Character
Shorewood is a safe community with a low crime rate 93%
The City offers the best schools

Shorewood provides and protects open space

Shorewood has tight-knit neighborhoods 61%

0% 25% 50% 75% 100%

Percent "strongly" or "somewhat" agree

Comparisons by Demographic Subgroups

Residents living in the city for 10 years or less, females and those with children under 18 were more likely
to agree that Shorewood had tight-knit neighborhoods than were other residents (see Appendix C: Responses to
Select Survey Questions Compared by Respondent Characteristics for a full set of breakdowns).
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Safety in Shorewood

Shorewood resident assessed how safe they felt in their neighborhoods and from different types of crime
and hazards. They also were asked if they or any other household member had been a victim of a crime in

the last 12 months.

Overall, respondents reported a strong sense of personal safety in Shorewood, with 9 in 10 saying they felt
“very” or “somewhat” safe in their neighborhoods, during the day and at night, and from various types of

crime and environmental hazards. These ratings were higher or much higher than ratings given by residents

in other jurisdictions across the US and in those with population sizes of less than 10,000.

Table 4: Community Safety

Neither
safe
Please rate how safe or Very | Somewhat | nor |Somewhat| Very National
unsafe you feel... safe safe unsafe unsafe unsafe comparison

In your neighborhood

Populations
under 10,000
comparison

during the day 84% 14% 2% 0% 0% 100% | Much above Above
From violent crime (e.g.,

rape, assault, robbery) 74% 21% 4% 1% 0% 100% | Much above | Much above
From environmental

hazards, including toxic

waste 63% 30% 6% 2% 0% 100% | Much above | Much above
In your neighborhood

after dark 58% 34% 6% 2% 0% 100% | Much above | Much above
From property crimes

(e.g., burglary, theft) 41% 47% 8% 2% 1% 100% | Much above | Much above

Figure 5: Ratings of Community Safety

In your neighborhood during the day

From violent crime (e.g., rape, assault, robbery)
From environmental hazards, including toxic waste
In your neighborhood after dark

From property crimes (e.g., burglary, theft)

97%

95%

92%

91%

89%

T T T T
0% 25% 50% 75%
Percent "very" or "somewhat" safe

100%
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Only 8% of respondents reported having been a victim of a crime in the 12 months prior to the survey. Of

those who were a crime victim, three-quarters said they had reported the crime or crimes to the police.

The rate of crime victimization in Shorewood, as reported by respondents, was much lower or lower than

that reported by residents in other jurisdictions across the nation and in those with populations of less than

10,000. Reporting crimes was similar when compared to both benchmarks.

During the past 12 months,

were you or anyone in your

household the victim of any
crime?

If yes, was this crime
(these crimes) reported to
the police?

Figure 6: Crime Victimization

No
92%

:

Figure 7: Crime(s) Reported

No
23%\

77%

Asked only of those who reported being a victim of a crime in the last 12 months.

Comparisons by Demographic Subgroups

Renters, women and those with a household income of less than $50,00 were less likely to feel safe in their

neighborhoods and from crime than were homeowners, men and those with higher household incomes. (A

full set of responses by demographic subgroups can be found in Appendix C: Responses to Select Survey Questions

Compared by Respondent Characteristics.)
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Participation in the Community

Several questions on the survey measured respondents’ level of participation in a number of events and
activities in Shorewood. The community activities respondents most frequently participated in were
recycling used paper, cans, bottles or cardboard from their home (96% reported having done this at least
once in the last 12 month period), reading the Shore Report (95%), providing help to a friend or neighbor
(94%) and visiting a Shorewood park (87%). Sixty-five percent of residents said they had recycled used
paper, cans, bottles or cardboard more than 26 times in the last 12 months. Volunteering their time to
some group or activity in Shorewood (27% had done this at least once in the last 12 months), attending a
meeting of a local elected official or other local public meeting (24%) and participating in a club or civic
group in Shorewood (19%) were the activities with the lowest rates of participation. For seven of the 12
activities listed, two-thirds or more of respondents said that they had never participated.

All of the activities were available for comparison to the benchmarks. Shorewood residents reported much
higher rates of participation in recycling used paper, cans, bottles or cardboard and reading the City
newsletter when compared to both benchmarks. Residents visited the City’s website with similar frequency
when compared to jurisdictions across the US and visited more compared to jurisdictions with a population
size of less than 10,000. The frequency with which Shorewood respondents provided help to a friend or
neighbor and visited a park in Shorewood was similar to the national and small city benchmarks. Residents
reported lower or much lower rates of participation in all other activities when compared to the

benchmarks.

Table 5: Community Participation

In the last 12 months, about how many b .f:% 3

times, if ever, have you or other g § § Populations
household members participated in the a § < National under 10,000
following activities in Shorewood? comparison comparison
Recycled used paper, cans, bottles or

cardboard from your home 4% 2% 8% | 21% | 65% | 100% | Much more Much more
Read the Shore Report — the city

newsletter 5% | 10% | 64% | 13% | 7% | 100% | Much more Much more
Provided help to a friend or neighbor 6% | 25% | 45% | 14% | 9% | 100% Similar Similar
Visited a park in Shorewood 13% | 28% | 32% | 13% | 13% | 100% Similar Similar
Visited the Shorewood Web site (at

www.ci.shorewood.mn.us) 39% | 33% | 23% | 3% 2% | 100% Similar More
Participated in a recreation program or

activity 64% | 22% | 11% | 2% 2% | 100% Much less Much less

Watched a meeting of local elected officials
or other Shorewood-sponsored public
meeting on cable television, the Internet or

other media 69% | 21% | 8% 2% 1% | 100% Much less Much less
Participated in religious or spiritual

activities in Shorewood 70% | 7% 6% 6% | 11% | 100% Much less Much less
Used Southshore Community Center 70% | 24% | 4% 1% 1% | 100% Much less Much less
Volunteered your time to some group or

activity in Shorewood 73% | 14% | 7% 3% 3% | 100% Much less Much less
Attended a meeting of local elected

officials or other local public meeting 76% | 18% | 4% 1% 0% | 100% Less Much less
Participated in a club or civic group in

Shorewood 81% | 8% 6% 3% 2% | 100% Much less Much less

Page 15



Shorewood, MN Citizen Survey 2011 Report of Results

Figure 8: Frequency of Participation in Community Activities

Recycled used paper, cans, bottles or cardboard
from your home

Read the Shore Report — the city newsletter

Provided help to a friend or neighbor

Visited a park in Shorewood

Visited the Shorewood Web site (at
www.ci.shorewood.mn.us)

Participated in a recreation program or activity

Watched a meeting of local elected officials or
other Shorewood-sponsored public meeting

Participated in religious or spiritual activities in
Shorewood

Used Southshore Community Center

Volunteered your time to some group or activity in
Shorewood

Attended a meeting of local elected officials or
other local public meeting

Participated in a club or civic group in Shorewood

96%
95%
94%
19%
T T T T 1
0% 25% 50% 75% 100%

Percent who reported having participated in the last 12 months

Comparisons by Demographic Subgroups

Respondents who had a longer tenure in Shorewood and older residents (age 55+) tended to more

frequently use the Southshore Community Center and attend or watch public meetings of local elected

officials than did those who had lived in the city for a shorter period of time and those who were younger

(see Appendix C: Responses to Select Survey Questions Compared by Respondent Characteristics).
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Residents were asked to select all the specific Shorewood programs and events in which they had

participated over the last 12 months. Sixty percent of residents said they had not participated in any of the

programs or events listed on the survey. Music in the Park had the highest rates of participation, with 23%

saying they had attended in the last 12 months. Ten percent or fewer mentioned having participated in any

of the other programs or events.

Figure 9: Participation in Community Programs and Events

Music in the Park

Arctic Fever

MCE Summer Rec Program

Free Fridays in Freeman

Oktoberfest

Tennis at Badger

Kayaking

Movie in the Park

Garden Fair

Art/Paint Classes

Safety Camp

Youth Cooking Classes

Skateboarding Camp

None of these

All of these

23%
0%
0%
T T T
0% 25% 50% 75%

Percent of respondents

Totals may exceed 100% as respondents could select more than one response.

100%
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When asked to select each City recreation facility they had used in the 12 months prior to the survey, 80%

of respondents said they had used the paths and trails in Shorewood. One-third reported using playground

equipment (38%) and about one-quarter said they had used the ice skating area (26%) or the warming
house (22%). Less than 20% of respondents said they had used the other recreation facilities. Fourteen

percent mentioned that they had not used any of the City recreation facilities in the 12 months prior to the

survey .

Paths / trails

Playground equipment

Ice skating area

Warming house

Picnic tables / grills

Tennis court

Baseball field

Picnic shelter

Multi-use building

Volleyball court

None of these

All of these

Figure 10: Use of City Recreation Facilities

80%

0%

25%

50%

Percent of respondents

Totals may exceed 100% as respondents could select more than one response.

75%

100%
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Forty-three percent of respondents said they had participated in the City’s Spring Clean-up Drop Off
program in the last 12 months. Those who had participated were asked to evaluate various aspects of the
program. At least half gave “excellent” ratings to the ease of use of the program and the convenience of the
drop-off site location and 37% said that each of these aspects were “good.” Three-quarters of residents felt
that the cost of disposing of items was “excellent” or “good,” 19% thought the cost for disposal was “fair”
and 7% said it was “poor.”

Figure 11: Participation in City’s Spring C‘lean-up Drop Ooff Program

No
____57%

In the last 12 months, have you
or other household members
participated in Shorewood's
Spring Clean-up Drop Off

Yes
43%

Table 6: Aspects of Spring Clean-up Drop Off Program

If you HAVE used the Spring Clean-up Drop Off program, please
rate each of the following aspects. Excellenli Good | Fair | Poor | Total

Ease of use 57% 37% 5% 1% | 100%
Convenience of drop-off site location 52% 37% 9% 1% | 100%
Cost of disposing of items 31% 43% | 19% | 7% | 100%

Asked only of those who reported having participated in the City's Spring Clean-up Drop Off program in the last 12 months.

Comparisons by Demographic Subgroups

Younger residents (18-34), renters and those living in the city for 10 years or less were less likely to have
participated in Shorewood's Spring Clean-up Drop Off program than were older residents, homeowners
and those with a longer tenure in the city (see Appendix C: Responses to Select Survey Questions Compared by
Respondent Characteristics).
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Services Provided in Shorewood

Respondents were asked to rate the overall quality of services provided in Shorewood, the quality of 36
individual services provide by the City and special districts and the quality of their most recent contact with

City employees.
Overall Quality of Services

Residents gave high marks to the overall quality of services provided in the City of Shorewood. Seven in 10
rated the overall quality of services as “excellent” or “good,” 14% felt it was “fair” and 6% said “poor.”
These ratings were above both the national benchmark and the small city benchmark.

Figure 12: Overall Quality of City Services

Good
63%

N

. Fair
Overall, how would you rate 14%
the quality of services provided
in the City of Shorewood?
Poor
6%
Excellent
17%
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City and Special District Services

The survey included a list of 36 services provided by the City or by special districts and residents were
asked to assess the quality of each. Twenty-six of the 36 services received “excellent” or “good” ratings from
two-thirds or more of respondents (see Table 7 on page 22). At least 90% of residents gave “excellent” or

“good” ratings to each of the following services, with one-third or more rating each as “excellent”:

® fire district's response to calls,

® public schools,

® Shorewood parks,

® fire district services overall,

® fire district's education and prevention,

® ambulance or emergency medical services
® and police response to calls.

Street lighting (48% “excellent” or “good), street resurfacing (45%), street maintenance/repair (i.e., filling
potholes, 44%) and cable television (39%) received the lowest ratings. About one in five residents said that
street lighting, resurfacing and maintenance/repair were “poor” and one-third felt that cable television

services was “poor.”

It should be noted that for 23 of the 36 services, between 21% and 84% of respondents selected “don’t
know” when rating the quality. These included fire district's response to calls, fire district's education and
prevention, fire district's visibility in the community, fire district services overall, police response to calls,
police education and crime prevention, police services overall, ambulance or emergency medical services,
animal control services, traffic enforcement, sanitary sewer services, park and recreation programs or
classes, Southshore Community Center program or classes, Southshore Community Center overall,
building inspections, land use, planning and zoning, code enforcement (weeds, abandoned buildings, etc.),
services to seniors, services to youth, services to low-income people, cable television, emergency
preparedness (services that prepare the community for natural disasters or other emergency situations),
preservation of natural areas such as open space and greenbelts. A full set of responses to each question,

including “don’t know,” can be found in Appendix B: Responses to Survey Questions.

Thirty-one of the 36 services could be compared to the national benchmark and 25 were given ratings above
or much above this benchmark. Fire district services overall, street signage and street markings, street
cleaning/sweeping and street maintenance/repair (i.e., filling potholes) received ratings similar to the
national benchmark. Two were rated much lower when compared to the nation: street lighting and cable
television.

Of the 29 services that could be compared to the small city benchmark, 23 were rated above or much above
the benchmark. Traffic enforcement and fire district services overall received similar ratings to the
benchmark. Four were given ratings lower or much lower than the small city benchmark: street lighting,
cable television, street cleaning/sweeping and street maintenance/repair (i.e., filling potholes).
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Table 7: City Services

Populations
Please rate the quality of each of the \ELLE] under 10,000
following services in Shorewood. Excellent | Good Total comparison comparison
Fire district's response to calls 59% 39% 2% 1% | 100% | Much above NA
Public schools 56% 40% 3% 1% 100% | Much above Much above
Shorewood parks 34% 60% 6% 0% 100% Much above Much above
Fire district services overall 43% 51% 6% 1% 100% Similar Similar
Fire district's education and prevention 39% 52% 8% 1% 100% Much above Much above
Ambulance or emergency medical
services 48% 43% 5% 3% | 100% Above Above
Police response to calls 47% 43% 8% 2% | 100% | Much above Much above
Park and recreation programs or classes 27% 60% | 11% 1% 100% Much above Much above
Southshore Community Center program
or classes 26% 61% | 11% 1% 100% NA NA
Sanitary sewer services 21% 66% | 11% 2% 100% Much above Much above
Police services overall 32% 55% | 11% 1% 100% | Much above Much above
Southshore Community Center overall 26% 62% | 11% 1% | 100% | Much above Much above
Fire district's visibility in the community 39% 45% | 13% | 2% | 100% NA NA
Sidewalk/trail maintenance 20% 61% | 16% 2% 100% Much above Much above
Applying salt/sand on icy streets 23% 58% | 16% | 3% | 100% NA NA
Police education and crime prevention 26% 53% | 16% | 4% | 100% | Much above Much above
Police visibility in the community 28% 52% | 17% 3% 100% Much above Much above
Services to youth 19% 61% | 18% 3% 100% Much above Much above
Preservation of natural areas such as
open space and greenbelts 18% 61% | 17% 4% 100% Much above Much above
Snowplowing on city streets 26% 51% | 19% 4% 100% Much above Much above
Services to seniors 15% 60% | 20% | 4% | 100% Above Much above
Street signage and street markings 14% 60% | 22% | 4% | 100% Similar NA
Storm drainage 12% 62% | 20% 7% 100% Much above Much above
Traffic enforcement 15% 57% | 20% | 8% 100% Above Similar
Emergency preparedness (services that
prepare the community for natural
disasters or other emergency situations) 16% 52% | 26% 6% 100% Above Much above
Animal control services 20% 47% | 23% | 9% 100% | Much above Much above
Building inspections 12% 50% | 27% | 11% | 100% Above Much above
Land use, planning and zoning 8% 52% | 29% | 11% | 100% Much above Much above
Street cleaning/sweeping 9% 51% | 32% 9% 100% Similar Below
Road condition 8% 50% | 32% | 10% | 100% NA NA
Code enforcement (weeds, abandoned
buildings, etc.) 7% 51% | 30% | 12% | 100% | Much above Much above
Services to low-income people 18% 33% | 30% | 19% | 100% Above Much above
Street lighting 8% 39% | 36% | 16% | 100% | Much below Much below
Street resurfacing 6% 39% | 35% | 20% | 100% NA NA
Street maintenance/repair (i.e., filling
potholes) 6% 38% | 37% | 19% | 100% Similar Below
Cable television 7% 32% | 28% | 33% | 100% | Much below Much below
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Figure 13: Ratings of City Services
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Comparisons by Demographic Subgroups

Opverall, residents having lived in Shorewood for more than 10 years and those over 34 years old were less
likely to give positive ratings to most City services than were those who had lived in Shorewood for a
shorter period of time and younger residents (see Appendix C: Responses to Select Survey Questions Compared by

Respondent Characteristics).

Code Enforcement

In addition to rating the quality of code enforcement, respondents were given the opportunity to rate how
much of a problem, if at all, run down buildings, weed lots or junk vehicles were in Shorewood. Only 16%
of respondents viewed these as a “major” or “moderate” problem, half thought these were a “minor”

problem and one-third said these code enforcement issues were “not a problem.”

Figure 14: Code Enforcement Issues

Minor problem
/ 50%

To what degree, if at all, are

run down buildings, weed lots

or junk vehicles a problem in
Shorewood?
\\ Moderate problem
Not a problem 13%
35%

Major problem
3%
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City Water

Forty-six percent of respondents reported that their water was supplied by the City.

Figure 15: Water is Supplied by City

No
- 54%

Is your water supplied by
the City?

Yes
46%

Those who reported having municipal water service were asked to rate several aspects of the service.
Nearly all (94%) felt the dependability of the service was “excellent” or “good,” with half reporting it was
“excellent.” Three-quarters believed that the quality or taste of the water was “good” or better and about
half (48%) said that the cost of City water was “excellent” or “good.”

Table 8: Aspects of City Water

If you HAVE municipal water, please rate each of the following

aspects. Excellenli Good | Fair Total

Dependability of service 49% 46% 6% 0% | 100%
Quiality (e.g., taste of water) 31% 47% | 15% | 7% | 100%
Cost 9% 39% | 40% | 12% | 100%

Asked only of those who reported that their water is supplied by the City

Figure 16: User Ratings of Aspects of City Water
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Cost 48%

Percent "excellent" or "good"
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Those who reported not having City water service were asked to indicate the reasons they did not subscribe
to the service. Most (69%) said that there was no connection to municipal water available, one-quarter said
that it was too expensive to connect and one-fifth reported “some other reason.” Seven percent of
respondents said that the reason they did not have City water was because they were concerned about the
water quality.

Figure 17: Reasons for Not Having City Water

No connection available 69%
Too expensive to connect
Some other reason
Concerned about city water quality
T T T 1
0% 25% 50% 75% 100%

Percent of respondents

Asked only of those who reported that their water is not supplied by the City. Totals may exceed 100% as respondents could
select more than one response.
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Key Driver Analysis

Knowing where to focus limited resources to improve residents’ opinions of local government requires
information that targets the services that are most important to residents. However, when residents are
asked what services are most important, they rarely stray beyond core services — those directed to save lives
and improve safety.

In market research, identifying the most important characteristics of a transaction or product is called Key
Driver Analysis. The key drivers that are identified from this analysis do not come from asking customers to
self-report which service or product characteristic most influenced their decision to buy or return, but
rather from statistical analyses of the predictors of their behavior. When customers are asked to name the
most important characteristics of a good or service, responses often are expected or misleading — just as
they can be in the context of a citizen survey. For example, air travelers often claim that safety is the
primary consideration in their choice of an airline, yet key driver analysis reveals that frequent flier perks or
in-flight entertainment predicts their buying decisions.

In local government, core services — like fire protection — invariably land at the top of the list created when
residents are asked about the most important City services. And core services are important. But by using
Key Driver Analysis, our approach digs deeper to identify the less obvious, but more influential services
that are most related to residents’ ratings of overall quality of local government services. Because services
focused directly on life and safety remain essential to quality government, core services should remain the
focus of continuous monitoring and improvement where necessary — but monitoring core services or asking
residents to identify important services is not enough to understand what drives residents’ opinions about

local government.

A Key Driver Analysis (KDA) was conducted for the City of Shorewood by examining the relationships
between ratings of each service and ratings of the City of Shorewood’s overall services. The key services
that correlated most highly with residents’ perceptions about overall City service quality were identified;
these are the key drivers of resident opinion about the City. By targeting improvements in these key
services, the City of Shorewood can focus on the services that have the greatest likelihood of influencing
residents’ opinions about overall service quality.

The City of Shorewood 2011 Action Chart™ on the following page combines two dimensions of
performance:

® Comparison to the national benchmark. When a comparison is available, the background color of
each service box indicates whether the service is above the norm (green), similar to the norm

(yellow) or below the norm (red).
® Identification of key drivers. A black key icon next to a service box notes a key driver.

Since this is the first general resident survey for Shorewood, comparisons to previous survey results were
not available. Results from future Shorewood survey administrations will permit the addition of a third
dimension of performance to be included in the Action Chart -- arrows indicating whether results are

trending up or down.

Nineteen services were included in the KDA for the City of Shorewood. Three of these services were
identified as key drivers for the City: “snowplowing on City streets,” “storm drainage” and “land use,
planning and zoning”. Each of the key drivers was rated much above the national benchmark.
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Considering all performance data included in the Action Chart, a jurisdiction typically will want to consider
improvements to any key driver services that are trending down or that are not at least similar to the
benchmark. In Shorewood, since all key drivers were much higher than the benchmarks, these are services
on which the City may want to keep a watchful eye to maintain favorable ratings of the overall quality of
City services. Measuring resident opinions in future years and comparing ratings to the baseline established

in this 2011 survey can help in this quality assurance process.

Services with a high percent of respondents answering “don’t know” (i.e., more than 50%) were excluded
from the analysis because they are expected to be less influential. See Appendix B: Responses to Survey Questions
for the percent “don’t know” for each service.

Figure 18: City of Shorewood 2011 Action Chart™
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City Employees

Half of survey respondents said they had in-person or phone contact with a City employee in the 12 months

prior to the survey. This is similar to the amount of contact reported by residents in other jurisdictions

across the country and much less than that reported in jurisdictions with populations of less than 10,000.

Figure 19: Contact with City Employees

Have you had any in-
person or phone contact
with an employee of the
City of Shorewood within
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Yes

54%

No
46%

Those who reported having had contact with an employee were asked to rate their interactions. Eight in 10

or more of those who had contact gave “excellent” or “good” evaluations to the employee’s courteousness,

knowledge, responsiveness, timeliness, follow-up and their overall impression of the interaction.

Where comparisons were available to the benchmarks, Shorewood residents rated their employee

interactions much higher than the national and small city benchmarks.

Table 9: Employee Interactions

What was your impression of
the employee(s) of the City of

Shorewood in your most recent Populations
contact? (Rate each National under 10,000
characteristic below.) Excellent | Good | Fair | Poor | Total | comparison comparison
Courtesy 51% 39% 4% | 100% | Much above Much above
knowledge 42% 46% | 9% 3% | 100% | Much above Much above
Responsiveness 42% 45% 7% 6% | 100% | Much above Much above
Timeliness 42% 42% | 10% | 6% | 100% | Much above NA

Follow-up 36% 44% | 13% | 7% | 100% NA NA

Overall impression 43% 41% 9% 6% | 100% | Much above Much above

Asked only of those who reported having had contact with a City employee in the last 12 months.
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Figure 20: Ratings of Employee Interactions
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City Government and Administration Performance

The 2011 survey asked respondents to rate different aspects of City government and City Administration
performance. It should be noted that for nearly all of these questions, between one-fifth and one-half of
respondents selected “don’t know” when rating the performance of the City government and
administration.

Of those who had an opinion about the Shorewood government performance, two-thirds believed the
overall direction the City is taking was “excellent” or “good.” Six in 10 felt that opportunities to participate
in government decisions (62%) and running the City government in the best interest of residents was
“good” or better. Fewer, but still at least half, said that the other aspects of the government performance

were “excellent” or “good.”

Ratings for the overall direction the City is taking and the value of services for the taxes paid were higher or
much higher than the national and small city benchmarks. Opportunities to participate in City government
decisions had higher ratings than the national benchmark, running the government in the best interest of
residents received similar ratings to the nation and elected officials caring what people think was rated
lower than the national benchmark. Comparisons to jurisdictions with a population size of less than 10,000
were not available for the three previously mentioned areas of performance. No comparisons were available
for ratings of “Shorewood's government as an example of how best to provide services.”

Table 10: Government Performance

Please rate the following Populations

categories of Shorewood National under 10,000
government performance. Excellent | Good comparison comparison

The overall direction

Shorewood is taking 8% 59% | 28% | 5% | 100% | Much above Much above
Opportunities to participate
in City government decisions 9% 53% | 27% | 11% | 100% Above NA

Running Shorewood's local
government in the best

interest of residents 9% 50% | 33% | 8% | 100% Similar NA
The value of services for the
taxes paid to Shorewood 8% 49% | 37% | 7% | 100% Above Above

Shorewood's government as
an example of how best to
provide services 8% 45% | 40% | 7% | 100% NA NA

Shorewood's elected officials'
consideration of what people
like me think 10% 43% | 31% | 16% | 100% Below NA
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Figure 21: Ratings of Government Performance

The overall direction Shorewood is taking 67%
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When looking at the performance of the City Administration, ratings were slightly more favorable than
those given to the City government. Of those with an opinion, three-quarters said that the quality of the
City’s Web site was “excellent” or “good” and 70% felt the online services available through the City Web
site were “good” or better. About two-thirds said that public meetings about City plans were “excellent” or
“good.” Six in 10 rated the administration’s response to resident complaints and concerns (63%),
information about City plans and programs (62%) and transparency and accountability (57%) as at least

“good.”

Table 11: City Administration Performance

Please rate the following categories of performance of the City of

Shorewood Administration. Excellent | Good

Quality of the City's Web site (www.ci.shorewood.mn.us) 13% 65% | 21% | 1% | 100%
Online services available on the City's Web site 10% 60% | 27% | 3% | 100%
Public meetings about City plans 12% 57% | 25% | 6% | 100%
Response to resident complaints and concerns 14% 49% | 27% | 11% | 100%
Information about City plans and programs 10% 52% | 27% | 10% | 100%
Transparency and accountability 10% 47% | 31% | 12% | 100%
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Figure 22: Ratings of City Administration Performance
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Comparisons by Demographic Subgroups

Newer residents, women, those 35 years and older and those with higher household incomes typically gave
more positive ratings to the City government performance than did their counterparts (see Appendix C:
Responses to Select Survey Questions Compared by Respondent Characteristics).
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Potential Improvements and Initiatives

A number of survey questions were devoted to assessing resident perspectives about the importance of
potential projects and improvements in Shorewood, as well as their level of support for a variety of
initiatives.

Respondents were asked to think about the next five years and to rate the importance of potential
improvements for Shorewood, knowing that the City has $1.8 million in available funds. Road and
environmental improvements topped the list of the most important potential projects (76% and 67%
“essential” or “very important,” respectively). About half felt that expanding trails and walkways and making
improvements to the City drinking water system were “essential” or “very important.” Less than 30% of
respondents believed that park improvements (28%) and expanding recreational land and social programs
for all ages (21%) was important. Between one-fifth and one-quarter of residents said that improvements to
the municipal drinking water, parks improvements and expanding recreational land and social programs
were “not at all important.”

Table 12: Importance of Potential Improvements

Thinking about the next 5 years, please
indicate how important, if at all, each of the
following potential improvements is for

Shorewood, knowing that the City has $1.8
million in available funds (about half of which Very Somewhat Not at all
came from the sale of the liquor stores). Essential | important important important \Total

Road improvements (i.e., reconstruction,

resurfacing) 27% 49% 22% 2% 100%
Environmental improvements (i.e., diseased

trees, lake water quality) 21% 47% 26% 6% 100%
Expand trails and walkways 19% 33% 35% 13% 100%
Municipal drinking water system improvements

(i.e., expansion, additional treatment) 18% 29% 33% 20% 100%

Park improvements (i.e., updated play
structures, additional shelters, lighting for

tennis courts) 5% 23% 52% 21% 100%
Expand recreational and social programs for all
ages 3% 18% 54% 25% 100%

Page 34



Shorewood, MN Citizen Survey 2011 Report of Results

Figure 23: Ratings of Importance of Potential Improvements
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Comparisons by Demographic Subgroups

Renters, those living in attached housing units and those who had lived in the city for 10 years or less were
more likely to believe that the potential improvements in Shorewood were “essential” or “very important”
than were other residents. (A full set of responses compared by respondent demographics can be found in

Appendix C: Responses to Select Survey Questions Compared by Respondent Characteristics.)
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The importance of potential projects related specifically to parks and recreation also were evaluated. One-
third or more of respondents believed that each of the seven potential park and recreation projects was “not
at all important” and one-quarter or less said that each was “essential” or “very important.” Those deemed
the most important were programs for seniors and older adults (25% “essential” or “very important”), lights
on ball fields at Freeman Park (19%) and new recreation or Community Center programs (18%). Less than

one-fifth of residents said that the other potential park and recreation programs were at least “very

important.”

Thinking about the next 5 years, please indicate
how important, if at all, each of the following

Table 13: Importance of Potential Park and Recreation Projects

potential Shorewood park and recreation projects Very Somewhat Not at all
is to you or other household members. Essential | important | important important
Programs for seniors and older adults 5% 20% 41% 34% 100%
Lights on ball fields at Freeman Park 4% 15% 39% 42% 100%
New recreational/Community Center programs 2% 16% 41% 41% 100%
Updated skate park facilities 2% 11% 38% 48% 100%
Lights on tennis courts 3% 9% 33% 55% 100%
Additional basketball courts 2% 6% 25% 66% 100%
New tennis courts at Badger Park 1% 6% 32% 62% 100%
Figure 24: Ratings of Importance of Potential Park and Recreation Projects
Programs for seniors and older adults 25%
Lights on ball fields at Freeman Park 19%
New recreational/Community Center programs
Updated skate park facilities
Lights on tennis courts
Additional basketball courts
New tennis courts at Badger Park
T T T T 1
0% 25% 50% 75% 100%

Percent "essential" or "very important"
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Respondent support for, or opposition to, five different initiatives in Shorewood was gauged. Four out of
the five initiatives were supported by three-quarters or more of respondents, with at least twice as many
“strongly” supporting each of these than “strongly” opposing them. Increasing recycling options for residents
received the most support (89% “strongly” or “somewhat” supporting this), while having a single trash
hauler contracted by the City received the least support (50%).

Table 14: Support for or Opposition to City Initiatives

To what extent do you support or oppose each of the Strongly | Somewhat | Somewhat | Strongly

following in Shorewood? support support oppose oppose \Total
Increasing recycling options for residents 41% 48% 8% 3% 100%
Providing organic material collection (yard and food

waste) 36% 46% 11% 7% 100%
Encouraging more community gardening (i.e., growing,

harvesting and distributing produce, flowers, etc.) 24% 54% 14% 8% 100%
Increasing environmental education and public

awareness programs 24% 52% 15% 10% 100%
Having a single trash hauler contracted by the City,

rather than multiple haulers 21% 29% 21% 29% 100%

Figure 25: Level of Support for City Initiatives

Increasing recycling options for residents 89%
Providing organic material collection (yard and food

0,
waste) 82%

Encouraging more community gardening (i.e., growing,
harvesting and distributing produce, flowers, etc.)
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awareness programs
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rather than multiple haulers
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Comparisons by Demographic Subgroups

Residents with a longer tenure in Shorewood, homeowners and men were less likely to support most of the
City initiatives than were those who had lived in the city for a shorter period of time, renters and women
(see Appendix C: Responses to Select Survey Questions Compared by Respondent Characteristics).
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Public Information

About four in 10 respondents said that they felt “very” or “moderately” informed about local government
issues and operations in the City. One-third said they were “slightly” informed and one-quarter felt that

they were “not well informed.”

Figure 26: Level of Awareness about City Issues and Operations

Slightly informed
32%

How informed or not informed
do you consider yourself to be
about local government issues
and operations of the City of
Shorewood?

/

Moderately informed
39%

Comparisons by Demographic Subgroups

Residents who had lived in the City for 10 years or less, those who rent their homes, 18-34 year olds and
households with children under 18 were less likely to feel informed about local government issues and

operations than were other residents (see Appendix C: Responses to Select Survey Questions Compared by

Respondent Characteristics).
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25%

Very informed
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Almost all respondents (96%) reported having access to the Internet at home. Those who had Internet
access at home were asked to identify all of the types of access they had. About half reported using a cable
modem (52%) or DSL (45%), one-quarter accessed the Internet through their cell phone or PDA (26%)
and less than 6% said they accessed the Internet through the other sources listed.

Figure 27: Internet Access at Home

No

6%
/

Do you have access to the
Internet at home?

Yes
94%

Figure 28: Type of Internet Access

Cable modem 52%
DSL

Cell phone/PDA
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Asked only of those who reported that they have Internet access at home. Totals may exceed 100% as respondents could select
more than one response.
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Residents were asked how frequently they used a list of 10 different information sources to get information
about the City. The Shore Report newsletter (91%) and word of mouth (87%) were the most frequently
used sources to gain information about the City. The Sun Sailor newspaper (75%) and the City’s Web site
(64%) also were used by a majority of residents. Less than one-fifth of respondents said they had used social
networking sites (18%) and the Lake Minnetonka Communications Commissions Web site (14%) to get

City information.

Table 15: Information Sources

How frequently, if ever, do you use the following sources

to gain information about the City of Shorewood? Always | Frequently | Sometimes | Never | Total
Shore Report newsletter 35% 35% 21% 9% | 100%
Word of mouth 6% 29% 52% 13% | 100%
Sun Sailor newspaper 19% 27% 29% 25% | 100%
The City's Web site (www.ci.shorewood.mn.us) 4% 14% 46% 36% | 100%
Excelsior Bay Times newspaper 5% 13% 31% 52% | 100%
The Laker newspaper 6% 16% 24% 54% | 100%
Email messages 3% 10% 27% 60% | 100%
Local Cable Government Access Stations (channels 8, 12, 20,

or 21) 0% 5% 25% 70% | 100%
Social networking sites (i.e., Facebook, MySpace, Twitter,

etc.) 1% 4% 12% 82% | 100%
Lake Minnetonka Communications Commission Web site

(www.Imcc-tv.org) 0% 1% 13% 86% | 100%

Figure 29: Use of Information Sources

Shore Report newsletter 91%

Word of mouth 87%
Sun Sailor newspaper

The City's Web site
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Appendix A: Respondent Characteristics

Characteristics of the survey respondents are displayed in the tables below.

Question D1

How many years have you lived in Shorewood? Percent N
Less than 2 years 9% 53

2 to 5 years 13% 80

6 to 10 years 15% 90
11 to 20 years 31% 188
More than 20 years 32% 197
Total 100% 609

Question D2

Which best describes the building you live in? ‘ Percent \|
One family house detached from any other houses 86% 526
House attached to one or more houses (e.g., a duplex or townhome) 10% 61
Building with two or more apartments or condominiums 3% 21
Other 0% 0
Total 100% 609

Question D3

Do you rent or own your home? Percent

Rent 9% 56
Own 91% 553
Total 100% 609

Question D4

Do any children 18 or under live in your household? Percent

Yes 40% 245
No 60% 363
Total 100% 608

Question D5
Are you or any other members of your household aged 65 or older? Percent
Yes 24% 146
No 76% 461
Total 100% 608
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Question D6
In which category is your age? Percent
18 to 24 years 0% 2
25 to 34 years 12% 74
35 to 44 years 13% 81
45 to 54 years 34% 205
55 to 64 years 20% 120
65 to 74 years 13% 79
75 years or older 7% 43
Total 100% 604
Question D7

How much do you anticipate your household's total income before taxes will be for the

current year? (Please include in your total income money from all sources for all persons
living in your household.)

Percent \

Less than $24,999 5% 29
$25,000 to $49,999 11% 59
$50,000 to $99,999 24% 134
$100,000 to $149,999 19% 108
$150,000 to $199,999 14% 78
$200,000 to $249,999 8% 47
$250,000 to $299,999 6% 35
$300,000 or more 12% 65
Total 100% | 554
Question D8
What is your gender? Percent \|
Female 52% 309
Male 48% 286
Total 100% 594
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Appendix B: Responses to Survey Questions

The following pages contain a complete set of responses to each question on the survey, including the “don’t know” responses.

Please rate each of the following aspects of quality
of life in Shorewood.

Excellent

Question 1

Percent H N

Shorewood as a place to live 53% 321 44% 267 3% 16 0% 1 0% 0 100% | 606
Your neighborhood as a place to live 58% 351 34% 209 7% 41 1% 8 0% 0 100% | 608
Shorewood as a place to raise children 51% 306 35% 209 2% 15 0% 1 12% 74 100% | 605
Shorewood as a place to retire 23% 141 33% 197 18% 108 7% 42 19% 116 100% | 604
The overall quality of life in Shorewood 45% 272 51% 308 3% 18 1% 3 0% 0 100% | 602
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Question 2
Please rate each of the following characteristics as Excellent Fair Poor ‘ Don't know Total
they relate to Shorewood as a whole. Percent ‘ N ‘ Percent | N | Percent “ N
Sense of community 14% 84 44% 264 32% 194 6% 36 3% 19 100% 597
Overall appearance of Shorewood 21% 125 61% 368 16% 99 1% 7 1% 3 100% | 602
Variety of housing opportunities 12% 75 47% 286 22% 134 5% 30 13% 79 100% 604
Ease of access to shopping opportunities 19% 113 43% 262 30% 179 7% 45 1% 4 100% 603
Recreational opportunities 27% 164 50% 303 17% 100 2% 14 3% 20 100% 601
Educational opportunities 36% 215 41% 247 11% 66 2% 9 10% 62 100% 599
Opportunities to participate in social events and
activities 15% 92 48% 285 24% 143 3% 18 10% 62 100% | 599
Opportunities to attend family-oriented
events/activities 18% 106 47% 285 19% 112 2% 15 14% 83 100% | 601
Opportunities for senior/older adult activities 11% 68 29% 171 16% 97 2% 12 42% 251 100% | 600
Opportunities to attend Southshore Community
Center activities 17% 102 32% 191 15% 88 4% 25 32% 190 | 100% | 597
Opportunities to volunteer 13% 75 40% 238 17% 101 2% 11 29% 171 100% 596
Opportunities to participate in community matters 13% 77 43% 253 22% 132 3% 19 19% 112 100% 592
Ease of car travel in Shorewood 25% 149 56% 337 16% 96 2% 13 0% 2 100% | 598
Ease of bicycle travel in Shorewood 21% 129 40% 241 19% 116 11% 66 9% 54 100% | 606
Ease of walking in Shorewood 23% 142 33% 199 26% 158 16% 98 1% 8 100% | 605
Availability of paths and walking trails 28% 170 37% 225 22% 134 10% 60 3% 17 100% | 606
Traffic flow on major streets 12% 73 57% 343 26% 158 4% 24 1% 6 100% | 604
Availability of affordable quality housing 7% 43 33% 199 26% 158 9% 52 25% 148 100% | 599
Availability of affordable quality child care 6% 35 14% 85 11% 64 5% 27 64% 379 100% | 589
Availability of open space 21% 128 43% 258 20% 122 4% 22 12% 74 100% | 604
Air quality 40% 243 48% 291 6% 35 1% 3 5% 32 100% | 605
Quality of overall natural environment in Shorewood 41% 246 50% 299 8% 47 1% 5 1% 7 100% | 604
Overall image/reputation of Shorewood 33% 203 54% 326 9% 56 0% 3 3% 19 100% | 606
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To what extent do you agree or
disagree, if at all, that each

statement below describes the

City of Shorewood?

Strongly

agree

Somewhat

agree

Question 3

Neither agree
nor disagree

Somewhat

disagree

Strongly
disagree

Don't know

Total

Percent | N Percent | N Percent N Percent | N | Percent | N | Percent | N | Percent “ N

Shorewood is a safe community

with a low crime rate 65% 393 28% 170 6% 35 1% 5 0% 0 0% 2 100% | 606

Shorewood has tight-knit

neighborhoods 20% 119 37% 222 27% 162 7% 45 3% 15 6% 38 100% 602

The City offers the best schools 46% 278 27% 166 10% 63 2% 13 1% 4 13% 80 100% | 604

Shorewood provides and protects

open space 29% 176 45% 271 13% 77 2% 13 1% 6 10% 63 100% 605
Question 4

About how often, if at all, do you talk to or visit with your immediate neighbors (people who live in the 10 or 20 households that are

closest to you)?

Percent

Just about every day 19% 113
Several times a day 29% 175
Several times a month 28% 168
Less than several times a month 25% 151
Total 100% | 606

To what degree, if at all, are run down buildings, weed lots or junk vehicles a problem in Shorewood?

Question 5

Percent

Not a problem 32% 194
Minor problem 46% 279
Moderate problem 12% 73
Major problem 3% 16
Don't know 7% 41
Total 100% 603
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Question 6
In the last 12 months, have you or other household members participated in Shorewood's Spring Clean-up Drop Off program? Percent N
Yes 41% 249
No 55% 331
Don't know 4% 24
Total 100% 604
Question 7
If you HAVE used the Spring Clean-up Drop Off Excellent Good i Don't know
program, please rate each of the following aspects. Percent ‘ N | Percent | N | Percent | N ‘ Percent Percent | N | Percent “ \|
Ease of use 57% 144 37% 93 5% 14 1% 1 0% 0 100% 251
Cost of disposing of items 30% 75 41% 103 18% 46 7% 18 4% 10 100% | 251
Convenience of drop-off site location 52% 131 37% 93 9% 24 1% 4 0% 1 100% | 251

Asked only of those who reported having participated in the City's Spring Clean-up Drop Off program in the last 12 months.

Question 8

Somewhat Neither safe nor Somewhat
Please rate how safe or unsafe Very safe unsafe Very unsafe | Don't know
you feel... Percent “ N
From violent crime (e.g., rape,
assault, robbery) 74% 451 21% 124 4% 26 1% 4 0% 0 0% 0 100% | 606
From property crimes (e.g.,
burglary, theft) 41% 249 47% 285 8% 51 2% 12 1% 3 0% 2 100% | 603
From environmental hazards,
including toxic waste 60% 363 28% 171 5% 33 2% 11 0% 0 4% 24 | 100% | 603
In your neighborhood during the
day 84% 505 14% 82 2% 12 0% 2 0% 0 0% 0 100% | 602
In your neighborhood after dark 58% 347 33% 201 6% 38 2% 13 0% 2 0% 2 100% | 603
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Question 9
During the past 12 months, were you or anyone in your household the victim of any crime? Percent
Yes 8% 48
No 91% 553
Don't know 1% 6
Total 100% 606

Question 10

If yes, was this crime (these crimes) reported to the police? Percent

Yes 77% 35
No 23% 10
Don't know 0% 0
Total 100% 45

Asked only of those who reported being a victim of a crime in the last 12 months.
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Question 11

In the last 12 months, about how many times, if 13 to 26 More than 26

ever, have you or other household members Never Once or twice | 3 to 12 times times times Total
participated in the following activities in

Shorewood? Percent | N Percent | N Percent Percent Percent Percent | N
Used Southshore Community Center 70% 422 24% 147 4% 26 1% 4 1% 3 100% 603
Participated in a recreation program or activity 64% 379 22% 131 11% 64 2% 9 2% 10 100% 594
Visited a park in Shorewood 13% 78 28% 166 32% 192 13% 80 13% 79 100% | 597
Attended a meeting of local elected officials or

other local public meeting 76% 448 18% 108 4% 26 1% 5 0% 1 100% | 588
Watched a meeting of local elected officials or

other Shorewood-sponsored public meeting on

cable television, the Internet or other media 69% 408 21% 124 8% 46 2% 10 1% 4 100% 591
Read the Shore Report — the city newsletter 5% 29 10% 62 64% 382 13% 77 7% 45 100% | 595
Visited the Shorewood Web site (at

www.ci.shorewood.mn.us) 39% 233 33% 197 23% 135 3% 19 2% 9 100% | 594
Recycled used paper, cans, bottles or cardboard

from your home 4% 21 2% 13 8% 46 21% 127 65% 386 100% | 593
Volunteered your time to some group or activity in

Shorewood 73% 430 14% 84 7% 42 3% 17 3% 20 100% | 593
Participated in religious or spiritual activities in

Shorewood 70% 417 7% 40 6% 36 6% 34 11% 65 100% | 592
Participated in a club or civic group in Shorewood 81% 487 8% 47 6% 34 3% 17 2% 14 100% | 600
Provided help to a friend or neighbor 6% 37 25% 152 45% 271 14% 87 9% 55 100% | 603
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Question 12

Please select which of the following programs or activities, if any, you or other household members have participated in over the last 12

N

months. (Please select all that apply.) Percent
Oktoberfest 7% 39
Art/Paint Classes 2% 11
Garden Fair 2% 10
Free Fridays in Freeman 7% 40
Kayaking 4% 21
Safety Camp 2% 10
Tennis at Badger 4% 25
Youth Cooking Classes 1% 5
Skateboarding Camp 0% 1
Music in the Park 23% 135
Movie in the Park 3% 19
Arctic Fever 10% 62
MCE Summer Rec Program 8% 45
All of these 0% 0
None of these 60% 356

Totals may exceed 100% as respondents could select more than one response.
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Please select which of the following Shorewood recreational facilities, if any, you or other household members have used over the last

12 montbhs. (Please select all that apply.)

Question 13

N

Percent

Playground equipment 38% 228
Picnic tables / grills 18% 107
Picnic shelter 14% 82
Tennis court 18% 108
Volleyball court 1% 8

Baseball field 17% 104
Paths / trails 80% 484
Multi-use building 4% 22
Warming house 22% 130
Ice skating area 26% 155
All of these 0% 2

None of these 14% 86

Totals may exceed 100% as respondents could select more than one response.
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Question 14

Please rate the quality of each of the following Excellent | Good Fair Poor | Don't know Total
services in Shorewood. Percent N ‘ Percent ‘ N | Percent | N | Percent | N \ Percent | N | Percent H N
Fire district's response to calls 24% 143 16% 94 1% 4 0% 1 59% 356 100% | 599
Fire district's education and prevention 23% 136 30% 181 4% 27 0% 2 42% 247 100% | 593
Fire district's visibility in the community 31% 182 36% 211 11% 62 2% 11 21% 127 100% | 593
Fire district services overall 25% 150 30% 179 4% 21 0% 2 41% 241 | 100% | 594
Police response to calls 27% 159 24% 145 4% 26 1% 8 43% 258 100% | 596
Police education and crime prevention 15% 89 31% 180 9% 54 2% 14 43% 252 100% | 589
Police visibility in the community 25% 145 46% 270 15% 87 2% 14 13% 76 100% | 592
Police services overall 24% 143 42% 245 9% 51 1% 6 24% 143 | 100% | 588
Ambulance or emergency medical services 18% 104 16% 94 2% 12 1% 7 63% 375 100% | 592
Animal control services 6% 38 15% 90 8% 44 3% 18 68% 397 100% 588
Traffic enforcement 12% 68 45% 257 16% 92 6% 36 21% 121 | 100% | 574
Street maintenance/repair (i.e., filling potholes) 5% 32 37% 220 36% 214 19% 111 2% 15 100% | 592
Street cleaning/sweeping 8% 50 48% 285 30% 179 8% 48 6% 33 100% 595
Street resurfacing 6% 35 38% 223 34% 199 19% 111 1% 25 100% | 593
Street lighting 8% 47 37% 221 34% 201 15% 92 5% 32 100% | 593
Street signage and street markings 14% 82 59% 352 22% 128 4% 22 1% 9 100% 593
Snowplowing on city streets 25% 147 48% 287 18% 105 4% 24 5% 31 100% 593
Applying salt/sand on icy streets 21% 125 54% 321 15% 91 3% 16 6% 36 100% 590
Road condition 8% 46 50% 293 31% 184 10% 57 2% 11 100% | 590
Sidewalk/trail maintenance 17% 98 51% 298 14% 79 2% 10 17% 100 100% 585
Storm drainage 10% 56 51% 299 16% 95 6% 35 17% 101 | 100% | 586
Sanitary sewer services 17% 98 52% 306 8% 49 1% 7 22% 127 100% 588
Shorewood parks 31% 185 54% 322 5% 31 0% 2 9% 53 100% | 592
Park and recreation programs or classes 13% 76 28% 167 5% 31 1% 3 53% 313 | 100% | 590
Southshore Community Center program or classes 9% 56 22% 129 4% 23 0% 3 64% 379 100% | 589
Southshore Community Center overall 10% 58 24% 139 4% 25 1% 3 62% 365 100% | 591
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Please rate the quality of each of the following

services in Shorewood.

Percent H N

Building inspections 6% 36 24% 142 13% 77 5% 32 52% 306 | 100% | 592
Land use, planning and zoning 4% 24 26% 154 15% 87 5% 32 49% 291 | 100% | 589
Code enforcement (weeds, abandoned buildings,

etc.) 3% 20 26% 151 15% 91 6% 36 49% 290 | 100% | 588
Services to seniors 5% 30 20% 118 7% 40 1% 67% 397 100% 594
Services to youth 8% 47 26% 152 8% 45 1% 58% 341 | 100% | 591
Services to low-income people 3% 17 5% 32 5% 28 3% 19 84% 491 100% | 587
Public schools 45% 270 33% 194 2% 14 1% 5 19% 111 | 100% | 594
Cable television 5% 27 22% 132 20% 116 23% 133 31% 182 | 100% | 590
Emergency preparedness (services that prepare the

community for natural disasters or other emergency

situations) 6% 36 21% 119 10% 60 2% 13 61% 353 | 100% | 581
Preservation of natural areas such as open space

and greenbelts 14% 81 48% 282 14% 79 3% 17 21% 123 | 100% | 582

Question 15

Overall, how would you rate the quality of services provided in the City of Shorewood? Percent

Excellent 17% 98
Good 62% 367
Fair 14% 82
Poor 6% 35
Don't know 2% 13
Total 100% 595
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Question 16

Is your water supplied by the City? Percent

Yes 45% 272
No 54% 324
Don't know 1% 7
Total 100% 603

Question 17

If you HAVE municipal water, please rate each of the Excellent Good Fair el Don't know Total
following aspects. Percent ‘ N | Percent | N | Percent | N ‘ Percent | N | Percent Percent “ N
Quality (e.g., taste of water) 31% 83 46% 124 15% 39 7% 19 1% 2 100% | 267
Dependability of service 47% 125 44% 117 6% 15 0% 0 3% 9 100% | 266
Cost 9% 23 37% 97 37% 98 11% 30 6% 17 | 100% | 265

Asked only of those who reported that their water is supplied by the City

If you DO NOT have municipal water, please indicate why not. (Please select all that apply.)

Question 18

Percent

No connection available 66% 210
Too expensive to connect 26% 82
Concerned about city water quality 7% 22
Some other reason 18% 58
Don't know 5% 16

Asked only of those who reported that their water is not supplied by the City. Totals may exceed 100% as respondents could select more than one response.
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Question 19

Thinking about the next 5 years, please indicate Very Somewhat Not at all
how important, if at all, each of the following Essential important important important Don't know
potential improvements is for Shorewood,

knowing that the City has $1.8 million in available
funds (about half of which came from the sale of
the liquor stores). Percent | Percent [\ Percent | Percent | Percent | N | Percent |

Park improvements (i.e., updated play structures,

additional shelters, lighting for tennis courts) 1% 26 21% 126 48% 285 19% 115 7% 43 100% | 595
Expand trails and walkways 18% 108 31% 188 33% 200 13% 77 4% 25 100% | 599
Expand recreational and social programs for all

ages 3% 18 16% 94 49% 288 23% 137 9% 52 | 100% | 590
Environmental improvements (i.e., diseased trees,

lake water quality) 20% 119 45% 267 25% 151 6% 35 3% 20 | 100% | 593
Road improvements (i.e., reconstruction,

resurfacing) 26% 157 48% 284 22% 129 2% 13 2% 13 | 100% | 595
Municipal drinking water system improvements

(i.e., expansion, additional treatment) 15% 91 25% 149 28% 167 17% 103 14% 82 100% 593

Question 20

Thinking about the next 5 years, please indicate Very Somewhat Not at all
how important, if at all, each of the following Essential important important important Don't know

potential Shorewood park and recreation projects
is to you or other household members.

New recreational/Community Center programs 2% 14% 83 36% 36% 11% 66 100% 598
Additional basketball courts 2% 10 6% 33 22% 130 57% 339 14% 87 100% | 600
Programs for seniors and older adults 4% 26 17% 103 35% 210 29% 176 15% 88 100% | 604
New tennis courts at Badger Park 1% 5 5% 29 26% 158 51% 309 17% 102 100% | 603
Lights on tennis courts 3% 17 8% 46 28% 172 47% 286 14% 84 100% 605
Lights on ball fields at Freeman Park 4% 21 13% 81 34% 206 37% 220 12% 74 100% | 604
Updated skate park facilities 2% 13 10% 59 33% 200 42% 251 14% 82 100% | 604
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Question 21
Strongly Somewhat Somewhat Strongly

To what extent do you support or oppose support support oppose oppose Don't know Total
each of the following in Shorewood? Percent | N | Percent N ‘ Percent Percent ‘ N ‘ Percent Percent H N

Having a single trash hauler contracted by the

City, rather than multiple haulers 18% 110 26% 154 18% 111 26% 156 12% 70 100% | 601
Providing organic material collection (yard and

food waste) 33% 196 43% 254 10% 59 7% 40 8% 47 100% | 598
Increasing recycling options for residents 38% 230 45% 271 8% 45 3% 15 6% 37 100% | 598

Encouraging more community gardening (i.e.,
growing, harvesting and distributing produce,

flowers, etc.) 20% 120 45% 270 11% 68 7% 41 17% 100 | 100% | 599
Increasing environmental education and public
awareness programs 21% 128 45% 271 13% 77 8% 51 13% 76 100% 602

Question 22

Have you had any in-person or phone contact with an employee of the City of Shorewood within the past 12 months? Percent \|

Yes 54% 331
No 46% 278
Total 100% 608
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Question 23

What was your impression of the employee(s) of the Excellent Good Fair ‘ Poor
City of Shorewood in your most recent contact? (Rate

Don't know

Total

each characteristic below.)

Percent | N | Percent | N | Percent | N ‘Percent‘ N | Percent | N

Percent H N

knowledge 41% 134 45% 149 9% 28 3% 10 3% 9 100% | 330
Responsiveness 41% 136 45% 147 7% 23 6% 19 1% 4 100% | 329
Follow-up 30% 98 37% 121 11% 35 6% 19 17% 57 | 100% | 329
Courtesy 51% 168 39% 128 7% 22 4% 12 0% 1 100% | 330
Timeliness 41% 135 41% 134 10% 32 6% 19 3% 11 | 100% | 331
Overall impression 43% 142 41% 136 9% 30 6% 20 0% 1 100% | 331

Asked only of those who reported having had contact with a City employee in the last 12 months.

Question 24

Please rate the following categories of Shorewood

government performance. Percent ‘ N ‘ Percent N ‘ Percent | N | Percent ‘ N ‘ Percent | N | Percent H N
The value of services for the taxes paid to Shorewood 7% 42 42% 257 32% 195 6% 35 13% 76 100% | 604
Opportunities to participate in City government

decisions 6% 38 38% 233 19% 117 8% 48 28% 170 | 100% | 606
Shorewood's elected officials' consideration of what

people like me think 7% 43 30% 180 22% 132 11% 67 30% 180 | 100% | 602
Running Shorewood's local government in the best

interest of residents 7% 43 38% 230 25% 150 6% 37 23% 141 100% | 602
Shorewood's government as an example of how best

to provide services 6% 36 33% 198 29% 175 5% 29 27% 165 100% 603
The overall direction Shorewood is taking 7% 41 47% 285 22% 135 4% 23 20% 119 100% | 602
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Question 25

Please rate the following categories of performance Excellent Good Fair Poor ‘ Don't know Total

of the City of Shorewood Administration. Percent ‘ N ‘ Percent | N ‘ Percent | N | Percent ‘ N ‘ Percent | N | Percent “ N
Response to resident complaints and concerns 7% 43 26% 156 14% 86 6% 34 47% 283 100% | 601
Public meetings about City plans 7% 42 33% 197 14% 85 4% 22 42% 250 100% | 597
Transparency and accountability 5% 32 26% 157 17% 103 7% 40 44% 265 100% | 597
Information about City plans and programs 7% 41 36% 211 19% 111 7% 42 32% 188 100% | 594
Quality of the City's Web site

(www.ci.shorewood.mn.us) 8% 45 38% 225 12% 73 1% 5 42% 249 | 100% | 597
Online services available on the City's Web site 5% 31 30% 180 14% 82 2% 10 49% 291 100% | 593

Question 26

How informed or not informed do you consider yourself to be about local government issues and operations of the City of Shorewood? Percent

Very informed 4% 22
Moderately informed 39% 232
Slightly informed 32% 193
Not well informed 25% 149
Total 100% | 596

Question 27

Do you have access to the Internet at home? Percent

Yes 94% 569
No 6% 38
Total 100% 606
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Question 28

Please indicate whether you have Internet access through each of the following. (Please select all that apply.) Percent

DSL 44% 243
Cable modem 51% 280
Satellite 5% 26
Dial-up 3% 14
Cell phone/PDA 25% 141
Other 2% 10
None of these 0%

Don't know 2%

Asked only of those who reported that they have Internet access at home. Totals may exceed 100% as respondents could select more than one response.

Question 29

How frequently, if ever, do you use the following sources to gain information about the City of

Always | Frequently | Sometimes

Shorewood? Never | Total
The City's Web site (www.ci.shorewood.mn.us) 4% 14% 46% 36% | 100%
Shore Report newsletter 35% 35% 21% 9% 100%
Sun Sailor newspaper 19% 27% 29% 25% | 100%
The Laker newspaper 6% 16% 24% 54% | 100%
Excelsior Bay Times newspaper 5% 13% 31% 52% | 100%
Local Cable Government Access Stations (channels 8, 12, 20, or 21) 0% 5% 25% 70% | 100%
Lake Minnetonka Communications Commission Web site (www.Imcc-tv.org) 0% 1% 13% 86% | 100%
Word of mouth 6% 29% 52% 13% | 100%
Email messages 3% 10% 27% 60% | 100%
Social networking sites (i.e., Facebook, MySpace, Twitter, etc.) 1% 4% 12% 82% | 100%
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Appendix C: Responses to Select Survey Questions Compared by Respondent
Characteristics

Ratings for select survey questions are compared by respondent demographic characteristics in this appendix. Cells shaded grey indicate statistically

significant differences (p < .05).

Aspects of Quality of Life by Respondent Demographics
Length of residency Housing unit type Rent/own Respondent gender

Please rate each of the
following aspects of 10 More

quality of life in years 11-20 | than 20
Shorewood. orless | years years Overall | Detached | Attached | Overall | Rent Own | Overall | Female | Male | Overall

Shorewood as a place to

live 99% 96% 96% 97% 97% 100% 97% 100% | 97% 97% 97% 97% 97%
Your neighborhood as a

place to live 89% 92% 95% 92% 92% 89% 92% 79% | 93% 92% 91% 93% 92%
Shorewood as a place to

raise children 99% 97% 95% 97% 97% 97% 97% 96% | 97% 97% 98% 96% 97%
Shorewood as a place to

retire 83% 65% 61% 69% 65% 93% 69% 89% | 67% 69% 72% 66% 69%
The overall quality of life

in Shorewood 98% 95% 96% 96% 96% 100% 96% 100% | 96% 96% 96% 96% 96%

Percent "excellent" or "good"
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Aspects of Quality of Life by Respondent Demographics

Please rate each of Respondent age Children 18 or under Adults 65 or older Household income

the following 55 S50K to | $100k

aspects of quality 35to | years Less less to less More

of life in or than than than than
Shorewood. older | Overall No | Overall Overall | $S50K | $100K $200K | $200K | Overall
Shorewood as a

place to live 100% | 97% 97% 97% 97% | 97% 97% 96% | 98% 97% 95% 99% 99% 94% 97%
Your neighborhood

as a place to live 82% 93% 94% 92% 90% | 94% 92% 98% | 90% 92% 86% 95% 91% 95% 92%

Shorewood as a
place to raise

children 100% 97% 96% 97% 98% | 96% 97% 97% | 97% 97% 91% 99% 96% 98% 97%
Shorewood as a

place to retire 97% 65% 67% 69% 71% | 68% 69% 73% | 68% 69% 74% 72% 71% 65% 70%
The overall quality

of life in

Shorewood 100% 97% 95% 97% 98% | 95% 96% 95% | 97% 97% 94% 99% 98% 95% 97%

Percent "excellent" or "good"
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Community Characteristics by Respondent Demographics

Respondent
Length of residency Housing unit type Rent/own gender
-
P 5
Please rate each of the following characteristics as they relate 5 o
to Shorewood as a whole. 2
Sense of community 67% | 59% | 54% | 60% | 60% | 62% | 60% | 58% | 60% | 60% | 66% | 54% & 60%
Overall appearance of Shorewood 84% | 81% | 81% | 82% | 81% | 89% | 82% | 83% | 82% | 82% | 84% | 80% | 82%
Variety of housing opportunities 77% | 67% | 61% | 69% | 69% | 65% | 69% | 69% | 69% | 69% | 68% | 69% | 69%
Ease of access to shopping opportunities 63% | 64% | 61% | 63% | 60% | 78% | 63% | 71% | 62% | 63% | 66% | 60% | 63%
Recreational opportunities 84% | 83% | 74% | 81% | 82% | 73% | 81% | 73% | 81% | 81% | 81% | 80% | 80%
Educational opportunities 90% | 90% | 79% | 86% | 88% | 77% | 86% | 73% | 87% | 86% | 88% | 83% | 86%
Opportunities to participate in social events and activities 79% | 69% | 62% | 70% | 69% | 78% | 70% | 77% | 70% | 70% | 78% | 62% & 70%
Opportunities to attend family-oriented events/activities 80% | 77% | 70% | 76% | 76% | 75% | 76% | 75% | 76% | 76% | 80% | 71% @ 76%
Opportunities for senior/older adult activities 84% | 71% | 57% | 69% | 66% | 80% | 69% | 76% | 68% | 69% | 78% | 57% & 69%
Opportunities to attend Southshore Community Center
activities 75% | 75% | 67% | 72% | 71% | 80% | 72% | 70% | 72% | 72% | 81% | 63% | 73%
Opportunities to volunteer 74% | 73% | 74% | 74% | 74% | 75% | 74% | 72% | 74% | 74% | 75% | 73% | 74%
Opportunities to participate in community matters 71% | 70% | 65% | 69% | 69% | 66% | 69% | 66% | 69% | 69% | 70% | 67% | 69%
Ease of car travel in Shorewood 83% | 80% | 81% | 82% | 81% | 88% | 82% | 89% | 81% | 82% | 86% | 76% | 81%
Ease of bicycle travel in Shorewood 73% | 66% | 61% | 67% | 65% | 81% | 67% | 84% | 65% | 67% | 69% | 65% | 67%
Ease of walking in Shorewood 58% | 58% | 54% | 57% | 55% | 69% | 57% | 68% | 56% | 57% | 57% | 58% | 57%
Availability of paths and walking trails 71% | 68% | 61% | 67% | 65% | 80% | 67% | 75% | 66% | 67% | 68% | 67% | 68%
Traffic flow on major streets 75% | 73% | 60% | 70% | 69% | 72% | 70% | 74% | 69% | 70% | 74% | 66% & 70%
Availability of affordable quality housing 62% | 54% | 43% | 54% | 53% | 57% | 54% | 49% | 54% | 54% | 56% | 50% | 53%
Availability of affordable quality child care 63% | 56% | 50% | 57% | 59% | 46% | 57% | 38% | 59% | 57% | 60% | 55% | 58%
Availability of open space 77% | 72% | 68% | 73% | 74% | 63% | 73% | 54% | 74% | 73% | 78% | 67% | 72%
Air quality 95% | 92% | 92% | 93% | 94% | 88% | 93% | 87% | 94% | 93% | 92% | 94% | 93%
Quality of overall natural environment in Shorewood 95% | 90% | 89% | 91% | 92% | 89% | 91% | 88% | 92% | 91% | 94% | 88% | 91%
Overall image/reputation of Shorewood 91% | 92% | 86% | 90% | 90% | 89% | 90% | 88% | 90% | 90% | 90% | 89% | 90%

Percent "excellent" or "good"
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Community Characteristics by Respondent Demographics
Children 18 or Adults 65 or

Respondent age under older Household income
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Please rate each of the following characteristics as they o o A = n < a £ 3
relate to Shorewood as a whole. - b
Sense of community 62% | 61% | 59% | 60% | 66% | 57% | 60% | 64% | 59% | 60% | 57% | 62% | 64% | 59% | 61%
Overall appearance of Shorewood 89% | 80% | 83% | 82% | 83% | 82% | 82% | 80% | 83% | 82% | 83% | 86% | 84% | 77% | 82%
Variety of housing opportunities 64% | 78% | 59% | 69% | 79% | 61% | 69% | 66% | 70% | 69% | 59% | 63% | 73% | 74% | 69%
Ease of access to shopping opportunities 48% | 66% | 65% | 63% | 66% | 61% | 63% | 68% | 61% | 63% | 61% | 69% | 63% | 58% | 63%
Recreational opportunities 78% | 85% | 76% | 81% | 84% | 79% | 81% | 77% | 82% | 81% | 68% | 79% | 83% | 85% | 80%
Educational opportunities 74% | 93% | 82% | 86% | 93% | 81% | 86% | 79% | 88% | 86% | 74% | 86% | 87% | 92% | 86%
Opportunities to participate in social events and activities | 52% | 78% | 68% | 70% | 79% | 64% | 70% | 69% | 71% | 70% | 66% | 67% | 78% | 66% | 70%
Opportunities to attend family-oriented events/activities | 65% | 81% | 72% | 76% | 84% | 69% | 76% | 76% | 76% | 76% | 67% | 80% | 83% | 67% | 75%
Opportunities for senior/older adult activities 28% | 79% | 69% | 69% | 81% | 64% | 69% | 69% | 69% | 69% | 68% | 70% | 80% | 57% | 69%
Opportunities to attend Southshore Community Center
activities 45% | 75% | 77% | 73% | 75% | 71% | 72% | 78% | 70% | 72% | 74% | 73% | 77% | 66% | 73%
Opportunities to volunteer 72% | 73% | 75% | 74% | 75% | 73% | 74% | 75% | 73% | 74% | 68% | 73% | 74% | 75% | 73%
Opportunities to participate in community matters 61% | 73% | 67% | 69% | 73% | 66% | 69% | 66% | 70% | 69% | 55% | 68% | 76% | 66% | 68%
Ease of car travel in Shorewood 93% | 76% | 85% | 82% | 81% | 82% | 81% | 89% | 79% | 82% | 79% | 84% | 85% | 76% | 81%
Ease of bicycle travel in Shorewood 77% | 65% | 67% | 67% | 70% | 65% | 67% | 66% | 68% | 67% | 66% | 68% | 67% | 67% | 67%
Ease of walking in Shorewood 64% | 55% | 57% | 57% | 53% | 59% | 57% | 53% | 58% | 57% | 59% | 54% | 55% | 59% | 57%
Availability of paths and walking trails 96% | 63% | 63% | 67% | 67% | 67% | 67% | 64% | 68% | 67% | 67% | 70% | 69% | 61% | 67%
Traffic flow on major streets 66% | 72% | 69% | 70% | 75% | 66% | 70% | 71% | 69% | 70% | 61% | 67% | 75% | 71% | 70%
Availability of affordable quality housing 59% | 58% | 46% | 54% | 63% | 46% | 54% | 46% | 56% | 54% | 39% | 47% | 63% | 54% | 53%
Availability of affordable quality child care 58% | 59% | 53% | 57% | 62% | 52% | 57% | 40% | 60% | 57% | 40% | 41% | 62% | 72% | 56%
Availability of open space 69% | 77% | 68% | 73% | 79% | 69% | 73% | 72% | 73% | 73% | 50% | 73% | 79% | 77% | 73%
Air quality 88% | 96% | 92% | 93% | 96% | 92% | 93% | 88% | 95% | 93% | 84% | 94% | 96% | 94% | 93%
Quality of overall natural environment in Shorewood 98% | 92% | 88% | 91% | 93% | 90% | 91% | 89% | 92% | 91% | 80% | 94% | 94% | 92% | 91%
Overall image/reputation of Shorewood 96% | 92% | 87% | 90% | 92% | 88% | 90% | 87% | 91% | 90% | 81% | 93% | 94% | 88% | 90%

Percent "excellent" or "good"
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Aspects of Community Character by Respondent Demographics

Respondent
Length of residency Housing unit type Rent/own gender
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To what extent do you agree or disagree, if at all, that each =] 2 = (=) <
statement below describes the City of Shorewood?
Shorewood is a safe community with a low crime rate 91% | 94% | 96% | 94% | 95% | 87% | 94% | 76% | 95% | 94% | 95% | 93% | 94%
Shorewood has tight-knit neighborhoods 68% | 57% | 55% | 60% | 61% | 56% | 60% | 50% | 61% | 60% | 64% | 55% | 60%
The City offers the best schools 89% | 83% | 82% | 85% | 84% | 88% | 85% | 84% | 85% | 85% | 85% | 85% | 85%
Shorewood provides and protects open space 89% | 82% | 76% | 82% | 81% | 90% | 82% | 86% | 82% | 82% | 85% | 79% | 82%

Percent "strongly" or "somewhat" agree

Children 18 or

Aspects of Community Character by Respondent Demographics

Respondent age under Adults 65 or older Household income

4 4 n a
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To what extent do you agree or disagree, if at "g '-g 9 a - S c g
all, that each statement below describes the b 2| H 3 e 98 S

] n n wnr Hw
City of Shorewood? - Ug
Shorewood is a safe community with a low crime
rate 92% | 93% | 95% | 94% | 93% | 94% | 94% | 94% | 93% | 94% | 89% | 93% | 97% | 92% | 94%
Shorewood has tight-knit neighborhoods 49% | 66% | 56% | 60% | 65% | 57% | 61% | 58% | 61% | 60% | 55% | 60% | 64% | 60% | 61%
The City offers the best schools 87% | 87% | 82% | 85% | 92% | 79% | 85% | 84% | 85% | 85% | 76% | 94% | 83% | 85% | 85%
Shorewood provides and protects open space 89% | 84% | 78% | 82% | 86% | 79% | 82% | 78% | 84% | 82% | 79% | 88% | 80% | 82% | 83%

Percent "strongly" or "somewhat" agree
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Participation in City's Spring Clean-up Drop Off Program by Respondent Demographics
Length of residency Housing unit type Rent/own Respondent gender

In the last 12 months, have ‘
you or other household More
members participated in 10 than

Shorewood's Spring Clean- years | 11-20 20
up Drop Off program? orless @ years years | Overall | Detached | Attached | Overall | Rent | Own | Overall | Female = Male | Overall

In the last 12 months, have

you or other household

members participated in

Shorewood's Spring Clean-

up Drop Off program? 31% 51% 49% 43% 45% 29% 43% 21% | 45% 43% 43% 43% 43%

Percent of respondents reporting they had participated in the last 12 months

Participation in City's Spring Clean-up Drop Off Program by Respondent Demographics

Children 18 or
Respondent age under Adults 65 or older Household income

In the last 12 months, have you or other
household members participated in
Shorewood's Spring Clean-up Drop Off
program?

55 years or
Less than
S50K to less
than $100K
$100k to less
than $200K
More than

In the last 12 months, have you or other

household members participated in Shorewood's
Spring Clean-up Drop Off program? 28% | 43% | 47% | 43% | 39% | 46% | 43% | 41% | 44% | 43% | 44% | 37% | 48% | 43% | 43%

Percent of respondents reporting they had participated in the last 12 months
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Community Safety by Respondent Demographics

Length of residency Housing unit type Rent/own Respondent gender
c - -
£ g | &8 -
o & e 3
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o <
Please rate how safe or unsafe you feel... =
From violent crime (e.g., rape, assault, robbery) 95% | 95% | 95% | 95% | 96% | 85% | 95% | 82% | 96% | 95% | 92% | 97% | 95%
From property crimes (e.g., burglary, theft) 88% | 87% | 91% | 89% | 90% | 83% | 89% | 80% | 90% | 89% | 88% | 90% | 89%
From environmental hazards, including toxic waste 93% | 91% | 93% | 92% | 93% | 91% | 92% | 93% | 92% | 92% | 89% | 96% | 93%
In your neighborhood during the day 98% | 97% | 98% | 97% | 98% | 96% | 97% | 96% | 98% | 97% | 97% | 98% | 97%
In your neighborhood after dark 89% | 93% | 92% | 91% | 93% | 80% | 91% | 79% | 93% | 91% | 89% | 94% | 91%

Percent "very" or "somewhat" safe

Children 18 or

Community Safety by Respondent Demographics

Respondent age under Adults 65 or older Household income
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Please rate how safe or unsafe you feel... - i
From violent crime (e.g., rape, assault,
robbery) 91% | 96% | 95% | 95% | 96% | 95% | 95% | 95% | 95% | 95% | 84% | 96% | 97% | 98% | 95%
From property crimes (e.g., burglary, theft) 78% | 91% | 90% | 89% | 91% | 88% | 89% | 93% | 88% | 89% | 81% | 90% | 92% | 90% | 89%
From environmental hazards, including toxic
waste 98% | 92% | 91% | 92% | 93% | 92% | 92% | 92% | 92% | 92% | 85% | 95% | 94% | 92% | 93%
In your neighborhood during the day 100% | 97% | 98% | 98% | 98% | 97% | 98% | 97% | 98% | 98% | 94% | 97% | 98% | 99% | 97%
In your neighborhood after dark 82% | 94% | 92% | 91% | 95% | 89% | 91% | 92% | 91% | 91% | 82% | 88% | 94% | 97% | 92%

Percent "very" or "somewhat" safe
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Community Participation by Respondent Demographics

Respondent
Length of residency Housing unit type Rent/own gender

8 T %
In the last 12 months, about how many times, if ever, have = § §
you or other household members participated in the S g E
following activities in Shorewood? =
Used Southshore Community Center 25% 29% | 37% | 30% | 26% | 53% | 30% | 26% | 30% | 30% | 33% | 25% | 30%
Participated in a recreation program or activity 41% 37% | 30% | 36% | 36% | 38% | 36% | 29% | 37% | 36% | 41% | 30% | 36%
Visited a park in Shorewood 90% 88% | 81% | 87% | 87% | 87% | 87% | 88% | 87% | 87% | 87% | 87% | 87%
Attended a meeting of local elected officials or other local
public meeting 14% 26% | 32% | 24% | 24% | 23% | 24% | 6% | 25% | 24% | 23% | 23% | 23%

Watched a meeting of local elected officials or other
Shorewood-sponsored public meeting on cable television,

the Internet or other media 25% 30% | 37% | 31% | 32% | 21% | 31% | 22% | 32% | 31% | 26% | 34% | 30%
Read the Shore Report — the city newsletter 93% 95% | 97% | 95% | 96% | 87% | 95% | 83% | 96% | 95% | 95% | 96% | 95%
Visited the Shorewood Web site (at

www.ci.shorewood.mn.us) 68% 63% | 50% | 61% | 65% | 32% | 61% | 37% | 63%  61% | 61% | 61% | 61%
Recycled used paper, cans, bottles or cardboard from your

home 94% 98% | 98% | 96% | 98% | 88% | 96% | 73% | 99% | 96% | 96% | 97% | 97%
Volunteered your time to some group or activity in

Shorewood 21% 32% | 30% | 28% | 27% | 31% | 28% | 19% | 28% | 28% | 27% | 27% | 27%
Participated in religious or spiritual activities in Shorewood 21% 34% | 35% | 30% | 31% | 23% | 30% | 15% | 31% | 30% | 26% | 32% | 29%
Participated in a club or civic group in Shorewood 14% 23% | 20% | 19% | 18% | 21% | 19% | 10% | 20% | 19% | 21% | 16% | 19%
Provided help to a friend or neighbor 92% 95% | 96% | 94% | 95% | 88% | 94% | 77% | 96% | 94% | 92% | 96% | 94%

Percent who reported having participated in the last 12 months
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Community Participation by Respondent Demographics
Children 18 or

Respondent age under Adults 65 or older Household income
4 £ = ¢ 9w
1 w
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In the last 12 months, about how many times, if : : = S o4 k] o =
ever, have you or other household members g "g g = X £ = £ g
participated in the following activities in = o |iA 2 B £ 3; £ 3
Shorewood? - « =
Used Southshore Community Center 23% | 20% | 45% | 30% | 21% | 37% | 30% | 50% | 24% | 30% | 43% | 37% | 25% | 20% | 30%
Participated in a recreation program or activity 39% | 40% | 30% | 36% | 52% | 25% | 36% | 32% | 37% | 36% | 34% | 33% | 39% | 39% | 37%
Visited a park in Shorewood 93% | 94% | 78% | 87% | 96% | 81% | 87% | 77% | 90% | 87% | 74% | 92% | 89% | 88% | 87%
Attended a meeting of local elected officials or
other local public meeting 5% | 20% | 33% | 24% | 18% | 28% | 24% | 36% | 20% | 24% | 26% | 26% | 20% | 23% | 23%

Watched a meeting of local elected officials or
other Shorewood-sponsored public meeting on

cable television, the Internet or other media 16% | 30% | 36% | 31% | 25% | 35% | 31% | 35% | 29% | 31% | 32% | 33% | 29% | 30% | 31%
Read the Shore Report — the city newsletter 90% | 96% | 96% | 95% | 95% | 95% | 95% | 97% | 95% | 95% | 84% | 98% | 98% | 96% | 95%
Visited the Shorewood Web site (at

www.ci.shorewood.mn.us) 59% | 71% | 49% | 61% | 73% | 53% | 61% | 46% | 65% | 61% | 33% | 62% | 69% | 68% | 61%
Recycled used paper, cans, bottles or cardboard

from your home 96% | 96% | 97% | 96% | 97% | 96% | 96% | 99% | 96% | 96% | 92% | 98% | 97% | 98% | 96%
Volunteered your time to some group or activity

in Shorewood 14% | 27% | 32% | 27% | 30% | 26% | 28% | 31% | 26% | 28% | 20% | 31% | 25% | 32% | 27%
Participated in religious or spiritual activities in

Shorewood 10% | 32% | 32% | 29% | 36% | 26% | 30% | 36% | 28% | 30% | 24% | 25% | 35% | 31% | 30%
Participated in a club or civic group in Shorewood | 2% | 18% | 26% | 19% | 21% | 17% | 19% | 23% | 17% | 19% | 18% | 19% | 19% | 18% | 19%
Provided help to a friend or neighbor 91% | 95% | 94% | 94% | 94% | 94% | 94% | 96% | 94% | 94% | 87% | 94% | 97% | 94% | 94%

Percent who reported having participated in the last 12 months
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City Services by Respondent Demographics

Respondent
Length of residency Housing unit type Rent/own gender
® @ o 2

Please rate the quality of each of the following services in °>" g g g

Shorewood. -

Fire district's response to calls 100% | 99% | 95% | 98% | 97% | 100% | 98% | 100% | 97% | 98% | 100% | 96% | 98%
Fire district's education and prevention 99% | 88% | 87% | 92% | 92% | 89% | 92% | 84% | 92% | 92% | 97% | 85% | 92%
Fire district's visibility in the community 84% | 87% | 82% | 84% | 84% | 86% | 84% | 77% | 85% | 84% | 90% | 78% | 84%
Fire district services overall 98% | 94% | 89% | 93% | 93% | 98% | 93% | 100% | 93% | 93% | 95% | 92% | 93%
Police response to calls 93% | 87% | 90% | 90% | 89% | 94% | 90% | 88% | 90% | 90% | 91% | 89% | 90%
Police education and crime prevention 89% | 77% | 75% | 80% | 81% | 70% | 80% | 64% | 81% | 80% | 88% | 70% | 80%
Police visibility in the community 74% | 82% | 85% | 80% | 80% | 82% | 80% | 67% | 81% | 80% | 82% | 78% | 80%
Police services overall 89% | 86% | 86% | 87% | 86% | 94% | 87% | 92% | 87% | 87% | 90% | 84% | 87%
Ambulance or emergency medical services 93% | 90% | 91% | 91% | 91% | 94% | 91% | 91% | 91% | 91% | 94% | 88% | 91%
Animal control services 81% | 61% | 65% | 68% | 67% | 72% | 68% | 56% | 69% | 68% | 67% | 69% | 68%
Traffic enforcement 76% | 67% | 72% | 72% | 70% | 81% | 72% | 79% | 71% | 72% | 78% | 66% | 72%
Street maintenance/repair (i.e., filling potholes) 50% | 37% | 43% | 44% | 43% | 47% | 44% | 47% | 43% | 44% | 45% | 43% | 44%
Street cleaning/sweeping 63% | 55% | 60% | 59% | 59% | 61% | 59% | 47% | 60% | 59% | 61% | 57% | 59%
Street resurfacing 49% | 38% | 48% | 45% | 45% | 47% | 45% | 39% | 46% | 45% | 43% | 48% | 45%
Street lighting 46% | 44% | 53% | 48% | 47% | 50% | 48% | 44% | 48% | 48% | 48% | 47% | 48%
Street signage and street markings 73% | 71% | 79% | 74% | 74% | 78% | 74% | 70% | 75% | 74% | 72% | 76% | 74%
Snowplowing on city streets 74% | 78% | 79% | 77% | 76% | 82% | 77% | 81% | 77% | 77% | 77% | 77% | 77%
Applying salt/sand on icy streets 82% | 78% | 81% | 81% | 82% | 74% | 81% | 75% | 81% | 81% | 78% | 84% | 81%
Road condition 66% | 49% | 58% | 58% | 58% | 62% | 58% | 68% | 57% | 58% | 58% | 58% | 58%
Sidewalk/trail maintenance 85% | 79% | 80% | 82% | 81% | 88% | 82% | 97% | 80% | 82% | 84% | 79% | 82%
Storm drainage 80% | 70% | 68% | 73% | 72% | 81% | 73% | 85% | 72% | 73% | 73% | 73% | 73%
Sanitary sewer services 89% | 86% | 88% | 88% | 88% | 87% | 88% | 87% | 88% | 88% | 87% | 88% | 88%
Shorewood parks 98% | 91% | 92% | 94% | 93% | 98% | 94% | 100% | 93% | 94% | 94% | 94% | 94%
Park and recreation programs or classes 94% | 85% | 82% | 88% | 87% | 89% | 88% | 88% | 88% | 88% | 94% | 78% | 87%
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Respondent
Length of residency Housing unit type Rent/own gender

6 = ] °

g < £ | 2

g < v g | 8
Please rate the quality of each of the following services in g §° 3 %
Shorewood. -
Southshore Community Center program or classes 95% | 84% | 84% | 88% | 85% | 97% | 88% | 100% | 86% | 88% | 93% | 78% | 87%
Southshore Community Center overall 95% | 82% | 84% | 87% | 87% | 90% | 87% | 83% | 88% | 87% | 92% | 80% | 87%
Building inspections 66% | 57% | 62% | 62% | 61% | 67% | 62% | 60% | 62% | 62% | 67% | 57% | 61%
Land use, planning and zoning 68% | 58% | 56% | 60% | 60% | 60% | 60% | 53% | 61% | 60% | 65% | 57% | 60%
Code enforcement (weeds, abandoned buildings, etc.) 63% | 54% | 56% | 58% | 57% | 64% | 58% | 61% | 57% | 58% | 53% | 61% | 58%
Services to seniors 93% | 69% | 70% | 75% | 74% | 80% | 75% | 90% | 74% | 75% | 81% | 68% | 76%
Services to youth 85% | 77% | 76% | 79% | 80% | 77% | 79% | 67% | 80% | 79% | 83% | 74% | 79%
Services to low-income people 56% | 43% | 52% | 50% | 53% | 41% | 50% | 26% | 55% | 50% | 42% | 62% | 51%
Public schools 99% | 96% | 94% | 96% | 96% | 98% | 96% | 100% | 96% | 96% | 96% | 96% | 96%
Cable television 37% | 38% | 41% | 39% | 39% | 38% | 39% | 37% | 39% | 39% | 40% | 37% | 39%
Emergency preparedness (services that prepare the community
for natural disasters or other emergency situations) 71% | 66% | 67% | 68% | 68% | 69% | 68% | 68% | 68% | 68% | 67% | 68% | 68%
Preservation of natural areas such as open space and greenbelts 86% | 72% | 79% | 79% | 78% | 87% | 79% | 91% | 78% | 79% | 81% | 76% | 79%

Percent "excellent" or "good"
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City Services by Respondent Demographics
Children 18 or

Respondent age under Adults 65 or older Household income

» » x

3| 3|8 S| £2|s2p

o 2 .: b S« 8 c| O
Please rate the quality of each of the following ® n |0 § as A = =
services in Shorewood. I R .
Fire district's response to calls 100% | 98% | 97% | 98% | 97% | 98% | 98% | 97% | 99% | 98% | 97% | 100% | 96% | 98% ?%
Fire district's education and prevention 97% | 93% | 90% | 92% | 98% | 88% | 92% | 92% | 92% | 92% | 83% | 93% | 92% | 94% | 91%
Fire district's visibility in the community 88% | 83% | 84% | 84% | 86% | 84% | 84% | 86% | 84% | 84% | 85% | 87% | 82% | 84% | 84%
Fire district services overall 96% | 94% | 92% | 94% | 95% | 93% | 94% | 89% | 95% | 94% | 90% | 97% | 91% | 95% | 94%
Police response to calls 91% | 87% | 93% | 90% | 86% | 91% | 90% | 91% | 89% | 90% | 89% | 91% | 89% | 90% | 90%
Police education and crime prevention 87% | 81% | 78% | 80% | 83% | 77% | 80% | 83% | 79% | 80% | 71% | 82% | 82% | 80% | 80%
Police visibility in the community 85% | 76% | 84% | 80% | 75% | 84% | 80% | 84% | 79% | 80% | 80% | 83% | 79% | 77% | 80%
Police services overall 93% | 84% | 89% | 87% | 84% | 89% | 87% | 90% | 87% | 87% | 84% | 92% | 87% | 86% | 88%
Ambulance or emergency medical services 94% | 87% | 94% | 91% | 85% | 94% | 92% | 94% | 90% | 91% | 89% | 93% | 91% | 90% | 91%
Animal control services 91% | 66% | 64% | 68% | 70% | 67% | 68% | 72% | 66% | 68% | 68% | 73% | 64% | 67% | 68%
Traffic enforcement 77% | 70% | 73% | 72% | 75% | 70% | 72% | 77% | 70% | 72% | 71% | 80% | 67% | 69% | 71%
Street maintenance/repair (i.e., filling potholes) 50% | 43% | 44% | 44% | 45% | 43% | 44% | 49% | 42% | 44% | 37% | 51% | 46% | 40% | 44%
Street cleaning/sweeping 76% | 56% | 60% | 60% | 58% | 60% | 59% | 63% | 58% | 60% | 52% | 71% | 63% | 48% | 59%
Street resurfacing 57% | 42% | 46% | 45% | 44% | 46% | 45% | 54% | 43% | 45% | 37% | 52% | 47% | 41% | 45%
Street lighting 46% | 47% | 49% | 48% | 44% | 51% | 48% | 49% | 48% | 48% | 42% | 47% | 51% | 45% | 47%
Street signage and street markings 83% | 72% | 76% | 75% | 73% | 75% | 74% | 80% | 73% | 74% | 68% | 80% | 75% | 71% | 74%
Snowplowing on city streets 62% | 73% | 85% | 77% | 75% | 79% | 77% | 85% | 75% | 77% | 77% | 79% | 75% | 77% | 77%
Applying salt/sand on icy streets 93% | 79% | 79% | 81% | 83% | 79% | 81% | 81% | 80% | 81% | 69% | 86% | 84% | 80% | 81%
Road condition 73% | 56% | 56% | 58% | 58% | 59% | 58% | 65% | 57% | 59% | 50% | 69% | 55% | 53% | 57%
Sidewalk/trail maintenance 93% | 84% | 75% | 82% | 86% | 78% | 82% | 75% | 83% | 82% | 76% | 81% | 84% | 80% | 81%
Storm drainage 81% | 74% | 69% | 73% | 78% | 70% | 73% | 73% | 73% | 73% | 66% | 75% | 76% | 71% | 73%
Sanitary sewer services 97% | 86% | 86% | 88% | 87% | 88% | 88% | 90% | 87% | 88% | 79% | 90% | 92% | 85% | 88%
Shorewood parks 100% | 94% | 92% | 94% | 96% | 93% | 94% | 92% | 95% | 94% | 88% | 95% | 96% | 94% | 94%
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Children 18 or

Respondent age under Adults 65 or older Household income

o | @ S 2

s 8 |5 2 8%/ 8% s

> > v =] o Q| £
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e g |2 2 55|88 8
Please rate the quality of each of the following ® oo |1 4 a s I 25| 2
services in Shorewood. -
Park and recreation programs or classes 100% | 89% | 85% | 88% | 90% | 86% | 88% | 91% | 87% | 88% | 81% | 88% | 89% | 87% | 87%
Southshore Community Center program or classes 100% | 89% | 86% | 88% | 86% | 89% | 88% | 88% | 88% | 88% | 94% | 89% | 85% | 83% | 88%
Southshore Community Center overall 100% | 90% | 84% | 88% | 86% | 88% | 87% | 90% | 86% | 88% | 83% | 91% | 87% | 84% | 87%
Building inspections 65% | 64% | 60% | 62% | 65% | 60% | 62% | 73% | 59% | 62% | 53% | 61% | 64% | 59% | 60%
Land use, planning and zoning 73% | 64% | 55% | 61% | 65% | 58% | 60% | 62% | 60% | 60% | 42% | 70% | 65% | 61% @ 62%
Code enforcement (weeds, abandoned buildings,
etc.) 49% | 61% | 56% | 58% | 58% | 57% | 58% | 56% | 58% | 58% | 66% | 59% | 61% | 47% | 58%
Services to seniors 100% | 86% | 69% | 76% | 82% | 74% | 76% | 71% | 80% | 76% | 71% | 74% | 85% | 79% | 77%
Services to youth 91% | 86% | 69% | 80% | 81% | 78% | 79% | 82% | 79% | 80% | 63% | 88% | 78% | 81% | 79%
Services to low-income people 44% | 66% | 45% | 52% | 49% | 51% | 50% | 63% | 46% | 51% | 38% | 52% | 49% | 79% | 52%
Public schools 100% | 98% | 93% | 96% | 98% | 95% | 96% | 93% | 97% | 96% | 92% | 97% | 98% | 95% | 96%
Cable television 28% | 40% | 42% | 39% | 34% | 42% | 39% | 51% | 35% | 39% | 30% | 52% | 42% | 31% | 39%

Emergency preparedness (services that prepare the
community for natural disasters or other emergency
situations) 65% | 71% | 66% | 68% | 69% | 67% | 68% | 71% | 67% | 68% | 59% | 81% | 63% | 66% | 68%

Preservation of natural areas such as open space
and greenbelts 94% | 78% | 76% | 79% | 78% | 80% | 79% | 80% | 79% | 79% | 71% | 80% | 82% | 77% | 79%

Percent "excellent" or "good"
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Overall Quality of City Services by Respondent Demographics

Overall, how would you Length of residency Housing unit type Rent/own Respondent gender
rate the quality of 10 More

services provided in the years 11-20 | than 20
City of Shorewood? orless | years years Overall | Detached | Attached | Overall | Rent | Own | Overall | Female | Male | Overall

Overall, how would you

rate the quality of services

provided in the City of

Shorewood? 87% 77% 75% 80% 79% 83% 80% 86% | 79% 80% 83% 77% 80%

Percent "excellent" or "good"

Overall Quality of City Services by Respondent Demographics

Overall, how Respondent age Children 18 or under “ Adults 65 or older Household income
would you rate
the quality of 55 S50K to | $100k

services provided 35to | years Less less to less More
in the City of 54 or than than than than
Shorewood? years | older | Overall | Yes = No | Overall | Yes | No | Overall | $50K | $100K $200K | $200K | Overall

Overall, how would
you rate the
quality of services
provided in the
City of
Shorewood? 84% 80% 80% 80% 82% | 78% 80% 83% | 79% 80% 75% 86% 79% 80% 80%
Percent "excellent" or "good"
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Importance of Potential Improvements by Respondent Demographics

Respondent
Length of residency Housing unit type Rent/own gender
Thinking about the next 5 years, please indicate how
important, if at all, each of the following potential
improvements is for Shorewood, knowing that the City has
$1.8 million in available funds (about half of which came from
the sale of the liquor stores).

Detached
Attached

c
(5]
o =
=)
[}
-
o
=

Park improvements (i.e., updated play structures, additional

shelters, lighting for tennis courts) 37% | 25% | 18% | 27% | 25% | 49% | 27% | 46% | 26% | 27% | 33% | 22% | 27%
Expand trails and walkways 60% | 52% | 42% | 52% | 52% | 51% | 52% | 52% | 51% | 52% | 58% | 44% | 52%
Expand recreational and social programs for all ages 24% | 17% | 21% | 21% | 18% | 40% | 21% | 38% | 19% | 21% | 27% | 15% | 21%
Environmental improvements (i.e., diseased trees, lake water

quality) 68% | 69% | 65% | 67% | 65% | 83%  67% | 74% | 67% | 67% | 73% | 62% | 68%
Road improvements (i.e., reconstruction, resurfacing) 76% | 77% | 74% | 76% | 74% | 86% | 76% | 85% | 75% | 76% | 78% | 72% | 75%

Municipal drinking water system improvements (i.e., expansion,
additional treatment) 52% | 50% | 38% | 47% | 42% | 80% | 47% | 72% | 45% | 47% | 58% | 35% | 47%

Percent "essential" or "very important"
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Importance of Potential Improvements by Respondent Demographics

Children 18 or
Respondent age under Adults 65 or older Household income

Thinking about the next 5 years, please indicate
how important, if at all, each of the following

potential improvements is for Shorewood,
knowing that the City has $1.8 million in
available funds (about half of which came from
the sale of the liquor stores).

18 to 34
35to 54
55 years or
Less than
S50K to less
than $100K
$100k to less
than $200K
More than

Park improvements (i.e., updated play structures,
additional shelters, lighting for tennis courts) 40% | 25% | 26% | 27% | 36% | 21% | 27% | 22% | 29% | 27% | 27% | 27% | 31% | 26% | 28%

Expand trails and walkways 56% | 59% | 41% | 52% | 61% | 45% | 52% | 38% | 56% | 52% | 40% | 54% | 56% | 56% | 53%

Expand recreational and social programs for all
ages 16% | 18% | 27% | 21% | 21% | 20% | 21% | 27% | 19% | 21% | 28% | 26% | 15% | 20% | 21%

Environmental improvements (i.e., diseased
trees, lake water quality) 56% | 68% | 71% | 68% | 64% | 70% | 67% | 69% | 67% | 67% | 73% | 64% | 70% | 67% | 68%

Road improvements (i.e., reconstruction,
resurfacing) 70% | 76% | 78% | 76% | 79% | 73% | 76% | 80% | 74% | 76% | 77% | 78% | 74% | 74% | 76%

Municipal drinking water system improvements
(i.e., expansion, additional treatment) 38% | 46% | 51% | 47% | 50% | 45% | 47% | 51% | 46% | 47% | 54% | 48% | 45% | 44% | 47%

Percent "essential" or "very important"
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Thinking about the next 5 years, please indicate how
important, if at all, each of the following potential Shorewood
park and recreation projects is to you or other household

members.

Length of residency

More than

Housing unit type

Rent/own

Importance of Potential Park and Recreation Projects by Respondent Demographics

c
3
o

Respondent

gender

New recreational/Community Center programs 18% | 17% | 18% | 18% | 16% | 31% | 18% | 29% | 17% | 18% | 25% | 11% | 18%
Additional basketball courts 11% | 6% 9% 9% 9% 7% 9% 5% 9% 9% | 10% | 7% 9%
Programs for seniors and older adults 21% | 25% | 28% | 25% | 22% | 47% | 25% | 33% | 24% | 25% | 32% | 17% | 25%
New tennis courts at Badger Park 7% | 7% | 6% | 7% | 6% | 13% | 7% | 8% | 7% | 7% 9% 4% 7%
Lights on tennis courts 13% | 10% | 13% | 12% | 12% | 15% | 12% | 11% | 12% | 12% | 14% | 11% | 12%
Lights on ball fields at Freeman Park 20% | 19% | 20% | 19% | 17% | 37% | 19% | 38% | 18% | 19% | 25% | 14% | 19%
Updated skate park facilities 13% | 13% | 15% | 14% | 12% | 26% | 14% | 26% | 13% | 14% | 18% | 10% | 14%

Percent "essential" or "very important"

Thinking about the next 5 years, please indicate
how important, if at all, each of the following
potential Shorewood park and recreation
projects is to you or other household members.

18 to 34

Respondent age

35 to 54

55 years or

Children 18 or

under

Adults 65 or older

Importance of Potential Park and Recreation Projects by Respondent Demographics

Less than

Household income

S50K to less
than $100K
$100k to less

than $200K
More than

New recreational/Community Center programs 18% | 16% | 21% | 18% | 20% | 17% | 18% | 18% | 18% | 18% | 26% | 20% | 21% | 11% | 19%
Additional basketball courts 19% | 8% 6% 9% | 11% | 7% 9% 6% 9% 9% 6% 5% | 14% | 8% 9%
Programs for seniors and older adults 7% | 19% | 37% | 25% | 20% | 28% | 25% | 36% | 21% | 25% | 42% | 29% | 20% | 18% | 25%
New tennis courts at Badger Park 5% | 7% | 7% 7% 8% 6% 7% 8% 6% | 7% | 7% | 7% | 8% 6% | 7%
Lights on tennis courts 13% | 13% | 10% | 12% | 15% | 10% | 12% | 10% | 13% | 12% | 10% | 12% | 13% | 15% | 13%
Lights on ball fields at Freeman Park 30% | 18% | 18% | 19% | 24% | 16% | 19% | 16% | 20% | 19% | 30% | 21% | 16% | 19% | 20%
Updated skate park facilities 15% | 13% | 14% | 14% | 17% | 12% | 14% | 15% | 13% | 14% | 24% | 15% | 11% | 13% | 14%

Percent "essential" or "very important"
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Level of Support for City Initiatives by Respondent Demographics

Respondent
Length of residency Housing unit type Rent/own gender

f=

j< e | 3

=) < =

o ® &
To what extent do you support or oppose each of the o g E
following in Shorewood? =
Having a single trash hauler contracted by the City, rather than
multiple haulers 60% | 45% | 44% | 50% | 48% | 67% | 50% | 72% | 48% | 50% | 58% | 41% | 49%
Providing organic material collection (yard and food waste) 87% | 79% | 79% | 82% | 81% | 90% | 82% | 95% | 81% | 82% | 86% | 77% | 82%
Increasing recycling options for residents 93% | 89% | 85% | 89% | 89% | 93% | 89% | 96% | 89% | 89% | 93% | 86% | 89%
Encouraging more community gardening (i.e., growing,
harvesting and distributing produce, flowers, etc.) 79% | 80% | 75% | 78% | 76% | 89% | 78% | 80% | 78% | 78% | 86% | 69% | 78%
Increasing environmental education and public awareness
programs 77% | 75% | 75% | 76% | 74% | 85% | 76% | 79% | 75% | 76% | 84% | 68% | 76%

Percent "strongly" or "somewhat" support
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Level of Support for City Initiatives by Respondent Demographics

Children 18 or
Respondent age under Adults 65 or older Household income

than $100K
$100k to less
than $200K

More than

55 years or
S50K to less

To what extent do you support or oppose each
of the following in Shorewood?

7 7
S S
o o
> >
< <
o n
) )
- -
0 N
i o

Less than $50K

Having a single trash hauler contracted by the

City, rather than multiple haulers 52% | 47% | 54% | 50% | 52% | 48% | 50% | 49% | 50% | 50% | 58% | 49% | 48% | 52% | 51%
Providing organic material collection (yard and

food waste) 98% | 83% | 76% | 82% | 84% | 81% | 82% | 79% | 83% | 82% | 81% | 83% | 84% | 83% | 83%
Increasing recycling options for residents 93% | 90% | 87% | 89% | 91% | 88% | 89% | 82% | 91% | 89% | 90% | 84% | 91% | 93% | 90%

Encouraging more community gardening (i.e.,
growing, harvesting and distributing produce,
flowers, etc.) 82% | 77% | 78% | 78% | 79% | 78% | 78% | 78% | 78% | 78% | 83% | 77% | 78% | 76% | 78%

Increasing environmental education and public
awareness programs 73% | 74% | 79% | 76% | 77% | 75% | 76% | 79% | 75% | 76% | 80% | 77% | 80% | 69% | 76%

Percent "strongly" or "somewhat" support
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Government Performance by Respondent Demographics

Respondent
Length of residency Housing unit type Rent/own gender
f=
j< 2| 3
=) < =
o & ]
Please rate the following categories of Shorewood o g E
government performance. 2
The value of services for the taxes paid to Shorewood 59% | 60% | 50% | 56% | 55% | 67% | 56% | 55% | 56% | 56% | 67% | 46% | 57%
Opportunities to participate in City government decisions 63% | 68% | 56% | 62% | 62% | 63% | 62% | 56% | 63% | 62% | 68% | 56% | 62%
Shorewood's elected officials' consideration of what people
like me think 58% | 56% | 46% | 53% | 52% | 55% | 53% | 47% | 53% | 53% | 60% | 46% | 53%
Running Shorewood's local government in the best interest of
residents 66% | 62% | 51% | 59% | 59% | 63% | 59% | 51% | 60% | 59% | 63% | 57% | 60%
Shorewood's government as an example of how best to
provide services 61% | 52% | 49% | 54% | 53% | 55% | 54% | 44% | 54% | 54% | 62% | 46% | 54%
The overall direction Shorewood is taking 81% | 63% | 58% | 67% | 67% | 72% | 67% | 76% | 67% | 67% | 75% | 60% | 67%

Percent "excellent" or "good"
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Government Performance by Respondent Demographics

Children 18 or
Respondent age under Adults 65 or older Household income

than $100K
$100k to less
than $200K

More than

55 years or
S50K to less

Please rate the following categories of
Shorewood government performance.

7 7
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@ @
[ [
> >
< <
o n
o o
- -
0 n
-l o

Less than $50K

The value of services for the taxes paid to

Shorewood 38% | 59% | 59% | 57% | 58% | 55% | 56% | 58% | 56% | 56% | 55% | 57% | 58% | 55% | 57%
Opportunities to participate in City government

decisions 62% | 64% | 61% | 62% | 63% | 62% | 62% | 65% | 61% | 62% | 51% | 72% | 62% | 64% | 63%
Shorewood's elected officials' consideration of

what people like me think 31% | 56% | 54% | 53% | 56% | 51% | 53% | 56% | 52% | 53% | 44% | 55% | 55% | 55% | 53%
Running Shorewood's local government in the

best interest of residents 47% | 65% | 57% | 60% | 66% | 55% | 59% | 61% | 59% | 60% | 43% | 68% | 66% | 59% | 61%
Shorewood's government as an example of how

best to provide services 34% | 59% | 52% | 54% | 58% | 51% | 54% | 57% | 53% | 54% | 44% | 59% | 59% | 55% | 55%
The overall direction Shorewood is taking 78% | 72% | 61% | 68% | 75% | 63% | 67% | 68% | 67% | 68% | 60% | 76% | 73% | 61% | 69%

Percent "excellent" or "good"
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City Administration Performance by Respondent Demographics

Respondent
Length of residency Housing unit type Rent/own gender

=

< 2| 3

=] < K=

) 8 2
Please rate the following categories of performance of the S g E
City of Shorewood Administration. =
Response to resident complaints and concerns 78% | 57% | 55% | 63% | 62% | 67% | 63% | 77% | 62% | 63% | 67% | 58% | 62%
Public meetings about City plans 69% | 72% | 66% | 69% | 69% | 71% | 69% | 55% | 70% | 69% | 73% | 64% | 69%
Transparency and accountability 61% | 55% | 56% | 57% | 56% | 65% | 57% | 73% | 56% | 57% | 63% | 51% | 57%
Information about City plans and programs 62% | 63% | 61% | 62% | 63% | 58% | 62% | 38% | 64% | 62% | 67% | 58% | 62%
Quality of the City's Web site (www.ci.shorewood.mn.us) 77% | 81% | 73% | 78% | 77% | 82% | 78% | 83% | 77% | 78% | 78% | 77% | 77%
Online services available on the City's Web site 72% | 72% | 62% | 70% | 68% | 80% | 70% | 88% | 68% | 70% | 74% | 66% | 70%

Percent "excellent" or "good"

City Administration Performance by Respondent Demographics
Children 18 or

Respondent age *M Household income

p | S 2

5 8 5 2 8% 8% 5

> > i ~ S| o 8 <

< S ®© s 2R =R %
Please rate the following categories of '3 "3 g < X c = £l 5
performance of the City of Shorewood = o | in 2 8% a £ 2
Administration. - « =
Response to resident complaints and concerns 58% | 65% | 61% | 63% | 68% | 59% | 63% | 60% | 64% | 63% | 56% | 65% | 69% | 60% | 63%
Public meetings about City plans 61% | 73% | 67% | 69% | 73% | 68% | 69% | 73% | 68% | 69% | 55% | 71% | 77% | 69% | 70%
Transparency and accountability 66% | 58% | 56% | 58% | 58% | 57% | 57% | 62% | 56% | 57% | 53% | 64% | 62% | 54% | 59%
Information about City plans and programs 66% | 61% | 64% | 63% | 59% | 64% | 62% | 70% | 59% | 62% | 50% | 69% | 64% | 64% | 63%
Quality of the City's Web site
(www.ci.shorewood.mn.us) 82% | 77% | 77% | 78% | 79% | 77% | 78% | 83% | 77% | 78% | 65% | 81% | 82% | 73% | 78%
Online services available on the City's Web site 60% | 71% | 73% | 70% | 74% | 66% | 70% | 68% | 70% | 70% | 56% | 72% | 73% | 66% | 70%

Percent "excellent" or "good"
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Level of Awareness about City Issues and Operations by Respondent Demographics

Respondent
Length of residency Housing unit type Rent/own gender

How informed or not informed do you consider yourself to be
about local government issues and operations of the City of
Shorewood?

More than
Detached
Attached

How informed or not informed do you consider yourself to be

about local government issues and operations of the City of
Shorewood? 31% | 49% | 49% | 43% | 44% | 37% | 43% | 21% | 45% | 43% | 41% | 44% | 42%

Percent "very" or "moderately" informed

Level of Awareness about City Issues and Operations by Respondent Demographics

Children 18 or
Respondent age under Adults 65 or older Household income

Less than

How informed or not informed do you consider
yourself to be about local government issues
and operations of the City of Shorewood?

55 years or
S50K to less
than $100K
$100k to less
than $200K
More than

7 7
S S
(1] (1]
(1) (1)
> >
< <
o n
o o
- -
0 Ln
- o

How informed or not informed do you consider

yourself to be about local government issues and
operations of the City of Shorewood? 14% | 40% | 53% | 42% | 35% | 47% | 43% | 49% | 40% | 43% | 40% | 43% | 41% | 44% | 42%

Percent "very" or "moderately" informed
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Appendix D: Jurisdictions Included in Benchmark

Comparisons

Listed below are the jurisdictions included in the National benchmark comparisons provided for the City of
Shorewood followed by the 2010 population according to the U.S. Census. Listed at the end of this section
are the jurisdictions included in the small city benchmark comparisons (populations under 10,000).

Jurisdictions Included in National Benchmark Comparisons

Abilene, KS......coociieiee e, 6,844
Airway Heights, WA ........ccoiiieee e, 6,114
Alamogordo, NM .......ccccevvvieieiiee e 30,403
AIDANY, GA ..o 77,434
Albany, OR ... 50,158
Albemarle County, VA.......cccoeeeiieiieeeee s 98,970
Alpharetta, GA .......oooeieeeceeecee s 57,551
AMES, [A .o 58,965
ANdOVEr, MA......eerarrererarararerareraree 8,762
ANKENY, 1A ... 45,582
Ann Arbor, Ml ..., 113,934
Apple Valley, CA.....oooveieieieeeceeeee e 69,135
Arapahoe County, CO ......ccccvvveeeiieiiieeeee e, 572,003
Archuleta County, CO ......ccovveeeiieiiieeeee s 12,084
Arkansas City, KS......cccoveiiiiieeeiiee e eeiiee s 12,415
Arlington County, VA .......ccoeieiieeeiee e, 207,627
F Y aVZ [ - TR O 1SN 106,433
Asheville, NC......ccovvvveeiierieeeee s 83,393
Ashland, OR ......ccovveieeiieeeeee e 20,078
AShland, VA.......eueiiineiiiiirirnreierererererareranen 7,225
ASPEN, CO .o 6,658
AUBUIN, AL oot 53,380
AUubUIN, WA et 70,180
AUrora, CO ..t 325,078
AUSEIN, TX oo 790,390
Avondale, AZ.........eeeeeeeeecieeeeee e 76,238
Baltimore County, MD........ccccovviieieeeiinene. 805,029
Baltimore, MD ..., 620,961
Barnstable, MA .......cccoovvvviiiiiiiieec e 215,888
Batavia, IL ...ceeeeeeeeeeiecceeeeeeeee e 26,045
Battle Creek, Ml......cccccvviviiiiiie, 52,347
Bedford, MA .......coooiiee e, 13,320
Beekman, NY ... 14,000
Belleair Beach, FL......ccceeeiieeiciieeeeeeeeireeeeeeeee 1,560
Bellevue, WA ..., 122,363
Bellingham, WA ..., 80,885
Beltrami County, MN ..........cocvveeeiiieeciee e, 44,442
Benbrook, TX ..cccovvvvviiiieee, 21,234
Bend, OR....oooeieeeee e 76,639
Benicia, CA ..o, 26,997
Bettendorf, IA ... 33,217
Billings, MT ...ovveeeieecieeee e 104,170

Blacksburg, VA ..., 42,620
Bloomfield, NM........ccccoviiiiiiiieeeeeeen 8,112
Bloomington, IL......ccvvevecieeiiiee e, 76,610
Blue Ash, OH .....cooooviiiiiiie, 12,114
Blue Earth, MIN ..., 3,353
Blue Springs, MO ......cccoceveeeiieiieeeee e, 52,575
BOiSE, ID...uiiieeiieee et 205,671
Borough of Ebensburg, PA.........ccccovveeeveeecieenn. 3,351
Botetourt County, VA ..., 33,148
Boulder County, CO .....ccvvveevieeecieeeeeee e, 294,567
Boulder, CO...uuvirriieieiteeeeee e 97,385
Bowling Green, KY ......ccocveviviieeeeiieeeeeieee e, 58,067
Bozeman, MT.......ouviieieieieeeieee e 37,280
Branson, MO.........cuuieeieiiiiiiiiieee e 10,520
Brea, CA ..ottt 39,282
Breckenridge, CO .......ooovvuveeiviieeeeeee e 4,540
Brevard County, FL .....cccovveecieeiiieeeeree e, 543,376
Brisbane, CA........cooeiiirieee e 4,282
Broken Arrow, OK.......cceeeeeeieiciiiieeee e, 98,850
Brookline, NH..........cccccciiiiiiiee, 4,991
Bryan, TX ., 76,201
Burlingame, CA ......cccoeeeeiiie e 28,806
Burlington, MA .......c.ooieie e, 24,498
Cabarrus County, NC.......ccceeeeviveevcieeeeiee s 178,011
Calgary, Canada .....ccccceeeveieeeeiiereccieee e 1,230,248
Cambridge, MA ... 105,162
Canandaigua, NY .....cccceiviiiiiniee e, 10,545
Cape Coral, FL .. 154,305
Carlsbad, CA......eeeveeeiiiiiieee et 105,328
Carson City, NV ....cuiiiiiiiiiiiiieiiieeeeeieeeeeeeeeeeeenenens 55,274
Cartersville, GA ......ouveeeeeeieeiieeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeens 19,731
Carver County, MN ......cocviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieieeeneeeienennns 91,042
Cary, NC oo 135,234
Casa Grande, AZ........cccooveeeeeeeeciireeee e 48,571
Cedar Creek, NE........uvvveeeveeeeieeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeenns 390
Cedar Falls, 1A ... 39,260
Cedar Rapids, IA.......ccoeeiieeeeiee e 126,326
Centennial, CO ..ot 100,377
(00T 0L (= |1 TR | R 13,032
Chambersburg, PA.......cccoveieiee e, 20,268
Chandler, AZ ... 236,123
Chanhassen, MN..........cuvvveeeeeeeeieeeeeieieieeeeeeeeeees 22,952
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Charlotte County, FL.....ccccoeeeiiieiiiieeeee e 159,978
Charlotte, NC......ceeveeiieiiiriieeceeeeiieeeee s 731,424
Chesapeake, VA ........coeeiiieeeee s 222,209
Chesterfield County, VA.......ccccoveveieeecieeeees 316,236
Cheyenne, WY......ooooeeeeiiieeeeeee e 59,466
Chittenden County, VT....cccceevivreviieeeeieeees 156,545
Chula Vista, CA.....oeeeeeeereeeeee e 243,916
Clark County, WA ... 425,363
Clay County, MO......ccoeciiiieeieeeeieeee s 221,939
Clayton, MO........ovi e, 15,939
Clear Creek County, CO ......cccccvveeecrieeeeiiee e, 9,088
Clearwater, FL.....uuuuveviieieieieieieeeieeeeeeeeeieeeneneeens 107,685
Cococino County, AZ........uveeveeiieiiiieeeee s 134,421
Colleyville, TX .o 22,807
Collier County, FL..oocoooeiiiiiieeeeieeee s 321,520
(00 | 1T V71 LT | RSN 25,579
Colorado Springs, CO....cocvveeeecieeeeieeeeiiee e 416,427
Columbus, W ..uevveeiiiiiiiiiiiec e 4,991
Commerce City, CO...oovrrrerieniieiieeee e, 45,913
(00e]Tolo ] ¢ RN OF - N 122,067
Concord, MA ...t 17,668
(0] aTelo] oo RN |\ [ CHT SRR 79,066
(000 1V (T G AN PRPPRPPRY 15,195
CookeVille, TN .uvvvveeiieiieeec e 30,435
Cooper City, FL.uuiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieieieieieeeeeieeeeeeenenens 28,547
Coral Springs, FL....uuucveeeicieeeeciee e eciee s 121,096
(00e] o] 1 T=Te [o TN O - N 18,912
Corpus Christi, TX..iovvveeeieieeeerieeereeeesiee e 305,215
Corvallis, OR.....uveeeeeieerreeee e 54,462
Corvallis, OR...cuuvveeeiiieiieeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeee s 54,462
Coventry, CT ..o e e e e e eeeees 2,990
Craig, CO et e 9,464
Cranberry Township, PA .......ccooeiiiieeeiee e, 16,066
Crested Butte, CO ....uuvvvviveeeeeieeeieeeeeieeeeeeeeeeeeeeeees 1,487
Crystal Lake, IL ....oveeeeeeeeiiee e, 40,743
Cumberland County, PA........ccceiiiiieeeieeeee 235,406
Cuperting, CA ...t ee e 58,302
Dakota County, MN .......cccoovciiiiieieeeceeeene. 398,552
Dallas, TX .eueeeeciiee e e 1,197,816
Dania Beach, FL......cccovveeiiiiiieiiiieieec e, 29,639
Davenport, 1A .., 99,685
Davidson, NC.......ooooeeciiieeeee e, 10,944
Daviess County, KY.....ccocceveiiinniiiiieeeeesieeeen, 96,656
DaVis, CA .ot 65,622
Daytona Beach, FL .....ccocceeeiieiciiiieee e, 61,005
De PEre, Wl e e 23,800
Decatur, GA ... 19,335
DeKalb, IL ..o, 43,862
Del Mar, CA......eeeeeeee e 4,161
Delaware, OH.......oooeeiiveeieeceereeeee e 34,753
Delray Beach, FL ..ccccveveeveeiiiiieeeiee e, 60,522
DeNnton, TX .o 113,383

Denver, CO. ittt 600,158
Des MOINES, IA ... s 203,433
(D71 o o JR = TR 12,305
Dewey-Humboldt, AZ .........ccoveeecereceeeeeee 3,894
District of Saanich,Victoria, Canada................ 108,265
Dorchester County, MD........ccccceevvieeeeciee e, 32,618
190} V/=T R B ] USRS 36,047
DoVer, NH ... 29,987
Dublin, CA ...ooeieeeee e, 46,036
Dublin, OH ..o, 41,751
Duluth, MN ...t e, 86,265
Duncanville, TX oo, 38,524
DUrango, CO ....covvviiriiiiieiiee et 16,887
East Providence, Rl .....cocceeeeeievciieeeeeeeecreeeee. 47,037
Eau Claire, Wl.......cccccoiiiiiiiiiiieeeee, 65,883
Edmond, OK.......coooeiviiiiiiiieeeeeeeee, 81,405
Edmonton, Canada ......cccccceeveurvreeeeceiiinnnneenen. 782,439
ElCerrito, CA..uuueiiiiiecieeeeee et 23,549
L = 1o T I S 649,121
EIk Grove, CA ..cooovveiiiiiiiieeeeee, 153,015
EHisVille, MO ....uveeeeeeec e 9,133
EIMmhurst, I, 44,121
Englewood, CO ....ccccuviiiriiiiiiieeeeiee e, 30,255
Ephrata Borough, PA .........ccoieeeiieeeiee e, 13,394
Escambia County, FL........cccccoveievciieeeciee e, 297,619
Escanaba, Ml......cccccoviiiiiiiieeeeee, 12,616
Estes Park, CO...coovvvvvvviiiiiieeeeeeee, 5,858
Eugene, OR ....oiiiiiiiiiiieeee e 156,185
EUSEIS, FL wrrrrieeiiiiieieiiiceeeeeeeeetee e 18,558
Evanston, [L.......ooeeeiiieeiiiiieeeiccee e 74,486
Fairway, KS......cooii 3,882
Farmington Hills, Ml .........cccoooiieiiiieeiee e, 79,740
Farmington, NM ......cccooiiieiiiiieee e, 45,877
Farmington, UT ......coooviiiiiiiiiieee e, 18,275
Fayetteville, AR .....cccveiievieriiieeeeee e, 73,580
Federal Way, WA .......ccooverivieeeeee e, 89,306
Fishers, IN ..., 76,794
Flagstaff, AZ .....ccoeviiiviieie e, 65,870
FIOreNnce, AZ ....ueeeeeeiecieeieeieeeeeeee e 25,536
Flower Mound, TX ..cccovveviiiiiiiiieeeeee e, 64,669
FIushing, Ml .....oovvieiiecee e 8,389
Forest Grove, OR ....cooeviiiiiiiiiieeeeee, 21,083
Fort Collins, CO ..ot 143,986
Fort Worth, TX ..., 741,206
Fredericksburg, VA.......cccooiiiiiiiieeeec e, 24,286
Freeport, IL ..o, 25,638
Fridley, MN .......ooeeeieecee e, 27,208
Fruita, CO ..t 12,646
GaiNesVille, FL...uuuveeeeiiiiieeeieieeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeees 124,354
Gaithersburg, MD .......cccoocvvviviieeccee e, 59,933
Galt, CA .o 23,647
Garden City, KS ....oooooeoiieeieeecieee e, 26,658
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Gardner, KS....ueeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeenenes 19,123
GeNEVA, NY .. 13,261
Georgetown, CO ....uuvivieieiiieieieeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeees 1,034
Georgetown, TX . uiiieieieieiieeeeeeeeeeeeeeeererereeereeens 47,400
Gig Harbor, WA.........oiiee e, 7,126
Gilbert, AZ.......eeeeeeeeeceeee s 208,453
Gillette, WY ... 29,087
(€] ETe I o a [T AV, | PRt 4,973
GOOAYEAN, AZ ...uueeeeeeeeieee e 65,275
Grand County, CO....ccceeevvieeeiee e, 14,843
Grand Island, NE .......cccoovveviiiiiiiiiieeeeceeeirneeee, 48,520
Grand Praifie, TX....ueeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeieeeieiereeerenens 175,396
Green Valley, AZ ........oevevcieeeeiee e, 21,391
Greenwood Village, CO......ccceccevevcieeeecier e, 13,925
GrEEI, SCunieeeeeeecee e 25,515
Guelph, Ontario, Canada.........cccccvveeeeeeeennnnes 114,943
GUIf ShOres, AL.....ccccoiiccieeiieiieeecieeeee e 9,741
Gunnison County, CO.....cuuvviiiiiiieiiiiieieeeieneeeeennns 15,324
GUINEE, IL ceveeiiiii e 31,295
Hampton, VA ..., 137,436
Hanover County, VA ..., 99,863
Harrisonville, MO...........ccccceiiiiiiiie, 10,019
Hartford, CT ... 124,775
Henderson, NV.......occovvveeiiiiiiiieeeeee e 257,729
Hermiston, OR ......ovvuieiiiieeeeecceee e 16,745
Herndon, VA ..., 23,292
High Point, NC......ccooeeiiiiieeeee e, 104,371
Highland Park, IL........ccoovveiiiiiieeceeeceee e, 29,763
Highlands Ranch, CO......ccccevvveeieiiieeciee e, 96,713
Hillsborough County, FL.......cccccvviiernniennnns 1,229,226
Hillsborough, NC.......cccooviiiiiiiieiiee e 6,087
Honolulu, Hl...evveiiiiiiiiiiec e 953,207
Hopewell, VA ..., 22,591
Hoquiam, WA.......coooeee e 8,726
Hot Sulphur Springs, CO .....cccccevvienieinieeieeeeeee 663
Houston, TX ..o, 2,099,451
Howell, Ml ..o, 9,489
Hudson, CO....ooovvveiiieiiiieeeeeeee 2,356
[ LU S I TR 37,337
Hutchinson, MN......cccovveiiiiiiiiiieieec e, 14,178
[ [0 o T I R 14,698
Indian Trail, NC ......ccoovmreiieiieeeeeee e, 33,518
INdianola, [A ..., 14,782
IPVING, TX et 216,290
Jackson County, Ml.......ccoeciiiieeiiiiiiiiieeee e, 160,248
Jackson County, OR ......ccoeevvieeeciieecciee e, 203,206
James City County, VA ..., 67,009
Jefferson City, MO .....occovvviviiieeeee e, 43,079
Jefferson County, CO .....oeeverveeeviieeeeee e, 534,543
Jerome, ID ..o 10,890
Johnson County, KS......ccooovvviieiiiiieeeeee e, 544,179
Joplin, MO 50,150

Jupiter, FLo.ooore 55,156
Kalamazoo, Ml.......ccocveiiiiiiiiiieeeee e 74,262
Kamloops, Canada ........cccceeevcvveeeecieeeeeieee e, 86,376
Kannapolis, NC.......cccceeeevvereiiee e, 42,625
P41 O ] N 36,478
Kelowna, Canada ......ccccceeeeeevccinreeee e, 106,707
Kettering, OH .....ccoovvviiiiiiiiiiieeeee e 56,163
Kirkland, WA ..., 48,787
KisSIMmEe, FL ..cooovvvvreeieiiieeiiceee e 59,682
Kitsap County, WA .........ccciii, 251,133
Kutztown Borough, PA..........cceeeeiiiiieiiee e, 5,012
La MESQ, CA oot 57,065
La Plata, MD....ueeeeeeeiieeeeee et 8,753
LaVista, NE...ooooririee, 15,758
Laguna Beach, CA ......cooviiiiiiiieeeee e, 22,723
Lakewood, CO......ooeevvviiiiii, 142,980
Lane County, OR ....coooiiiiiiii e, 351,715
Laramie, WY ... 30,816
Larimer County, CO......eevvvvriiiiiieee e, 299,630
LAaWTIeNCe, KS.....oouuiiiiiieiiiie et 87,643
League City, TX. .o, 83,560
Lebanon, NH ......cccccciiiiiiie, 13,151
Lebanon, OH ......ccccoeiiiiiiee, 20,033
Lee County, FL..cccooiiiiiiii e, 618,754
Lee's Summit, MO.....ccovevveiiieiiiieeeee e, 91,364
Lexington, VA ...t e s 7,042
Liberty, MO ......ccceeeeiieeeeeee e, 29,149
Lincolnwood, IL........cccovveeeeiieeiiieeee e, 12,590
Little Rock, AR......coocuirrieeeeeecereee e 193,524
Livermore, CA .....oooveeeeeieeeeeeetceee e 80,968
Lodi, CA ... 62,134
LoNe Tree, CO ..vvvvviieeee e 10,218
Long Beach, CA .......oovveviieeeeee e, 462,257
Longmont, CO....oeevvviniiiiiiiieeeee, 86,270
Los Alamos County, NM........ccccceeviererncnnenennneen. 17,950
Louisville, CO..uurrreieieteeeeee et 18,376
Loveland, CO

Lower Providence Township, PA ...................... 25,436
Lyme, NH .o, 1,716
Lynchburg, VA........coviieeeceeeeee e, 75,568
Lynnwood, WA .......coeriee e 35,836
Lynwood, CA ......ooeeiieeceiee et 69,772
LYONS, 1L coveieeeieeieeeeeeee e 10,729
Madison, Wl......ccoooiiiiiiiiie, 233,209
Maple Grove, MN ......ccoceeeiiieiieeeee e, 61,567
Maple Valley, WA ..., 22,684
MaArana, AZ ... 34,961
Maricopa County, AZ .....ccccovvecvvveeeeeeernnnnnnn, 3,817,117
MaArioN, 1A ... 33,309
Maryland Heights, MO ......ccccoviiiiienienneeee. 27,472
Maryville, MO .....ccoooiiiiiiereceeeeee e, 11,972
Mayer, MN........ccci 1,749
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MCAIIEN, TX oo, 129,877
McDonough, GA ........ccoooieeceeeeee e, 22,084
McKinney, TX e, 131,117
McMinnville, OR ...cooovviiiii, 32,187
Mecklenburg County, NC......cccceccvvveeeineeennen. 919,628
Medford, OR ....ceeeeeeeieeeeee e 74,907
Medina, MN......oooooiiireeee e 4,892
Menlo Park, CA .......ooooeiiiiiieee, 32,026
Meridian Charter Township, Ml ....................... 39,688
Meridian, ID ....eeeeeiiieciieeeeee e 75,092
Merriam, KS....ooo oo 11,003
Merrill, Wl 9,661
Mesa County, CO ....cevvvveeieiiiiieeee e 146,723
IMESQ, AZ ..o 439,041
Miami Beach, FL.......ccccccciiiiiiiiie, 87,779
Midland, Ml .....ooeiiiiieee e, 41,863
MiltoN, GA...oooieeeeeeee e 32,661
Minneapolis, MN ........cccoveeeiieeiiiee e, 382,578
Mission Viejo, CA ...ooeevvvieeieeeieeee e 93,305
IMISSION, KSueeeiiieieeeeee e 9,323
Missoula, MT ...cooeeeiieiieeeee e 66,788
Montgomery County, MD.........ccccceeevriinneennn. 971,777
Montgomery County, VA.......occoiiieiiiiieeeen. 94,392
Montpelier, VT ... e 7,855
MoNtrose, CO ....oovvveeieeeeeeeeeeccee e 19,132
Mooresville, NC ......coooovvviiiiiiiieee, 32,711
Morgantown, WV .......cccoeiiiiie, 29,660
Morristown, TN ..., 29,137
MOSCOW, ID e 23,800
Mountain View, CA.......coovvvirieeeeeeeeeeeiceeeeeeeeens 74,066
Mountlake Terrace, WA............ccccceviiiniiinnnnnnn. 19,909
Multnomah County, OR.......ccccccevvveeeeciieeennen. 735,334
MUNSEEr, IN .o 23,603
Muscating, 1A......oooueeeeiiiieeeeee e 22,886
Naperville, IL......ccooeeeerieeeciee e, 141,853
Nashville, TN ...ooeieeieee e 601,222
Needham, MA.........cccccciiiiii, 28,886
New Orleans, LA .......cccccciiiiiieee, 343,829
New York City, NY ...cccoeeviiiieeciie e 8,175,133
Newport Beach, CA........ccceeeeveeeecieeeecreee e, 85,186
Newport News, VA ..., 180,719
Newport, Rl 24,672
Noblesville, IN........ccccovreieeiieeeeee e, 51,969
Normal, IL ..o, 52,497
NOrman, OK ..o 110,925
North Branch, MN ......cccccoeiiiviirieieee e, 10,125
North Las Vegas, NV .......ccccecvveevciveeeeciiee e, 216,961
North Palm Beach, FL ........ccccceevvviiiiiiininnnnnn, 12,015
Northglenn, CO....cccvveeeeiee e, 35,789
NOVI, MI ot 55,224
O'Fallon, IL ... 28,281
O'Fallon, MO .....ueeieeiiciiieeeeeceeee e 79,329

0aK Park, IL....ueeeeeeeeeeieeeeeieeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeees 51,878
Oak Ridge, TN ..ooviiieeeeceeeeee e e, 29,330
Oakland Park, FL.......ccoovvvevieiiieiirieeeeceeeivneeeen, 41,363
Oakland Township, Ml.......cccecoevivciieeeiee e, 16,779
Oakville, Canada ........evevveveeieeeieiiieieieieieieieieeens 165,613
(0 For- | - TR = ISR R U 56,315
Ocean City, MD....oovviviiiiiieeeeeiieeee e 7,102
Ogdensburg, NY ..o, 11,128
Oklahoma City, OK......ccovvieeieiiciieeee s 579,999
Olathe, KS .. 125,872
(0] 110 =T g 1 OO 13,591
Olmsted County, MN .......ccceeeviieevcieeeeciee s 144,248
Olympia, WA ..ot 46,478
Orange Village, OH......ccccooviieieeniienieeeeeeeeee, 3,323
Oshkosh, Wl......coooiiiiiiiieceeee e, 66,083
Ottawa County, Ml ......cuvvviiiiiiieiiiiiiiiieieieeeeeees 263,801
Overland Park, KS ......oooovvieiiiiiiiiiieeeecc s 173,372
(0 1V T=To Lo N = SR 33,342
Palating, IL ...ccoovvveviiiiiiiiee e, 68,557
Palm Bay, FL..cccoieeeieeeecieee e 103,190
Palm Beach County, FL ....ccceecvvviviiieeeieeens 1,320,134
Palm Beach Gardens, FL ..........cccccceeviiiiininnnnnnn. 48,452
Palm Coast, FL....ooovviiiiiiieeeeeee, 75,180
Palm Springs, CA.......ooeeeiiee e, 44,552
Palo Alto, CA .....ooeeeeeee e, 64,403
Panama City, FL.....coovviiiiieiiieeeee e, 36,484
Park City, UT .ot 7,558
Park Ridge, IL ...veeeeiiee e, 37,480
Parker, CO ... 45,297
Pasadena, TX.....ccoooiiiiiiiiieeeee, 149,043
Pasco County, FL..cooooiiiiiiiiieee, 464,697
Pasco, WA ... 59,781
Peachtree City, GA......ccccoeveviieeeeee e, 34,364
Peoria County, IL.....cccvvieeiiiniciiieeee e, 186,494
Peoria, AZ....ccccceeeiiiiee, 154,065
Peters Township, PA......ccccoevcieeeerieeeceee e, 21,213
Petoskey, Ml .......coooiiiieeiiiecieeee et 5,670
Philadelphia, PA........ccoveeeeeeeeeee e, 1,526,006
PhOENIX, AZ ... 1,445,632
Pinal County, AZ.......ccccccvveeeiieeeciee e, 375,770
Pinellas County, FL....ccccoveeeciereiieeeeree e, 916,542
Pinellas Park, FL.......cccovveeeeeieeiiieeeeee e, 49,079
Pitkin County, CO.....oevvveierecieeeeee e, 17,148
Plano, TX ..o 259,841
Platte City, MO ..o, 4,691
[ LoTor: 1 1] | o TN 1 0 J RSO 54,255
Port Huron, Ml........ueeeiiiiiiiiicee e 30,184
Port Orange, FL....cooovviiiiiiieeeeeee, 56,048
Port St. Lucie, FL ..oouuueeeeeiiiiiiiieee e 164,603
Portland, OR ....cooeeeiiieieee e 583,776
POSt Falls, ID....ueeeeeeeeieieeeeee e 27,574
Poway, CA ..., 47,811
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Prescott Valley, AZ.........coeeieeeiiiiiieeeeecieeeene. 38,822
Prince William County, VA.........cccoeeeeeiveeennen. 402,002
Provo, UT .ottt 112,488
PUEDIO, CO ..o 106,595
Purcellville, VA ..., 7,727
QuEEN Creek, AZ......cccccvvveeeeeeeecciieeee e 26,361
Radford, VA.......oo oo 16,408
Rancho Cordova, CA ........oeeeiviiiiiiiee, 64,776
Rapid City, SD...ceveeeeeiieeeee e 67,956
Raymore, MO........cccciiiiiiiceeeee, 19,206
Redmond, WA........cooovmieiiiiiieiieeeee e 54,144
Rehoboth Beach, DE...........ccccoevvvviiiiiiiiiiiiniin, 1,327
ReNO, NV ..o 225,221
Renton, WA......coo e 90,927
Richmond Heights, MO........ccccovvieiiiiiiiiiieeee, 8,603
Richmond, CA ..., 103,701
Rio Rancho, NM .....ccccovveviiiiiiiiiieieec e, 87,521
Riverdale, UT ... 8,426
RIVErside, IL....ccooovviiiiiiiiiiieeeeeeeeeeee e, 8,875
Riverside, MO ..., 2,937
ROANOKE, VA ..ottt 97,032
Rochester, Ml .......cccccceiiiiiieeee, 12,711
ROCK Hill, SC ., 66,154
Rockford Park District, IL ......ccovuvvveeeeeiiinnnnnnn.. 152,871
ROCKVIllE, MD u.ceeviiiieiirieeiec e 61,209
Roeland Park, KS.......cccooviiiiiiieeeeee, 6,731
ROIIG, MO ..ot 19,559
ROSWEIl, GA...ooveeeeeeeeeeee e 88,346
Round Rock, TX ....oooveiieeiee et 99,887
Rowlett, TX o, 56,199
SACO, ME ... 18,482
Salida, CO..oriee e 5,236
Saling, KS...oo e 47,707
Salt Lake City, UT ..ooeeeieeecieeeeee e eieeee 186,440
San Diego, CA.....eeeeiieeeeeeeeieeee e 1,307,402
San Francisco, CA......cccovvvviviinnnnennennenenennnnnnnns 805,235
SAN JOSE, CA .o 945,942
San Juan County, NM......ccccooivnnninniiniiiinnnnns 130,044
San Luis Obispo County, CA......c..ceecvveeeenrnennn. 269,637
SaN Marcos, TX .coeeeeeeeeeeiiieieee e eeeeeveaaaes 44,894
San Rafael, CA...eeeeeeeereievevaravaaanens 57,713
Sandusky, OH........cooveiiiiiiiieeceee e 25,793
Sandy SPrings, GA.......oovveevieeieeeieeee e 93,853
Sandy, UT oo 87,461
SaNTOrd, FL....oooviereiiiei it 53,570
Santa Barbara County, CA.........ccceeeecvveeecnnnennn. 423,895
Santa Monica, CA.......ooovvieeeeeeereeccee e, 89,736
Sarasota, FL...cooviiieiiiiiiiieiieec e 51,917
Sault Sainte Marie, Ml ....cccooeeevnernneneeernerenennnnns 14,144
Savannah, GA.......cccceeveeeieiiiieeeeee e 136,286
Scarborough, ME .......cccceeviiiiiiiiee e, 4,403
Scott County, MIN .....cccooiiiiens 129,928

Scottsdale, AZ ......eeeeeeereiiiiiiiiaas 217,385
SEAONG, AZ ..ot 10,031
SEMINOIE, FL.ooiiiiiieiiiee ettt 17,233
Shenandoah, TX ... 2,134
Sherman, [L....eeeiieeiiiiieerrererererererararanee 4,148
Shorewood, IL......cueeveeeieiiiiieeee e 15,615
Shorewood, MN.......coooeiiiiiiiiieeeeeecreeee e 7,307
Shrewsbury, MA ..........ooooiiiiieeeceeeeee s 35,608
SIOUX Falls, SD ..uuueeeeieeriniiiiiiiiieeniennnernrererenerenens 153,888
SKOKIE, ILeeiiieiieeeieee e 64,784
SMYINQA, GA .o 51,271
SNEIIVIIIE, GA ..o 18,242
Snoqualmie, WA ...t 10,670
South Daytona, FL......ccccvvvcieeincier e 12,252
South Haven, Ml .......cccoocvvvenneenninineinienernrenenenannns 4,403
South Lake Tahoe, CA......ccooeeevvmeerneninnninrnrenannns 21,403
South Portland, ME.........cccoceveiiiiiiiieeiiee s 25,002
Southlake, TX ..ooocveeeiee it 26,575
SPArkS, NV....eeieeeiiee et 90,264
Spokane Valley, WA.........ccoereiii e 89,755
Spotsylvania County, VA .......coceerveenieeniieennne. 122,397
Springboro, OH ......coovieiiiiiieiiec e 17,409
Springfield, OR .....ccocvveeviieiecec e 59,403
SpringVille, UT ..ot 29,466
St. CloUud, FL uviieeiieeeiiee e 35,183
St. Louis County, MIN ......cccoviieieriiiiiieeee e, 200,226
Stafford County, VA .....ccoocieeeieeeeee e, 128,961
Starkville, MS.......oveeeeeeceeeeeee e 23,888
State College, PA.......ccoevvvcieeeeiee e 42,034
Steamboat Springs, CO ....ccvevevviiiiiieeenieeee 12,088
Sterling, CO ..o 14,777
Stillwater, OK ..oooouvveeiei it 45,688
STOCKEON, CA .eeeeeeeeeieniiineeveiaraverareasraaaranees 291,707
SUAMICO, W oeiiieeiiieeeeeeee e 11,346
SUEAr Grove, IL.....ueeiieieiiiiiiiieee et 8,997
Sugar Land, TX cooviee e 78,817
Summit County, CO ... 27,994
Sunnyvale, CA .......vvieieeiceeee e 140,081
SUIPFISE, A 117,517
SUWANEE, GA....oeeeee et eeeeeeaaaae 15,355
Tacoma, WA......ooueiieie e 198,397
Takoma Park, MD .......cceeeeeviiiiieieeeeeiiieeeee e, 16,715
Tallahassee, FL....cccvveeeeeeeiccireeeeeeeccreeeee e, 181,376
Temecula, CA.....ooooeviiiiiiiieeeeeeee, 100,097
TeMPE, AZ...ccoeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeee e 161,719
Temple, TX e 66,102
Teton County, WY ..., 21,294
The Colony, TX ..ot 36,328
Thornton, CO ...cooevvvviiiiiiiiiieeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeee, 118,772
Thousand Oaks, CA.........cocccvveeeeeeeiicireeeee e, 126,683
Thunder Bay, Canada.......ccccccceveviveeencneeeennnnen. 122,907
Titusville, FL .o, 43,761
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Tomball, TX oo, 10,753 West Richland, WA .......cccoovvviiieinrnnnnans 11,811
Tualatin, OR ..eooiiiiiiiieeee e 26,054 WeStIaKe, TX .oooiieiiriiee e 992
TUISA, OK it 391,906 Westminster, CO.....coovvvveiieeeieeeeeriicee e, 106,114
TUSKEEEE, AL ...veeeeeiiieetiee et 9,865 Wheat Ridge, CO.....coecvveveiiiieeeiee e 30,166
TWIN Falls, ID.ccooooeiiiiiiiiieeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeee, 44,125 White HOUSE, TN....uueeeiieneinnineininenenenenannnanans 10,255
Upper Arlington, OH ......ccccoevcveeeeiiieeciee e, 33,771 Whitehorse, Canada.......ccccceeeeeeeeiciveeeeeeeeennes 26,418
Upper Merion Township, PA .......ccccceeveveneenne. 28,395 Whitewater Township, Ml.......c.ccooveervieniieenneennnen. 202
Urbandale, IA........ccoiiieieecee e, 39,463 Wichita, KS.....ooooeiiieeeee e, 382,368
Valdez, AK ...eeeeeeeeiiiieiiiiiiiiiinreiirererarerererererereraran.. 3,976 Williamsburg, VA ... 14,068
Vancouver, WA ........oooiiieeeeeeeeeriieee e eevenaens 161,791 Wilmington, IL .....ovveeeiieeeeeeeeee e, 5,724
Vestavia Hills, AL.........coovvvviveieiiiiiiiieeeee s 34,033 Wilmington, NC ......coccoeiiiiiieeeieeccee e, 106,476
Victoria, Canada.....ccceeeeeeeeeeeeeenennnrnreinennerenenanen, 78,057 WiNd POINE, Wiluuuueeiiiieivveivvevevevevavavanens 1,723
Village of Howard City, Ml .......cccceeveveeeevierennnen. 1,808 WiIndsor, CO.....uvveeeee et 18,644
Virginia Beach, VA.......ccccooveeeeiceiecciee e, 437,994 Windsor, CT ... 28,237
Visalia, CA ..eeeeeieeeeiirveravavevavevevarerarees 124,442 Winnipeg, Canada......cccccevcuveeiniieieniiiee e 694,668
Volusia County, FL ....cocoiiiiiiiiiiieeiccciiieeeee e, 494,593 Winston-Salem, NC......cccooeevvvrnrmrnnnrnnnennennnnnens 229,617
Wahpeton, ND.......ccocoveeeiiiieeeee e, 7,766 Winter Garden, FLu.......oooovveeiieiiiiiiireeeeee s 34,568
Wake FOrest, NC......ccccooevuveveieeiiiiiieeeeeeeeeinnes 30,117 Winter Park, FL ..uvvvveiiieiirieeiec e 27,852
Walnut Creek, CA.......coeeneneneneeeeeeiernnnrnrnnanens 64,173 Woodbury, MN .......coccoiiiiiieecee e 61,961
Walton County, FL ....ccveeiviiieieiee e 55,043 Woodland, WA ......eeeeeeeiveeievevevaravanens 5,509
Washington City, UT .....ccooceviriereeieeeeieeeee 18,761 Woodridge, IL .oceeveeeeeiiee e 32,971
Washington County, MIN .....ccccccevviiieeinieenn. 238,136 Worcester, MA .......ooovvveiieeeeeeeeericee e 181,045
Washoe County, NV.......cccooiiiieiiieiiiieeeeeea, 421,407 Yellowknife, Canada .......cccouvvveeiieviiieeiieeiiinns 18,700
Wausau, Wl ..o 39,106 York County, VA......coooiieiiieeeeeee e 65,464
Wentzville, MO .....ueeveiiieiiiieeiec e 29,070 Yuma County, AZ .....ccccueeeecieeeeiieeeeeieeeecveeene 195,751
West Des Moines, lA......ccooeeeviiieeeieiieeeeeeeeeieenn, 56,609 YUMA, AZ et 93,064

Jurisdictions Included in Small City Benchmark Comparisons

Y o1 1=T o T TR SRR 6,844
F N LT Y Lo = o Y SR 6,114
ANAOVEL, IMA . ... ettt e e e e e ettt e e e e e e e st tbaseeeeeesaabaaaeaeeeas st baseaeeeeaasstaaseeeesaassbasasaeean seeeeseasstanaeeesennannres 8,762
ASIIANG, VA ettt et e ettt e e e e e e st be et e e e ee e et baaaeeeeees st baaeaeeeeaaaataaseeeeeaa s raaeaae areeeeeeaanntaaeeaeeaannrres 7,225
F AN o 1= o 1R LN 6,658
[T =t T = 1T el T o ST 1,560
(=3 CoToT a0l 1= e T N1 PPN 8,112
L= LU T o o VR A RO 3,353
BOrough Of EDENSIOUIE, PA......ooo ettt ettt e ettt e et e e e st e e e eaeteeesasaeeesssteeeenssaeessseeeessseeeeansaeesans sennees 3,351
2T =Tol =] 0 o= YA LSS 4,540
[T A oF=1 s 1T VUSROS 4,282
(O1=Te T O =] N PRSP 390
Clear Cre@k COUNLY, CO ...ttt e ettt e e e e e et te e e e e e e e e s taaseeaeeeaastaasaaaeeaaanbaaseaaesasnstasseaeseasansses sannrrnneas 9,088
(001 [T 01 o TU A LSOO 4,991
COVENTINY, CT ettt e e e ettt et et et et et et aeaaaeaeaeaeaeaeaeeaaeeeaeaeetatatesasasasesesesesesesesasssassssssss esnsenereseseseeeeeeeenenne 2,990
(01T~ O LSRR 9,464
(O =Xy d=Te [ 101 =Y OO LTSRS 1,487
(DY YT R O PRSP 4,161
(DI Y W T2 Y o To] Lo | S VTSP 3,894
[ LTSV =T Y/ L TR 9,133
[y (=T o= [ OO TSR 5,858
FaIrWaAY, K i ———————————————————————aaaaaaaaaataaaaaeaaaaaaaaeaes 3,882
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[ (VT o 1T =380 1Y | PPN 8,389
GEOIZEIOWN, CO oiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieiieeie ettt e e et et et et eteeetetaeaeaeaaaeaaaeaaaeaeaeaeeeaaaeatatatetesesesesesesssesesasasasssssssereseseresesenesnenes 1,034
Gy T3 2 = o To YT PSSRSOt 7,126
(€] F=Te £ o 0 =T AV, TR 4,973
(UL LY o Lo T g =C T Y IO 9,741
[ 1T E oo T o TUT =4 TR N SR 6,087
[ 2o o [ 1= L0 T NPT PUPPN 8,726
HOt SUIPNUT SPIINES, CO .oeiiiiiiieiiiee ettt e e ettt e st e e sttt e e s abae e s bt e e s aabeeeesabaeessaseeeesabaeessnstaeesansaeesaeesassaeenns 663
[ (o XY= | R\ TR 9,489
[0 Te KoY TN O @ LSRN 2,356
KULZEOWN BOFOUEZN, PA.....occeeeeee ettt ettt e e ettt e e et e e e e s abe e e e e abaeeeeabaeeeeasaeeeentseseanssasesssaaeesseeeesss nnsaeeennsees 5,012
[T 2 = = TR0 1Y/ SR 8,753
LEXINETON, VA ittt ettt et e s ettt e e e e s s sttt eeeeeesasaaa b e aeeee s e ssabtaaeeeesaasbaeaaeeeesaassbeeeaee batbaeeesesanbataeeeeeanan 7,042
MY L, IMIN e a e —a—abaaababrarn taaeaeaeaeaaaeaaaeaaeeeeeeeaens 1,749
1Y =Te [T b= T YL TR 4,892
1Y =T 11T A PR 9,661
LAY 11 T o TR U 9,323
1Y T T a0 o T=Y L= SR Y TSR 7,855
(@ Lol 1 T 011 AR 1Y 5 PP 7,102
(O] =YY ={CI YA 11 = =T ] o SRSt 3,323
=1 11 Y750 U RS 7,558
[ (o1 (1 /0 Y/ | PRSP 5,670
PIAatte City, MO ..ttt e e ettt e e e e e et a e e e e e e e ee s taeeeeaeeaaasaaeaaaesaassssaeaaaaseassesasaaaes seeaeaesaansnsanaaeaaaan 4,691
PUICEIIVIIIE, VA ...ttt e et e et e e e e s e e bbb e e e s e e esababbaeeeeesesbabaeeeeeesaabbabeses e sbeeeseesnsbaseeeeeeeas 7,727
[t aTo) o Jold oI === Vel TN 0 OO 1,327
1241 a0 g oo I 5 F=T = o T (T 1V, 0 PSP 8,603
AV o =1 (=T 8,426
RIVEISIAE, IL.uurieieeiieiiiiieiee e ettt eee et et e e e e e et eeeeeeeeaataeeeeeeeesasbaaeeeesaasssaaeeeeesassssaeeaeesaanssaee sensnsaeeeeeesasssnseeeeeeaan 8,875
RIVEISIAE, IMIO ...ttt ettt e e e e e et e e e e e e e e atbeeeeeeeesastaaeeeeseasssaaaeaeesaassssaeeaeessassssaseee baeeeeeesnssnraneeenans 2,937
(4o 1] ETaTe B a1 o S USRI 6,731
SALIAE, CO ettt et e e et e e ettt e e e ta e e e e etaee e e etaeeeeatteeeeabaeeeataeaeabataeabaeeeaaaaaeean aeeatbeeeeaateeeearaeaeataeaans 5,236
o= T oY feTUT=4 o AN 1Y/ 1 PR 4,403
YA T=T0E= T e Lo 1= Lo TR I N 2,134
Y A= a1 VR | TN 4,148
SNOTEWOOM, IMIN ...ttt e e e ettt e e e e e e s baeeeeeeeesatsaeeeeeeesasstaseeeeeeasssaaseeeesaaassssseeeeeeaansts seesnntanneeeseennnnres 7,307
SOULN HAVEN, M.ttt ettt e e e ettt e e e e e e et bae e e e e e e st baseeeeeeesataaaeeeesaaasstasaeeeeeesnsss sennnbraneeessennnnres 4,403
SUBATE GIOVE, L.ttt ettt ettt et e e ettt e e e e e st ettt e e e e e s aa b be e e e e e e e s anbeeeeeee s e nsbebeeeeeeaann 2eseaaunbaneeeesaanannres 8,997
TUSKEEEE, AL ..etiiiiiiiie ettt ettt et e e sttt e sttt e e s bt e e e s s bee e s beeeeeabbeee s abaeessbeee e abeee s asaeeeaabeee eeeeanbeeesaabaeeenbaeeenn 9,865
[V 1o 12 o R OOPPRSTRRRRRIN 3,976
VY edcl oYl 5 Lo XV T e B 1 Y70 |V | USSP 1,808
LYY T T=1 o T V1 SRR 7,766
MW ESEIAKE, TX . eiitiiiee e ee ettt ee e e e et e e e e e e s tbar e e e e e e e s tbaaeeeeee e sabaaeeaeeeassssaaaaeeseaastasseeeeeasassbasesaesan seaeeeeanssaeaeeeesennsrnnes 992
R0V L 1T =4 o TR 1 SR PRTR 5,724
WWINA POINT, Wi .ottt ettt e e ettt e e ettt e e e eta e e e e e tbeeeeeabaeeeeataeeeebseaeanstaeesssaeeesbesaas seessaeesansaeeessseaans 1,723
ATAY Lo Yo o 1 =TT R YAT 7 NP 5,509
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Appendix E: Survey Methodology

Developing the Questionnaire

General citizen surveys, such as this one, ask recipients for their perspectives about the quality of life in the
city, their use of City amenities, their opinion on policy issues facing the City and their assessment of City
service delivery. The citizen survey instrument for Shorewood was developed through an iterative process
that started with Shorewood staff reviewing sample surveys provided by NRC from other jurisdictions.
Relevant questions from the sample surveys were selected and a list of topics and ideas for new questions
was generated. New questions were created, all questions were prioritized and an optimal composition of
topics and questions were selected. Through this iterative process between City staff and NRC staft, a final
five—page questionnaire was created.

Selecting Survey Recipients

“Sampling” refers to the method by which survey recipients are chosen. The “sample” refers to all those who
were given a chance to participate in the survey. All households located in the city boundaries were eligible
for the survey. Because local governments generally do not have inclusive lists of all the residences in the
jurisdiction (tax assessor and utility billing databases often omit rental units), lists from the United States
Postal Service (USPS), updated every three months, usually provide the best representation of all
households in a specific geographic location. NRC used the USPS data to select the sample of households.

A larger list than needed was sampled so that a process referred to as “geocoding” could be used to
eliminate addresses from the list that were outside the study boundaries. Geocoding is a computerized
process in which addresses are compared to electronically mapped boundaries and coded as inside or
outside desired boundaries. All addresses determined to be outside the study boundaries were eliminated
from the sample; addresses exactly on the boundary can be included or excluded. While households
immediately outside city limits may not receive all of the same services (or at least the same level) as
residents, any survey recipients just outside the boundaries who chooses to participate are within a “sphere
of influence” of the City and likely utilize Shorewood services and amenities and can provide valuable

feedback.

A random selection was made of the remaining addresses to create a mailing list of 1,330 addresses.
Attached units were over sampled as residents of this type of housing typically respond at lower rates to
surveys than do those in detached housing units. Due to some unique geographic and street-naming features
of Shorewood, approximately 130 sampled households were sufficiently outside of Shorewood’s boundaries
to not be considered part of the study (and therefore were not sent all three of the mailings).

An individual within each household was randomly selected to complete the survey using the birthday
method. The birthday method selects a person within the household by asking the “person whose birthday
has most recently passed” to complete the questionnaire. The underlying assumption in this method is that
day of birth has no relationship to the way people respond to surveys. This instruction was contained in the
cover letter accompanying the questionnaire.

Survey Administration and Response

Each selected household was contacted three times. First, a prenotification announcement, informing the
household members that they had been selected to participate in the Shorewood survey was sent.
Approximately one week after mailing the prenotification, each household was mailed a survey containing a
cover letter signed by the mayor enlisting participation. The packet also contained a postage-paid return
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envelope in which the survey recipients could return the completed questionnaire to NRC. A reminder
letter and survey, scheduled to arrive one week after the first survey was the final contact. The second
cover letter asked those who had not completed the survey to do so and those who had already done so to
refrain from turning in another survey.

The mailings were sent in October 2011 and completed surveys were collected over the following six
weeks. About 2% of the 1,330 surveys mailed were returned because the housing unit was vacant or the
postal service was unable to deliver the survey as addressed. Of the remaining 1,307 households, 613
completed the survey, providing a response rate of 47%. This is an excellent response rate; average
response rates for a mailed resident survey range from 25% to 40%.

95% Confidence Intervals

The 95% confidence interval (or “margin of error”) quantifies the “sampling error” or precision of the
estimates made from the survey results. A 95% confidence interval can be calculated for any sample size,
and indicates that in 95 of 100 surveys conducted like this one, for a particular item, a result would be
found that is within plus or minus four percentage points of the result that would be found if everyone in
the population of interest was surveyed. The practical difficulties of conducting any resident survey may
introduce other sources of error in addition to sampling error. Despite best efforts to boost participation
and ensure potential inclusion of all households, some selected households will decline participation in the
survey (potentially introducing non-response error) and some eligible households may be unintentionally
excluded from the listed sources for the sample (referred to as coverage error).

While the 95 percent confidence level for the survey is generally no greater than plus or minus four
percentage points around any given percent reported for the entire sample, results for subgroups will have
wider confidence intervals. Where estimates are given for subgroups, they are less precise. For each
subgroup from the survey, the margin of error rises to as much as plus or minus 14% for a sample size of 50
to plus or minus 5% for 400 completed surveys.

Survey Processing (Data Entry)

Mailed surveys were submitted via postage-paid business reply envelopes. Once received, staff assigned a
unique identification number to each questionnaire. Additionally, each survey was reviewed and “cleaned”
as necessary. For example, a question may have asked a respondent to pick two items out of a list of five,
but the respondent checked three; staff would choose randomly two of the three selected items to be coded
in the dataset.

Once cleaned and numbered, all surveys were entered into an electronic dataset. This dataset was subject to
a data entry protocol of “key and verify,” in which survey data were entered twice into an electronic dataset
and then compared. Discrepancies were evaluated against the original survey form and corrected. Range

checks as well as other forms of quality control were also performed.

Weighting the Data

The demographic characteristics of the survey sample were compared to those found in the 2010 Census
and the 2005-2009 American Community Survey (ACS) estimates for adults in the city. Sample results
were weighted using the population norms to reflect the appropriate percent of those residents in the city.
Other discrepancies between the whole population and the sample were also aided by the weighting due to

the intercorrelation of many socioeconomic characteristics.
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The variables used for weighting were respondent gender, age and housing unit type. This decision was
based on:
® The disparity between the survey respondent characteristics and the population norms for these
variables

®* The saliency of these variables in differences of opinion among subgroups

® The historical profile created and the desirability of consistently representing different groups over
the years

The primary objective of weighting survey data is to make the survey sample reflective of the larger
population of the community. This is done by: 1) reviewing the sample demographics and comparing them
to the population norms from the most recent Census or other sources and 2) comparing the responses to
different questions for demographic subgroups. The demographic characteristics that are least similar to the
Census and yield the most different results are the best candidates for data weighting. A third criterion
sometimes used is the importance that the community places on a specific variable. For example, if a
jurisdiction feels that accurate race representation is key to staff and public acceptance of the study results,
additional consideration will be given in the weighting process to adjusting the race variable. Several
different weighting “schemes” are tested to ensure the best fit for the data.

The process actually begins at the point of sampling. Knowing that residents in single family dwellings are
more likely to respond to a mail survey, NRC oversamples residents of multi-family dwellings to ensure
they are accurately represented in the sample data. Rather than giving all residents an equal chance of
receiving the survey, this is systematic, stratified sampling, which gives each resident of the jurisdiction a
known chance of receiving the survey (and apartment dwellers, for example, a greater chance than single
family home dwellers). As a consequence, results must be weighted to recapture the proper representation
of apartment dwellers.

The results of the weighting scheme are presented in the figure on the following page.

Shorewood, MN 2011 Resident Survey Weighting Table

Characteristic Population Norm® Unweighted Data Weighted Data
Housing

Rent home 9% 1% 9%
Own home 91% 96% 91%
Detached unit® 87% 83% 87%
Attached unit® 13% 17% 13%
Sex and Age

Female 51% 59% 52%
Male 49% 41% 48%
18-34 years of age 15% 5% 13%
35-54 years of age 46% 39% 47%
55+ years of age 39% 56% 40%
Females 18-34 7% 1% 7%
Females 35-54 24% 24% 25%
Females 55+ 19% 31% 20%
Males 18-34 8% 1% 5%
Males 35-54 22% 15% 23%
Males 55+ 19% 25% 20%

T Source: 2010 Census
2 American Community Survey 2005-2009
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Analyzing the Data

The electronic dataset was analyzed by NRC staff using the Statistical Package for the Social Sciences
(SPSS). For the most part, frequency distributions are presented in the body of the report. A complete set

of frequencies for each survey question is presented in Appendix B: Responses to Survey Questions.

Also included are results by respondent characteristics (Appendix C: Responses to Select Survey Questions
Compared by Respondent Characteristics). Chi-square or ANOVA tests of significance were applied to
these breakdowns of selected survey questions. A “p-value” of 0.05 or less indicates that there is less than a
5% probability that differences observed between groups are due to chance; or in other words, a greater
than 95% probability that the differences observed in the selected categories of the sample represent “real”
differences among those populations. Where differences between subgroups are statistically significant, they
have been marked with grey shading in the appendices.
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Appendix F: Survey Materials

A copy of the survey materials appear on the following pages.
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Dear Shorewood Resident,

Your household has been selected at random to participate in an
anonymous survey about the City of Shorewood. You will
receive a copy of the survey next week in the mail with
instructions for completing and returning it. Thank you in
advance for helping us with this important project!

Sincerely,

Ol,mttfb&v;& L/Mf-

Christine Lizée
Mayor
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CITY OF
» SHOREWOOD

5755 Country Club Road e Shorewood, Minnesota 55331 ¢ 952-960-7900

Fax: 952-474-0128 e www.ci.shorewood.mn.us e cityhall@ci.shorewood.mn.us

Dear Shorewood Resident:

The City of Shorewood wants to know what you think about your community and local government. That
is why you have been randomly selected to participate in the City of Shorewood 2011 Resident Survey.

Please take a few minutes to fill out the enclosed survey. Your answers will help the City government make
decisions that affect your community. You should find the questions interesting and we will definitely find
your answers useful. Please participate!

To get a scientifically reliable sample of Shorewood residents, the adult (anyone 18 years or older) in
your household who most recently had a birthday should complete this survey. Year of birth of the
adult does not matter.

Please have the appropriate member of the household spend a few minutes to answer all the questions and
return the survey in the enclosed postage-paid envelope. Your responses will remain completely
anonymous.

You may complete the survey online if you would prefer, at the following Web address:
www.n-r-c.com/survey/shorewood.htm (please be sure to type the address exactly as it appears).

Your participation in this survey is very important — especially since your household is one of only a small
number of households being surveyed. If you have any questions about this survey, please contact Julie
Moore at 952-960-7906.

Thank you for your help and participation.

Sincerely,

A ‘ |
CL@"LG‘L&W@# L/‘sze{i:.

Christine Lizée
Mayor
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5755 Country Club Road e Shorewood, Minnesota 55331 ¢ 952-960-7900

Fax: 952-474-0128 e www.ci.shorewood.mn.us e cityhall@ci.shorewood.mn.us

Dear Shorewood Resident:

About one week ago we sent you this survey that asks for your opinion about the City of Shorewood. If you
have already completed the survey and returned it, we thank you and ask you to disregard this letter. Do not
complete the survey a second time. If you haven’t had a chance to get to the survey, please complete it
now. We are very interested in obtaining your input.

Please take a few minutes to fill out the enclosed survey. Your answers will help the City government make
decisions that affect your community. You should find the questions interesting and we will definitely find
your answers useful. Please participate!

To get a scientifically reliable sample of Shorewood residents, the adult (anyone 18 years or older) in
your household who most recently had a birthday should complete this survey. Year of birth of the
adult does not matter.

Please have the appropriate member of the household spend a few minutes to answer all the questions and
return the survey in the enclosed postage-paid envelope. Your responses will remain completely
anonymous.

You may complete the survey online if you would prefer, at the following Web address:
www.n-r-c.com/survey/shorewood.htm (please be sure to type the address exactly as it appears).

Your participation in this survey is very important — especially since your household is one of only a small
number of households being surveyed. If you have any questions about this survey, please contact Julie
Moore at 952-960-7906.

Thank you for your help and participation.

Sincerely,

| ' ,
( ieboe (e

Christine Lizée
Mayor
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The City of Shorewood 2011 Resident Survey

Please complete this questionnaire if you are the adult (age 18 or older) in the household who most recently had a birthday.
The adult's year of birth does not matter. Please select the response (by circling the number or checking the box) that most
closely represents your opinion for each question. Your responses are anonymous and will be reported in group form only.

1. Please rate each of the following aspects of quality of life in Shorewood.

Excellent Good Fair Poor Don't know
Shorewood as @ Place t0 [IVE .....ueeveeiiiiiiiiiiieec et e e e 1 2 3 4 5
Your neighborhood as a place to liVe ........ceeeiieeiiiiiiee i 1 2 3 4 5
Shorewood as a place to raise children ........cccoocvivieeeiiieiciiieee e 1 2 3 4 5
Shorewood as @ Place tO et ....uiiii e 1 2 3 4 5
The overall quality of life in Shorewood...........ccccvviiiiiee i 1 2 3 4 5
2. Please rate each of the following characteristics as they relate to Shorewood as a whole.
Excellent Good Fair Poor Don't know
SENSE OF COMMUNITY ©eeiueiiieeiiiiee ettt et e e eee e e e e e enee e e e snaeeeeennaeeeennnes 1 2 3 4 5
Overall appearance of Shorewood .........ccccvviiviiieeciieccee e 1 2 3 4 5
Variety of housing OpPOrtUNIties .......ccueeeeiiiieeciee e e e 1 2 3 4 5
Ease of access to shopping opportunities .........ccccveeieceeeeecieee e 1 2 3 4 5
Recreational OpPOrtUNItIES ....cceiiiieiiiiieeee et 1 2 3 4 5
Educational OpPOrtUNILIES ....eeeeee i e 1 2 3 4 5
Opportunities to participate in social events and activities ...........cccccceeeunnneeen. 1 2 3 4 5
Opportunities to attend family-oriented events/activities ........c.ccccceevveeeneennee. 1 2 3 4 5
Opportunities for senior/older adult activities.........cccceevveeeeeeieeenie e 1 2 3 4 5
Opportunities to attend Southshore Community Center activities................... 1 2 3 4 5
OpPPOrtUNities tO VOIUNTEET ......ccuviee et etee e e e e eee e e e e e e e ennaeeeennns 1 2 3 4 5
Opportunities to participate in community matters ......cccoceeeeieiiiiiiiiicicicieienne, 1 2 3 4 5
Ease of car travel in Shorewood ..........ooociiiiiiiiiiiiiiee e 2 3 4 5
Ease of bicycle travel in Shorewood.................. 2 3 4 5
Ease of walking in Shorewood ..............ccueuue. 2 3 4 5
Availability of paths and walking trails 2 3 4 5
Traffic flow 0N MAJOr SLFEELS .....eeeeiiieeeieee e e e e eae e e 2 3 4 5
Availability of affordable quality houSing .........cccvevviieicciieee e, 1 2 3 4 5
Availability of affordable quality child care ...........coeeeeieeiiiiiieiieeeeeee, 1 2 3 4 5
Availability of OPEN SPACE ... .eeeiiieeeee e 1 2 3 4 5
F AN o (U= L Y PR 1 2 3 4 5
Quality of overall natural environment in Shorewood...........ccccccvviiveieiennnneeen. 1 2 3 4 5
Overall image/reputation of ShOrewood...........cccccveeveeiieeenieeeiie e 1 2 3 4 5

3. To what extent do you agree or disagree, if at all, that each statement below describes the City of Shorewood?

Strongly Somewhat Neither agree Somewhat  Strongly Don’t

agree agree nor disagree disagree disagree  know
Shorewood is a safe community with a low crime rate................. 1 2 3 4 5 6
Shorewood has tight-knit neighborhoods ..........c...cccceeeeiinnnnen. 1 2 3 4 5 6
The City offers the best schoolSs.........ccooveiiiiiieiiiie e, 1 2 3 4 5 6
Shorewood provides and protects open space .......cccccceeeuvveeeennn. 1 2 3 4 5 6

4. About how often, if at all, do you talk to or visit with your immediate neighbors (people who live in the 10 or 20 households
that are closest to you)?

Q Just about every day

Q Several times a week

Q Several times a month

Q Less than several times a month
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11.

12,

13.

To what degree, if at all, are run down buildings, weed lots or junk vehicles a problem in Shorewood?
O Not a problem Q Minor problem QO Moderate problem Q Major problem Q Don’t know

In the last 12 months, have you or other household members participated in Shorewood’s Spring Clean-up Drop Off program?
O Yes=» Go to question 7 QO No =» Go to question 8 Q Don’t know=>» Go to question 8

7. If you HAVE used the Spring Clean-up Drop Off program, please rate each of the following aspects.

Excellent Good Fair Poor Don’t know
EQSE OF USE ittt ettt ettt st 1 2 3 4 5
Cost of dispOSIiNg Of ILEMS.....ccciiiiiiiiieee e e e 1 2 3 4 5
Convenience of drop-off site location ........ccceeeveiiieiiiiiiie e, 1 2 3 4 5
Please rate how safe or unsafe you feel... Very Somewhat Neithersafe Somewhat Very Don't
safe safe nor unsafe unsafe unsafe  know
From violent crime (e.g., rape, assault, robbery) .......ccccoceeeecuieeenneenn. 2 3 4 5 6
From property crimes (e.g., burglary, theft).........cccccccceeeni. 2 3 4 5 6
From environmental hazards, including toxic waste 2 3 4 5 6
In your neighborhood during the day........ccccccveeeeiiieeicciee e 2 3 4 5 6
In your neighborhood after dark ..........ccccveeivieeecciieeeccee e, 1 2 3 4 5 6

During the past 12 months, were you or anyone in your household the victim of any crime?
Q Yes =» Go to question 10 O No = Go to question 11 Q Don’t know = Go to question 11

10. If yes, was this crime (these crimes) reported to the police?
QO Yes O No QO Don’t know

In the last 12 months, about how many times, if ever, have you or other household members participated in the following
activities in Shorewood?
Once or 3to12 13t0o 26 More than

Never twice times times 26 times
Used Southshore Community CENTEN .......cccuiiiiiieieceireee et 1 2 3 4 5
Participated in a recreation program or activity........cccocveeeieiiiciiiieeee e, 1 2 3 4 5
Visited @ park in ShOrewood ...........ooooiiiiiie e 1 2 3 4 5
Attended a meeting of local elected officials or other local public meeting..... 1 2 3 4 5

Watched a meeting of local elected officials or other Shorewood-sponsored

public meeting on cable television, the Internet or other media................... 1 2 3 4 5
Read the Shore Report — the city newsletter ........cceeeecieeicceeeece e, 1 2 3 4 5
Visited the Shorewood Web site (at www.ci.shorewood.mn.us)...................... 1 2 3 4 5
Recycled used paper, cans, bottles or cardboard from your home................... 1 2 3 4 5
Volunteered your time to some group or activity in Shorewood...................... 1 2 3 4 5
Participated in religious or spiritual activities in Shorewood .............c.cc.ueee..... 1 2 3 4 5
Participated in a club or civic group in Shorewood .........ccccccveevecieievcieee e, 1 2 3 4 5
Provided help to a friend or neighbor ...........cc.oooieiii e 1 2 3 4 5
Please select which of the following programs or activities, if any, you or other household members have participated in over
the last 12 months. (Please select all that apply.)

O Oktoberfest O Kayaking O Skateboarding Camp O MCE Summer Rec Program
O Art/Paint Classes O Safety Camp O Music in the Park O All of these

O Garden Fair O Tennis at Badger O Movie in the Park O None of these

O Free Fridays in Freeman O Youth Cooking Classes O Arctic Fever

Please select which of the following Shorewood recreational facilities, if any, you or other household members have used
over the last 12 months. (Please select all that apply.)

O Playground equipment O Tennis court O Paths / trails O Ice skating area
O Picnic tables / grills O Volleyball court O Multi-use building O All of these
O Picnic shelter O Baseball field O Warming house O None of these
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The City of Shorewood 2011 Resident Survey

14. Please rate the quality of each of the following services in Shorewood.

15.

16.

Excellent Good Fair Poor
Fire district’s response to calls.........cueeviiiiiiiiiiiiiie e, 1 2 3 4
Fire district’s education and prevention...........cceeccveeiecieeeccieee e e 1 2 3 4
Fire district’s visibility in the community ........ccccoeeeiiiiniiie e, 1 2 3 4
Fire district services oVerall .........cooeieiriiiiiiiiniieeiec et 1 2 3 4
Police response 0 CallS........ueiiuiiiieeiie e et 1 2 3 4
Police education and crime prevention........ccccceeeeeeeecciiiieee e e, 1 2 3 4
Police visibility in the commuUNIty .......ccooeiiiiiiiiiii e, 1 2 3 4
Police SErvices OVErall......ccuuiiiiiiiiiiiiee ettt e s e s 1 2 3 4
Ambulance or emergency medical SErViCes .......coevevvveeeeeeeeecciieeeee e 1 2 3 4
ANIMAl CONTIOI SEIVICES. ... viiiiiiiiieeiee st et stee ettt ste e st e sbeesbeesneesbeesaneesas 1 2 3 4
Traffic enforcemMENt ......ooceeieeeee e 1 2 3 4
Street maintenance/repair (i.e., filling potholes) ........ccccoeevvveeereiieccieeiieceneen, 1 2 3 4
Street Cleaning/SWEEPING ....coviieeeeeeeeeeee ettt eeteeeeteeeeeeeeteeereeeeaeeenaee e 1 2 3 4
T A T U = ol V- PPN 1 2 3 4
SErEEL lIGNLING «eeeeeeee e e e 1 2 3 4
Street signage and street Markings ........ooooveeeeeiiie e 1 2 3 4
SNOWPIOWING ON City STrEELS....vvieeiieeeciiieee e 1 2 3 4
Applying salt/sand 0N QiCY STrEELS .......cecueeeeriiireeeree et ceteeeeree e ereeeereeereeens 1 2 3 4
[20e¥: o ol oo 11 o] o NS 1 2 3 4
Sidewalk/trail MaiNtENANCE ... .vvveeeeeeieeceeeeee ettt et e e e e e e e e eseesarereeesesannnes 1 2 3 4
] o g g Yo [ 11 T =1 SRR 1 2 3 4
SANITANY SEWET SEIVICES.cciiiiiiiiiiiiiiieieeeeeeeeeeeeeeeee e e 1 2 3 4
ShOreWOOd PArKS ....ceiecceiieeieiiie ettt et e e e e re e e e err e e e e are e e s rreeeennns 1 2 3 4
Park and recreation programs or Classes........cuueeecuiieeeeceeeecieeecsieeeeeere e e 1 2 3 4
Southshore Community Center program or classes........ccccceeeevvveeeecvreennns 1 2 3 4
Southshore Community Center overall ..........coocciiiieiiiiiiciiieeee e 1 2 3 4
BUIlING INSPECLIONS ....eeiiiiiieee ettt e e e e e e rrae e e e e e e e nnnes 1 2 3 4
Land use, planning and ZONINEG...........ueeiiiiiieiiiiiiiee e e e e e e e earaeeeas 1 2 3 4
Code enforcement (weeds, abandoned buildings, etc.)......cccceeveeiieennnns 1 2 3 4
SEIVICES T0 SENIOKS ...eeiiiiiieie ittt ettt e e e s e e e e s e s emnnne e e e e s e snnnes 1 2 3 4
Y= Vi [o/=3 o Y7o 1V 1 1 o IR 1 2 3 4
Services t0 IoOW-INCOME PEOPIC...cciieiiiiiiiiiiieee ettt ceecee e e e e eciaeee e e e e e eenens 1 2 3 4
] o] oYl o To o S 1 2 3 4
(671 o] [ = (11 [o ] TSP P SO 1 2 3 4
Emergency preparedness (services that prepare the community for
natural disasters or other emergency situations).........cccccevveeeecveeeennnen. 1 2 3 4
Preservation of natural areas such as open space and greenbelts ................... 1 2 3 4
Overall, how would you rate the quality of services provided in the City of Shorewood?
O Excellent O Good O Fair O Poor O Don’t know
Is your water supplied by the City?
Q Yes = Go to question 17 QO No = Go to question 18 Q Don’t know =» Go to question 19
17. If you HAVE municipal water, please rate each of the following aspects.
Excellent Good Fair Poor

Quality (e.8., taste Of Water).....coccciiiieceieeeeeee e 1 2 3 4

Dependability Of SEIVICE ...ccccviiiieciiee e 1 2 3 4

6o 1) SO OPPPPRRPPRO 1 2 3 4
18. If you DO NOT have municipal water, please indicate why not. (Please select all that apply.)

O No connection available Q Some other reason

O Too expensive to connect QO Don’t know

Q Concerned about city water quality
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. Thinking about the next 5 years, please indicate how important, if at all, each of the following potential improvements is for
Shorewood, knowing that the City has $1.8 million in available funds (about half of which came from the sale of the liquor
stores).
Very Somewhat Notatall Don't
Essential important important important know

Park improvements (i.e., updated play structures, additional shelters, lighting

FOr LENNIS COUIES) ittt ettt e et e et e e e eate e e e eatae e eeanaeas 1 2 3 4 5
Expand trails and WalkWays ........cccuuiiiiiiiiiiiiiiee ettt e e e e eeare e e e e e e e eannaes 1 2 3 4 5
Expand recreational and social programs for all ages .......ccccceeeviiieeeccee e, 1 2 3 4 5
Environmental improvements (i.e., diseased trees, lake water quality) .................... 1 2 3 4 5
Road improvements (i.e., reconstruction, resurfacing) 2 3 4 5
Municipal drinking water system improvements (i.e., expansion, additional treatment) .. 1 2 3 4 5

. Thinking about the next 5 years, please indicate how important, if at all, each of the following potential Shorewood park and
recreation projects is to you or other household members.

Very Somewhat Notatall Don't
Essential important important important know

New recreational/Community Center programs 2 3 4 5
Additional basketball COUS .....couuiiiiiiiii e e e 2 3 4 5
Programs for seniors and older adults..........cccveeeeciiieecciie e 2 3 4 5
New tennis courts at BAadger Park .........ccceeeeiuiieeeciiee et e e e 1 2 3 4 5
Lights ON tENNIS COUMS ..iiiiiiiiiiiiiie et cciee ettt e e e e et e e e rtae e e s ere e e e eataeeeeasaeeesnreeeans 1 2 3 4 5
Lights on ball fields at Freeman Park............cccuveeeeciieeeeiiie e sciee e e e eeae e eaaaeeeas 1 2 3 4 5
Updated skate park facilities ........ccueieieiieiicee e e 1 2 3 4 5

. To what extent do you support or oppose each of the following in Shorewood?
Strongly =~ Somewhat Somewhat Strongly Don’t

support support oppose oppose know
Having a single trash hauler contracted by the City, rather than multiple haulers....... 1 2 3 4 5
Providing organic material collection (yard and food waste).........c.cccceeeeuveeenneen. 1 2 3 4 5
Increasing recycling options for residents ........ccccoeeeciieeiie e 1 2 3 4 5
Encouraging more community gardening (i.e., growing, harvesting
and distributing produce, flowers, €tC.) .....ccceiieiiuiiiiiiieeeeciee e 1 2 3 4 5
Increasing environmental education and public awareness programs.................. 1 2 3 4 5

. Have you had any in-person or phone contact with an employee of the City of Shorewood within the past 12 months?
O Yes =» Go to question 23 O No = Go to question 24

23. What was your impression of the employee(s) of the City of Shorewood in your most recent contact? (Rate each
characteristic below.)

Excellent  Good Fair Poor Don't know
KNOWIEAGE ...ttt e e e ettt e e e e e e sttt a e e e e e e e e aabbeeeeeeeennneees 1 2 3 4 5
=T oo T o 11V =] TP PPPPPPPPPPPPRS 1 2 3 4 5
[0 [o VYA U o TS 1 2 3 4 5
(@10 TU T =1 PP PPPPPPPPPPRS 1 2 3 4 5
TIMIEIINESS 1ttt ettt st ettt e e sbt e e st e e bt e e saee e bt e e saee s beeenaeeeane 1 2 3 4 5
(01 7= = | T ] o =T (o] ST 1 2 3 4 5
. Please rate the following categories of Shorewood government performance.
Excellent Good Fair Poor Don't know
The value of services for the taxes paid to Shorewood...........cccccoeeeeiiiiieeei e, 1 2 3 4 5
Opportunities to participate in City government decisions..........cccceeeeeeeiiiveeeeeeeeeinnnes 1 2 3 4 5
Shorewood’s elected officials’ consideration of what people like me think................ 1 2 3 4 5
Running Shorewood’s local government in the best interest of residents .................. 1 2 3 4 5
Shorewood’s government as an example of how best to provide services ................. 1 2 3 4 5
The overall direction Shorewood is taking ........ccccuveeeeiieiiiiieeee e 1 2 3 4 5

Page 4 of 5



The City of Shorewood 2011 Resident Survey

25.

26.

27.

29.

30.

Please rate the following categories of performance of the City of Shorewood Administration.
Excellent  Good Fair Poor Don't know

Response to resident complaints and CONCEINS ..........uvviiieeeieiiiiiiiiee e 1 2 3 4 5
Public meetings about City Plans........ccooii i e e e e e e e 1 2 3 4 5
Transparency and accountability.......cccooooiiiiei i 1 2 3 4 5
Information about City plans and Programs...........ceeccuiirieeeieeiciiieeeeeeeecenrreeeeeeeeesnenes 1 2 3 4 5
Quality of the City’s Web site (www.ci.shorewood.mn.us)........ccceeceeeviienieenieenieeennnn. 1 2 3 4 5
Online services available on the City’s Web Site ........cooeecieiiiiiieiiieeeeee e 1 2 3 4 5
How informed or not informed do you consider yourself to be about local government issues and operations of the City of

Shorewood?
O Very informed O Moderately informed O Slightly informed O Not well informed

Do you have access to the Internet at home?
O Yes = Go to question 28 O No =» Go to question 29

28. Please indicate whether you have Internet access through each of the following. (Please select all that apply.)
ODSL O Cable modem O Satellite O Dial-up O Cell phone/PDA O Other O None of these O Don’t know

How frequently, if ever, do you use the following sources to gain information about the City of Shorewood?

Always Frequently Sometimes  Never
The City’s Web site (www.ci.shorewood.mn.us) 2 3 4
] gL =l 2 U=T o Yo g oY E [ =] 2 3 4
SUN SAIIOr NEWSPAPET c.eeeveeeeiiieeeeteeeetee e ettt e e e stae e e sateeesstteeeesstseeessseeessseseanssseesnnsees 1 2 3 4
T e | =T =AY A o T o1 U 1 2 3 4
Excelsior Bay TiMes NEWSPAPET .....cccccuueeeeeureeesireeeeirreeesssreesssseesasssesessssseessssssssssesenns 1 2 3 4
Local Cable Government Access Stations (channels 8, 12, 20, or 21)........ccccceeecuveeenn.e. 1 2 3 4
Lake Minnetonka Communications Commission Web site (www.Imcc-tv.org)................ 1 2 3 4
A1V e e} 2 s o TV d o TP 1 2 3 4
[ g =T g T T TSRS 1 2 3 4
Social networking sites (i.e., Facebook, MySpace, Twitter, etc.).................... 2 3 4

Do you have any additional comments or suggestions that you would like to make regarding the City of Shorewood and/or
the City government's services and performance?

Our last questions are about you and your household. Again, all of your responses to this survey are completely anonymous

D1.

D2.

D3.

D4.

D5.

and will be reported in group form only.

How many years have you lived in Shorewood? D6. In which category is your age?
QO Less than 2 years QO 11-20 years O 18-24 years Q 45-54 years Q 75 years
Q 2-5 years QO More than 20 years O 25-34 years Q 55-64 years or older
QO 6-10 years Q 35-44 years QO 65-74 years
Which best describes the building you live in? D7. How much do you anticipate your household's total
Q One family house detached from any other houses income before taxes will be for the current year? (Please
O House attached to one or more houses (e.g., a include in your total income money from all sources for all

duplex or townhome) persons living in your household.)
Q Building with two or more apartments or condominiums O Less than $24,999 O $150,000 to $199,999
O Other Q $25,000 to $49,999 Q $200,000 to $249,999

O $50,000 to $99,999 O $250,000 to $299,999
Do you rent or own your home? Q $100,000 to $149,999 O $300,000 or more
O Rent O Own
D8. What is your gender?
Do any children 18 or under live in your household? O Female O Male
O Yes O No
Thank you for completing this survey. Please return the
Are you or any other members of your household aged 65 completed survey in the postage-paid envelope to:
or older? National Research Center, Inc.,
O Yes O No PO Box 549
Belle Mead, NJ 08502
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