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Executive Summary

Methodology

Summary of Results

Appendices

Intreduction

Introduction

Godbe Research & Analysis (GRA) is pleased to present the results of a public opinion
research project conducted for the City of Clayton. This report is organized into the following
sections:

The Executive Summary includes key findings from the survey and a Conclusions & Rec-
ommendations section, which details our recommended course of action based on the sur-
vey results.

The Methodology section explains the methodology used to conduct this type of survey
research. This section also explains how to use the detailed crosstabulation tables in Appen-
dix B.

In the body of the report we present a question-by-question analysis of the survey. The dis-
cussion is organized into the following sections:
City Satisfaction

City Services

Importance/Satisfaction Matrix

Park Proposal - First Ballot Test

Arguments Surrounding Park Proposal

Size of Proposed Park

Park Proposal - Second Ballot Test

GHAD Proposal

City-Resident Communication

Other [ssues

Demographic Information

We have included the following three appendices:

w Appendix A, which presents the questionnaire and topline data.
u Appendix B, which presents the computer-generated crosstabulations.
m Appendix C, which presents the verbatim responses to open end questions.

City of Clayton Godbe Research & Analysis
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Cily Satisfaction

City Services

Executive Summary

Executive Summary

Koy Findings

Based on an analysis of the survey data, GRA offers the of Clayton the following key findings:

Eighty-eight percent of Clayton residents surveyed indicated that they were either 'very satis-
fied’ (49%) or 'somewhat satisfied’ (39%) with the job the City of Clayton is doing to provide
municipal services and maintaining public facilities. The remaining 12 percent were either
'somewhat dissatisfied’ (5%), 'very dissatisfied’ (3%), or undecided or declined to state their
opinions (4%).

‘Providing trash services’ and ‘Maintaining major streets’ were rated as the most important
City services, followed by ‘Maintaining residential streets’, ‘Reducing crime’, and ‘Keeping
streets clean’. The City service that received the lowest importance ranking was ‘Increasing
library hours’. However, it is important to note that all the services received importance rank-
ing of 1.98 and higher, thus indicating, that, overall, respondents perceived all the services as
ranging from somewhat to very important.

Voters were most satisfied with the City’s efforts to ‘Reduce crime’. They were also more than
‘somewhat satisfied’ with the City’s efforts to ‘Keep streets clean’, ‘Improve street landscap-
ing’, and ‘Provide trash services’. Of the services tested, voters were least satisfied with the
City's efforts to ‘Increase library hours’, ‘Prevent tax increases’, and ‘Develop recreational
programs’.

Based on the comparison between the importance and satisfaction ratings for the following
resources, programs, and services, the following represent the greatest opportunity for
improvement: ‘Maintaining local streets’, ‘Providing trash services’, ‘Maintaining residen-
tial streets’, ‘Preventing tax increases’, ‘Preventing storm and landslide damage’, and ‘Pro-
viding storm and landslide damage’. Although both ‘Maintaining local streets’ and
‘Providing trash services’ were above average in both importance and satisfaction, we believe
that these services also represent an good opportunity for improvement for two reasons. One,
there was lower satisfaction levels for these services compared to the other items with above
average importance and two, these areas also contributed to respondents’ general satisfac-
tion with the City of Clayton (Q3).

Examining the importance and satisfaction scores also affords an opportunity to identify
which City services should at least be maintained at the level they are at now (j.e., those ser-
vices that received high importance @74 high satisfaction scores). These services included
‘Reducing crime’ and ‘Keeping streets clean’

City of Clayton Godbe Research & Analysis
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Park Proposal - First Ballot Test

Arguments Surrounding Park
Proposal

Size of Proposed Park

Park Proposal - Second Ballot Test

Executive Summatry

Approximately 38 percent of respondents indicated that they support leaving the Grove prop-
erty as it is (‘definitely support’: 20% and ‘probably support’: 18%). Alternatively, 56 percent
of respondents opposed leaving the Grove property as it is (‘definitely oppose’: 37% and
‘probably oppose’: 19%). It is important to note that an almost equal percent of respondents
indicated that they would ‘definitely oppose’ leaving the property as it is compared to the
percentage of respondents that either definitely or probably supported leaving the property as
is (‘definitely oppose’: 37% and ‘definitely support’ @nd ‘probably support’: 38%).

The majority of respondents supported building a park on at least have of the Grove property
and to have the other portion developed into retail and commercial buildings to generate the
money needed to maintain the park (‘definitely support’: 27% and ‘probably support’: 34%).
At this point in the survey, respondents were more supportive of the plan to build a park and
retail/commercial buildings on the Grove property than the plan to leave the Grove property
asitis.

The arguments that had the greatest positive impact on respondents’ support for the pro-
posal to build a park on half the Grove property and developing commercial retail buildings
on the rest of the property were ‘The architectural design of the commercial buildings will be
restricted to reserve the traditional appearance of the downtown area’ (0.90), ‘The park por-
tion will still have a gazebo, public restrooms, a water feature, pathways, picnic tables, and
trees’ (0.73), and ‘The park and commercial facilities will bring peopleto the downtown
area, which may increase local business’ (0.70). The arguments that had a negative impact
on support for the park proposal were ‘Using a portion of the property for commercial retail
will critically limit the space available for a park’ (-0.43) and ‘Using part of the property for
commercial retail will increase traffic congestion in Downtown Clayton’ (-0.29).

An inverse relationship emerged between percentage of commercial retail space and support
for the plan. In other words, support for the proposal increased as the size of the commercial
retail space decreased. Specifically, 60 percent supported the proposal at 30 percent, 56 per-
cent supported the proposal at 40 percent, and 53 percent supported the proposal at 50 per-
cent

Approximately 39 percent of respondents supported the plan to leave the property as it is
(‘definitely support’: 24% and ‘probably support’: 16%). However, the majority of respon-
dents continued to oppose this option (‘definitely oppose’: 37% and ‘probably oppose’: 20%)

The majority of respondents continued to be supportive of the proposal to develop a park and
commercial/retail buildings at the Grove property (‘definitely support': 34% and ‘probably
support’: 26%). Alternatively, 26 percent definitely opposed the plan and 10 percent probably
opposed the plan.

City of Clayton Godbe Research & Analysis
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GHAD Proposal

City-Resident Communication

Other Issues

Executive Summary

Almost 38 percent of Oakhurst respondents had a high level of concern, 23 percent had a
medium level of concern and 38 percent had a low level of concern that a landslide and/or
soil movement will occur in their neighborhood in the next five years.

Forty six percent of respondents support an GHAD assessment increase and 42 percent oppose
the assessment. In addition, a larger percentage of respondents indicated that they would
‘definitely oppose’ the GHAD assessment increase compared to the percentage of respondents
who would ‘definitely support’ the GHAD assessment increase. Emphasizing that the prob-
lem of landslide/soil movement still could occur in any Oakhurst neighborhood had a posi-
tive impact on support for the GHAD assessment increase. Specifically, support for the GHAD
assessment increased nine percentage points from 46 to 55 percent after the fact that the
problem still exists was emphasized. The greatest movement occurred out of the definitely
oppose and the ‘Don’t Know’ category (i.e., 5-6%).

The vast majority of respondents were satisfied with the City’s communication efforts (‘very
satisfied': 46% and ‘somewhat satisfied’: 39%). Approximately eight percent were ‘somewhat
dissatisfied’ and another four percent were ‘very dissatisfied’ with the City’s efforts to com-
municate with Clayton residents.

The Clayton Pioneer was the predominant source that respondents used to find out about
local news and programming (59%), followed by the City newsletter (48%) and the Conira
Costa Times (26%). A smaller number of respondents reported using the Corcord Tran-
script (8%) and ‘Friends/Acquaintances’ (7%). In addition, a very large percentage of
reported having Internet and over half of them would be interested in reading the City’s
newsletter on the Internet

Respondents were most supportive of building a restaurant on the vacant property across
from the new fire station at Clayton Road and Center Street, followed by building commer-
cial retail space. Conversely, respondents were least supportive of building a full service gas
station with a convenience store and mechanic shop.

City of Clayton Godbe Research & Analysis
Page 4



City Satisfaction

Park Proposal

Executive Summary

Conclusions & Recommendations

Based on the research objectives for this study and the findings of the analyses, GRA is
pleased to offer the following conclusions and recommendations:

In general, respondents were very satisfied with the City of Clayton’s overall efforts to provide
municipal services and maintain public facilities. A combined 88 percent stated they were
either "very satisfied’ or 'somewhat satisfied’ with the City’s performance in general. This
result is comparable to the results of a similar question asked in a 1999 citizen survey con-
ducted by the City.

Approximately 41 percent of respondents either provided a general positive comment or did
not provide a specific reason for their satisfaction. However, the specific reason offered by the
largest percentage of respondents for their satisfaction with Clayton was related to the
responsiveness and effectiveness of City government. The other reasons given were primarily
related to City services including maintenance of roads, cleanliness of City, landscaping, and
maintenance of parks and recreation facilities. In other words, residents were aware and
were appreciative of the City's efforts in these areas. Respondents who were dissatisfied with
the City’s efforts to provide services and maintain public facilities were also asked to elabo-
rate on the source of their dissatisfaction. The most frequently reported reason for dissatis-
faction was that the City should make better use of their resources. It is important however to
keep in mind that only eight percent of respondents (i.e., 25 respondents) indicated that they
were dissatisfied.

Even with a high level of overall satisfaction, the survey provides information that the City
can use in the upcoming months and years to continue to satisfy its citizens and possibly
boost performance even higher. By providing their perceived importance of, as well as their
level of satisfaction with municipal services, Clayton voters identified several areas where the
City has an opportunity to improve specific services. The areas that represented the greatest
opportunity for improvement included maintaining major and residential streets, providing
trash and recycling services, preventing storm and landslide damage, and preventing tax
increases. Examining the importance and satisfaction scores also affords an opportunity to
identify which City services should at least be maintained at the level they are at now (i.e.,
those services that received high importance and high satisfaction scores). These services
included reducing crime and keeping streets clean.

Overall, the majority of respondents support the proposal to build a park and developing half
the Grove property into commercial retail buildings to pay for the development and mainte-
nance of the park at the Grove property (park proprosal). There was greater support for the
park proposal than there was support for leaving the Grove property as it is. Despite the
greater support for the park proposal compared to leaving the Grove property as is, there was
a decrease in support for the park proposal at the second ballot test among some groups that

City of Clayton Godbe Research & Analysis
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GHAD Assessment Increase

Executive Summury

initially supported the park proposal (i.e., at first ballot test). Specifically, respondents with
children less than six years old were the most supportive of the park proposal at the first bal-
lot test. At the second ballot, not only did this group experience a decrease in support between
ballot tests, they were no longer the most supportive. Moreover, there was increase in support
for leaving the Grove praperty as it is at the second ballot test among respondents with chil-
dren under 19. In fact, support for leaving the Grove property as it is was greater among
some respondents with children compared to the support among respondents without chil-
dren.

The decrease in support among groups that were originally in favor of the park proposal
could be a result of having the negative impact of the commercial space on the park space
emphasized. Specifically, the argument that 'using portion of the property for commercial
retail will critically limit the space available for a park’ had a greater negative impact on
respondents with children compared to respondents without children. Therefore it is impor-
tant to communicate the benefits of the park (regardless of the size) as well as the commer-
cial development to residents.

The combined results from the survey also provided insited regarding respondents’ general
opinions of parks and development in the City of Clayton. Overall, respondents perceived the
park situation in Clayton favorably. Specifically, improving parks and recreation facilities
was perceived as below average in importance and a little above average in satisfaction com-
pared to other City services. In addition, some respondents were satisfied with Clayton
because of the parks in Clayton and one respondent felt that Clayton worries too much
about parks. With respect to development, respondents appreciated Clayton’s small town
look and feel. Some respondents were satisfied with Clayton because of the manner Clayton
is handling development.In fact, one respondent indicated he was satisfied because the City
is ‘having new development blend with old development’. These results suggest a tolerance
for development as long as the development does compromise the character of Clayton. This
is consistent with the positive impact of the argument that the 'architectural design of the
commercial buildings will be restricted to preserve the appearance of the downtown area' on
support for the park proposal.

Overall, it is important to communicate the benefits of the park (regardless of size) and the
commercial development to residents. Specficially, the information should inform residents
how the park and the buildings will enhance the small town feeling of Clayton and not
detract from it.

There was limited support among Oakhurst residents for the GHAD assessment increase. The
support levels increased when the fact that the problem of landslides/soil movements still
exists and could occur in any part of Oakhurst was emphasized to respondents. Therefore,
explaining the extent of the problem to respondents has a positive effect.

City of Clayton Godbe Research & Analysis
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Executive Summary

For this particular issue, the timing of the survey is important. First, data collection occurred
soon after the GHAD newsletter was delivered to Oakhurst residents. Second, there was less
than average precipitation levels this year. Despite the timing of the newsletter in relation to
data collection, the problem of landslides/soil movernent may not have been too salient to
individuals. Therefore, in this context, it is going to take an additional effort to increase
awareness of the current landslide/soil movement situation and the need for a GHAD assess-
ment increase.

The Imporiance of Cily - Resident Clayton voters expressed a high level of satisfaction with the City’s efforts to communicate

Communication with its residents with approximately 85 percent indicating that they were satisfied. The most
commonly used media sources that Clayton voters used to find out about local news and
programming were the Clayion Pioneer, City Newsletter, and the Contra Costa Times. The
survey also found that the vast majority of Clayton voters have access to the Internet and that
over half would be interested in reading the City newsletter on the Internet. Given the high
Internet access and the interest in reading about local news and programming on the Inter-
net, the Internet represents another medium by which the City of Clayton can communicate
with residents. It is our understanding that the City of Clayton’s website is currently under
construction. It has been our experience that lack of public usage is not a factor of content,
but of awareness. Therefore, the completion of the City website represents an opportunity to
increase awareness of the City's new and improved website. Specifically, GRA recommends
that the City publish the URL of the web site in its local newspapers, City newsletters, and on
local television channels providing examples of the information available there and inviting
residents to visit the City’s new website.

City of Clayton Godbe Research & Analysis
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Research Objectives

Sample Description

Methodology

Methodology

At the outset of this project, the City of Clayton and GRA identified several research objectives
for this study. Viewed broadly, the City of Clayton was interested in using survey research to:

determine voters’ overall satisfaction with the City’s efforts to provide municipal services
and their impression of various issues in the City;

ascertain both the level of importance and the degree of satisfaction voters assign to City
services;

assess support for different proposals for the Grove property and a GHAD assessment
increase

identify what voters’ support for different types of development on City owned property
determine the effectiveness of the City’s communication with citizens and

profile the demographic, attitudinal, and behavioral characteristics of voters in the City
of Clayton.

Table 1 briefly outlines the methodology employed in this project. A total of 300 registered
voters completed the survey, representing a total universe of 7,411 registered voters in the City

of Clayton', Interviews were conducted April 24 through April 29, 2001, and each interview
typically lasted 15 minutes..

Table 1. Methodology

Technique Telephone Interviewing

Interview Length 15 Minutes

Universe Registered voters in the City of Clayton
Field Dates April 24 through 29, 2001

Sample Size 300

Throughout the report, respondents are identified as residents or voters,

City of Clayton Godlbe Research & Analysis
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Naming Conventions

Randomization of Questions

Understanding the ‘Margin of Error'

Methodology

The following naming and abbreviation conventions are referred to frequently in the body of
the report:

Table 2. Naming and Abbreviation Conventions

Length of Residence Residents indicated the number of years they have lived in Clay-
ton, ‘<1 year’, ‘1to <5 years’, ‘5 to <10 years’, ‘10 to <15
years', or ‘15+ years'.

Children Under Age 18 Respondents were classified according to ages of children under
18 in their households, ‘< 6 years', *6-10 years’, 11-13 years’
*14-17 years’, or ‘none’.

Gender Male and female respondents are identified by their appropriate
labels.

Age [ndividuals were grouped into one of the following age brackets:
‘18- 29 years’, *30 - 39 years', *40 - 49 years’, ‘50 - 64 years’, and
65+ years'.

Neighborhood Individuals were grouped according to whether they live in
Oakhurst (*0akhurst’) or in another part of Clayton (‘Other’).

Party Individuals were placed into their affiliated political party: Dem-
ocrat, Republican, Other, or DTS (Declined to State).

Times Voted Individuals were grouped based on how many times they had
voted in the last eight major elections since 1994.

Timnes Voted Absentee Individuals were grouped based on how many times they had
voted by mail in the last eight major elections since 1994.

Household Party Type Individuals were grouped into the following household party

types: ‘Dem (1)’--one Democrat in the household, ‘Dem (2+)'~
two or more Democrats, ‘Rep (1)’--one Republican, ‘Rep (2+)-
-two or more Republicans, ‘Other’Other partisans, ‘Dem and
Rep’ --both a Democrat and a Republican, or ‘Mixed' -- house-
hold members who differ in their partisanship.

To avoid the problem of systematic position bias -- where the order in which a series of ques-
tions is asked systematically influences the answers to some of the questions -- several of the
questions in this survey were randomized such that respondents were not consistently asked
the questions in the same order. The series of items in Questions 5, 6, 8, and 11 were ran-
domized to avoid the systematic position bias.

Because a survey typically interviews a limited number of people who are part of a larger
population group, by mere chance alone there will almost always be some difference
between a sample and the population from which it was drawn. For example, researchers
might collect information from 400 adults in a town of 15,000 people. Because not all peo-
ple in the population were surveyed, there are bound to be differences between the results
obtained from interviewing the sample respondents and the results that would be obtained if

City of Clayton Godbe Research & Analysis
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Methodology

all people in the population were interviewed. These differences are known as ‘sampling
error’, and they are to be expected to occur regardless of how scientifically the sample has
been selected. Sampling error is determined by four factors: the size of the population, the
chosen sample size, a confidence level and the dispersion of responses to a survey.

The following table shows the possible sampling variation that applies to a percentage result
reported from a probability type sample. If a sample of 300 residents is drawn from all regis-
tered voters in the City of Clayton, one can be 95 percent confident that the margin of error
due to sampling will not vary, plus or minus, by more than the indicated number of percent-
age points from the result that would have been obtained if the interviews had been con-
ducted with all persons in the universe represented in the sample.

Table 3. Guide to Statistical Significance

Distribution of Responses
n 80%/10% 80%/20% 70%/30% 60%/40% 50%/50%

1000 1.73% 2.30% 2.64% 2.82% 2.88%
900 1.83% 2.44% 2.80% 2.99% 3.06%
800 1.96% 2.61% 2.99% 3.20% 3.27%
700 2.11% 2.82% 3.23% 3.45% 3.52%
600 2.30% 3.06% 3.51% 3.75% 3.83%
500 2.54% 3.38% 3.88% 4.14% 4.23%

400 2.86% 3.81% 4.76%

5

00 = |5:3.00% 4| 443% :54%
200 4.10% 5.47% 6.83%
100 5.84% 7.79% 9.73%

50 8.29% 11.05% 12.66% 13.53% 13.81%

As the table indicates, the maximum margin of error for all topline responses is between 3.32
and 5.54 percent for survey. This means that for a given question with dichotomous response
options answered by all 300 respondents in the City of Clayton, one can be 95 percent confi-
dent that the difference between the percentage breakdowns of the sample population and
those of the total population is no greater than 5.52 percent. The percent margin of error
applies to both sides of the answer, so that for a question in which 50 percent of respondents
said yes, one can be 95 percent confident that the actual percent of the population that
would say yes is between 44.48 percent and 55.52 percent.

The actual margin of error for a given question in this survey depends on the distribution of
the responses to the question. The 5.54 percent number refers to dichotomous questions,
such as yes/no questions, where opinions are evenly split in the sample with 50 percent of
respondents saying yes and 50 percent saying no. If that same question were to receive a

City of Clayton Godbe Research & Analysis
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How to Read a Crosstabulation
Table

Understanding a ‘Mean’

Methodology

response in which 10 percent of respondents say yes and 90 percent say no, then the margin
of error would be no greater than 3.32 percent. As the number of respondents in a particular
subgroup (e.g., gender) is smaller than the number of total respondents, the margin of error
associated with estimating a given subgroup’s response will be higher. Due to the high mar-
gin of error, GRA cautions against generalizing the results for subgroups that are composed
of 30 or fewer respondents.

The questions discussed and analyzed in this report comprise a subset of the various
crosstabulation tables available for each question. Only those subgroups that are of particu-
lar interest or that illustrate a particular insight are included in the discussion on the follow-
ing pages. Should readers wish to conduct a closer analysis of subgroups for a given
question, the complete breakdowns appear in Appendix C. These crosstabulation tables pro-
vide detailed information on the responses to each question by all demographic groups that
were assessed in the survey. A typical crosstabulation table looks like this:

Table 4. General City Satisfaction by Gender

Overall Gender

Mate  JFemale

Base 307 148 159

150 | &7 | &

Very salisfled . § 49,00 | as.6% | 52.1%
120 | e0 | 60

Samowhat satisfled § 49 o0, § 10.4% | 37.6%
, 15 | 10 6
Somewhat dissatistied 5.0% 1 67% | 25%
0 [ s )

Very dissatistiod 3.4% | 33% | a.5%
" 3 s

DKINA 36% | a.0% | 2.1%

A short description of the item appears at the top of the table. The sample size (in this case
n=307) is presented in the first column of data under ‘Overall'. The results to each possible
answer choice of all respondents are also presented in the first column of data under ‘Over-
all'. The aggregate number of respondents in each answer category is presented as a whole
number, and the percentage of the entire sample that this number represents is just below
the whole number. For example, among overall respondents, 150 people indicated that they
were very satisfied with the job the City of Clayton is doing, and 150 represents 49.0 percent
of the total sample size of 307. Next to the 'Overall' column are other columns representing
opinions of males and females. The data from these columns are read in exactly the same
fashion as the data in the ‘Overall' column, although each group makes up a smaller per-
centage of the entire sample.

[n addition to analysis of response percentages, many results will be discussed with respect to
a descriptive ‘mean’. ‘Means’ can be thought of as ‘averages’. To derive 2 mean that repre-
sents perceived importance of City services (Q5), for example, 2 number value is first
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How to Read a ‘Means’ Table

A Note on the Tables

Methodology

assigned to each response category (e.g,, ‘very important’ = +3, ‘somewhat important’ =
+2, ‘not too important’ = +1, and ‘not at all important’ = 0). The answer of each respon-
dent is then assigned the corresponding number (from 0 to +3 in this example). Finally, all
respondents’ answers are averaged to produce 2 final number that reflects average perceived
importance of public safety services. The resulting mean makes interpretation of the data
considerably easier.

In tables and charts for Questions 5, 6, and 8 in the survey, the reader will find mean scores
that represent answers given by the respondent. The mean score represents the average
response of each group. The table below shows the scales for each corresponding question,
Responses of ‘don’t know’ and ‘no answer' are not included in calculating the means for any
question.

Table 5. ‘Means’ Questions and Corresponding Scales

Question | Measure Scale Values
5 Importance of cityser- | Oto +3 0 = not at all important
vices

+1 = not toot important
+2 = somewhat important
+3 = very important

6 Satisfaction with city 21042 | -2 = very dissatisfied
services

-1 = somewhat dissatisfied
+1 = somewhat satisfied
+2 = very satisfied

8 Likelihood of support 2042 | -2 =much less likely

-1 = somewhat less likely
0 = no effect
+1 = somewhat more likely

+2 = much more likely

To present the data in the most accurate fashion, we display the results to the first decimal
point in the tables and figures. For the purposes of discussion, however, conventional round-
ing rules are applied, with numbers that include .5 or higher rounded to the next highest
whole number and numbers that include .4 or lower rounded to the next lowest whole num-
ber. Because of this rounding, the reader may notice that percentages in the discussion may
not sum to 100 percent. Moreover, the decimal numbers shown in pie charts may vary some-
what from the decimal numbers shown in the tables due to software requirements that pie
charts sum to exactly 100 percent. These disparities are confined to the first decimal place.
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Q2. Overall, are you satisfied or
dissatisfied with the job the City of
Claylon is doing to provide City
services and maintain public
Jacilities?

City Satisfaction

City Satisfaction

The first substantive question of the survey asked respondents to indicate whether they were
satisfied or dissatisfied with the overall job the City of Clayton is doing to provide city services
and maintain public facilities. Because this question did not reference specific municipal
program or service and requested that the respondent consider the City’s performance in

general, the responses to the question can be viewed as an overall performance rating for the

City

As shown in Figure 1, 88 percent of Clayton residents surveyed indicated that they were either
'very satisfied' (49%) or 'somewhat satisfied' (39%) with the job the City of Clayton is doing
to provide municipal services and maintain public facilities. The remaining 12 percent were
either 'somewhat dissatisfied' (5%), very dissatisfied' (3%), or undecided or declined to state
their opinions (4%). These results are comparable to the results of a similar question asked
in a 1999 survey conducted by the City.

Figure 1. General City Satisfaction

Very dissatisfied DK/NA
3.3% 3.6%
Somaewhat dissatisfied

Very satisfied
49.0%

Somewhat satisfled
39.2%
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City Satisfaction

As shown in Table 6, a clear relationship did not emerge between length of residence and sat-
isfaction with the City.

Table 6. General City Satisfaction by Years Living in Clayton

49.0% | 43.3% ] 51.9% | 54.2% | 39.9% | 466%

120 7 34 k1 20 28
39.0% | 421% ] 36.6% | 40.5% | 45.5% | 36.2%

15 1 4 3 4 3
5.0% 7.3% 4.1% 4.1% 9.3% 4.2%
10 - 2 - 2 [}
3.4% - 20% - 5.3% 8.0%

1" 1 5 1 - 4
d.6% 7.3% 5.4% 1.2% - 5.0%
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03. Is there a specific reason why
you are satisfied with the job the City
of Clayton is doing to provide City
services and maintain public
Jacilities?

City Satisfaction

Respondents were next asked their specific reason for either their satisfaction or dissatisfac-
tion with the job the City of Clayton is doing to provide City services and maintain public
facilities (based on responses to Q2). These questions were presented in an open-ended for-
mat, which means that respondents were free to mention any attribute without being con-
strained to choose from a list. Asking these questions in an open-ended format is also 2
useful way to assess the salience of the attribute to the respondent. Asking questions of this
type early in the questionnaire also avoided influencing respondents’ answer with the line of
questions that might have preceded it. Once data collection was completed, responses were
coded into logical categories. These categories and the percentage of responses given that are
contained within each category are presented in the following two figures. The verbatim
responses to these questions are presented in Appendix C. Finally, it is worth noting that these
questions allowed respondents to provide two responses; therefore, the total percentage of
responses to this question exceeds 100 percent.

As shown in Figure 2, 41 percent of respondents either offered a general positive comment
regarding the City of Clayton or did not provide a specific reason for their satisfaction with
the job the City of Clayton is doing to provide services and maintain public facilities (24%
and 17%, respectively). The most frequent specific reasons were ‘Responsive/effective City
government’ (13%), ‘Small town/rural’ (7%), and ‘Roads well maintained’ (6%). The
appearance of the City was also related to overall satisfaction for approximately 15 percent of
respondents. Specifically, five percent of respondents cited the cleanliness of the City as the
reason for their satisfaction, five person mentioned the fact that the ‘Public landscaping is
well kept', and four percent commented that Clayton is a ‘Beautiful City'.

Figure 2. Reasons for Satisfaction with City Services and Maintenance of
Public Facilities

General positive
No specific reason Il
Responsive/etfective City government
Other - v
Small tow n/rural .
Roads w ell maintained N
Clean City ”
Public landscaping is w ell kept Jif
Parks, recreation taciities w ell maintained .
Revitalizing dow ntown §
Good community il
Beautiful City

Good law enforcement 2

Controtting growth Wil <
New library

Friendly residents ¥

— )
T T
0% 10% 20% 30%
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City Satisfaction

04. Is there a specific reason why The reasons given by respondents for their dissatisfaction with the way the City of Clayton is

Jou are dissatisfied with the job the - providing City services and maintaining public facilities included the need for the City to use

g:?’ ?gg’;g;’;; i";’i ;‘; :" ffbl(lfi their current resources better (25%), comments about specific City resources (24%), ‘Lack of

fac};lit::as? g help for Oakhurst’ (12%), the City’s ‘Non-responsiveness’ (11%), and ‘Cleanliness’ (11%).
When examining the percentage of respondents who offered each reason for their satisfac-
tion it is important to keep in mind that only 25 respondents answered this question.

Figure 3. Reasons for Dissatisfaction with City Services and Maintenance of
Public Facilities

Better use of resources i
Other City services
DK/NA

Lack of help for Oakhurst '
Non-responsiveness
Cleanliness

Cther

Traffic §

Qakhurst favoritism

0% 10% 20% 30%
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Q5. Next, I'm going to ask you
about a number of specific services
provided by the City of Clayton. For
each service [ read, please tell me
whether the service is very
important, somewhat important,
not too important, or not at all
important.

City Services

City Services

The next two questions in the survey asked respondents to rate the importance of specific ser-
vices offered by the City and their level of satisfaction with the City’s efforts to provide the ser-
vices. For each service respondents were first asked whether they thought it was ‘very
important’, ‘somewhat important’, ‘not too important’, or ‘not at all important’. The
responses to these questions were coded according to an importance scale of ‘very important’
= +3, ‘somewhat important’ = +2, ‘not too important’ = +1, and ‘not at all important’ =
0. Their responses were then aggregated to form a mean of importance. A mean score of +2,
for instance, indicates that Clayton voters, as a group, considered a service ‘somewhat
important’. The order in which each item was read to respondents was randomized to avoid
a position bias.

Figures 4 and 5 display the importance mean scores assigned to each of the services. ‘Provid-
ing trash services’ (2.67) and *Maintaining major streets’ (2.66) were rated as the most
important City services, followed by ‘Maintaining residential streets' (2.61), ‘Reducing
crime’ (2.54), and ‘Keeping streets clean’ (2.42). The City service that received the lowest
importance ranking was ‘Increasing library hours’. However, it is important to note that
each services received an importance ranking of 1.98 and higher, thus indicating, that, over-
all, respondents perceived all the services as ranging from somewhat to very important.

Figure 4. Importance of City Services (Tier I)

Providing trash services

Maintaining major streets

Maintaining residential streets

Raducing crima

Keeping streets clean

Preventing tax Increases

Providing recycling services

Proventing storm and landslide damage
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Q6. For the same list of services I just
read, I'd like you to tell me how
satisfied you are with the job the City
is doing to provide the service. Would
You say you are satisfied or
dissatisfied with the City's efforts to

?

City Services
Figure 5. Importance of City Services (Tier Il)

r 222

7 BRSNS BT T T | T

Improving street landscaping

Providing yard waste services

Improving traffic enforcement

Improving parks and recreation facilities

Developing recreational programs

Providing street sweeping

Increasing library hours

Respondents were next asked to identify their level of satisfaction with the City’s efforts to
provide the services. Responses to this question were coded according to the following scale:
very satisfied’ = +2, ‘somewhat satisfied” = +1, ‘somewhat dissatisfied = -1, and ‘very dis-
satisfied = -2. The responses were then aggregated to form a mean for importance and sat-
isfaction for each service tested. The order in which the items were read was randomized to
avoid a systematic position bias. '

Figures 6 and 7 show that most of the services tested received a satisfaction rating of higher
than 1.00, indicating that, overall, respondents were mmore than ‘somewhat satisfied’ with
the City’s job in providing these services. Specifically, voters were most satisfied with the City's
efforts to ‘Reduce crime’ (1.55). They were also more than ‘somewhat satisfied’ with the
City's efforts to ‘Keep streets clean’ (1.45), ‘Improve street landscaping’ (1.37), and ‘Provide
trash services’ (1.36). Of the services tested, voters were least satisfied with the City’s efforts to
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City Services

‘Increase library hours’ (0.70), ‘Prevent tax increases’ (0.73), and ‘Develop recreational pro-

grams’ (0.76).

Figure 6. Satisfaction with City Services (Tier 1)

Reduce crime

Keep streets clean

Imp street landscaping
Provide trash servicas
Maintain major streets

Provide yard waste servicas

Provida street sweeping

Figure 7. Satisfaction with City Services (Tier II)
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City Services

Tables 7 through 9 show satisfaction with City services across several demographic groups.

Table 7. Satisfaction with City Services by Gender and Length of Residence

117

1.16

1.17

Base 127 114
- Reduce crima -] 1.55 1.33 1.60 1.57 1.50 1.54
:Keop stroats ctaan '} 1.45 1.65 152 § 142 158 | 129
i1~ Improva street 197 | 182 | 142 | 140 | 120 | 133
Provide trash services | 1.36 1.29 1.29 1.31 1.52 1.40
Malntafn major streets |  1.29 1.36 1.32 1.34 1.43 1.13
_Provide yard wasts -
i it 3 IRES 1.51 1.29 1.4 1.56 123
Provide stroct swoeping | 1.20 1.26 1.29 1.14 1.20 1.28
Improve park and "
* recieation teciitles 1.19 1.26 1.18 1.06 1.09 1.39
Maintzin residential - 1
o o S 1.18 1.33 1.38 121 1.09 0.92
Provide recycilng .
T srvices 117 1.09 0.89 1.39 1.38 1.21
_ Improve traffic ..
“aton . 1.09 1.41 1.07 1.19 0.83 1.10
Prevent storm and
lendatide s 0.89 1.17 0.80 0.86 0.98 0.93
Develop recreational 7 1
o orog @] o7 12 0.69 0.73 0.69 0.87
Prevent tax Increases 0.73 111 0.77 o 0.60 0.75
Increase library hours 0.70 0.47 0.67 0.77 0.69 0.72
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City Services

Table 8. Satisfaction with City Services by Age of Children and Gender

Qverall : . . Ageof Children
<6 | et | nas | a4z

Base i 1.16 1.18 1.17 0.90 1.02

Reduce crime - 1.55 1.57 1.66 1.50 1.31
* Keoap strests cloan | 1.45 1.62 1.62 1.20 127
- Improve streat 4
landscaplng 1.37 1.52 1.41 1.10 1.03 1.42 1.33 1.40

Provide trash services 1.36 1.37 1.9 1.09 1.24 1.38 129 1.42
Malntain major streets 1.29 1.31 1.25 0.91 1.04 1.35 1.24 1.38

,"'°"':;zl‘:’"“?° 120 } 145 | 135 § oo | 124 | 124 | 105 | 140
Provido strostsweeping | 123 | 137 | 119 | 073 | o8s | 131 | 122 | t2¢
m&tﬂ’x&; 149 § 122 | 1as | o foor | 12 | 1 | 120
"3‘“"‘.‘:!:':’“"“' 198 § 139 | 125 | 088 | 093 | 120 | 105 | 130
"’°"‘mg°"“° 197 F 108 | 119 J os2 | 118 | 119 | 109 | 125
,'Z‘:{:&;‘:{" 109 § 097 | v10 § 192 § 124 forn | 110 ] 108
'I’;;;i'"" d'e';"':‘::: 089 | 075 | o058 | oes | 104 | 09 | 08 | oss

Develop recreational 7
programs 0.76 0.44 0.53 0.01 0.41 1.02 0.81 0.7

Pravent tax Increases 0.73 0.87 on 0.63 0.65 0.74 0.69 0.78
Increase (ibrary hours 0.70 0.44 0.69 9.72 0.73 0.71 0.85 0.56

Table 9. Satisfaction with City Services by Age and Neighhorhood

Overall Ago . Nelghborhood
18-29 30-39 40-49 50-64 85+ [Oakhurst] Other
Base 1.16 1.17 1.19 1.10 1.18 1.28 1.15 1.17
Reduce crime 1.55 1.66 1.49 1.57 1.83 1.83 1.62 1.52
Keep strogts clean 1.45 1.44 1.61 1.36 1.45 1.40 1.52 1.42
Improve street
landseaping 1.37 1.49 1.36 1.28 1.38 1.49 1.30 1.40
Provide trash services 1.36 127 1.35 1.33 1.41 1.40 1.33 1.37
Maintain major streets 1.29 1.28 1.24 1.3 1.29 1.4 1.36 1.26
Provido yard wasto
services 1.29 0.99 1.37 1.23 1.39 1.4 1.32 127
Provide stroct swoeping 1.23 1.20 1.28 1.10 1.30 1.37 1.21 1.24
Improve park and
recroation facilities 1.19 1.14 1.22 1.10 1.27 1.25 1.10 1.24
Maintzin residential 118 1.28 1.33 1.19 112 114 1.22 116
siroets
Provide recycling 117 0.94 1.09 1.18 1.26 1.97 1.05 1.24
sorvices
tmprove tratfic
enfo ' 1.09 1.40 0.84 1.27 0.90 1.4 1.13 1.07
Pravent storm and
landalide damage 0.89 1.14 0.94 0.63 0.95 1.15 0.62 1.04
Davelop recreationat 0.76 0.50 053 | oso 1.10 1.07 0.82 073
programs
Prevent tax Incresses 0.73 0.92 1.02 0.70 0.53 0.75 0.68 0.76
Increase library hours 0.70 0.63 0.86 0.56 [ X4} 0.96 0.78 0.66
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Importance / Satisfaction Matrix

Importance / Satisfaction Matrix

Having a measure of the importance of a service to each respondent as well as a measure of
the respondent’s satisfaction with the City’s efforts to provide that service enables GRA to
examine the relationship between these two measures and determine the areas where the
City has the greatest opportunity, as well as the greatest need, to improve its services. A Satis-
Jaction / Importance Matrix plots the services tested on two dimensions, or axes. The scale
along the x-axis (horizontal) corresponds to the overall mean the service was assigned with
respect to its importance. The scale along the y-axis (vertical) corresponds to the overall
mean the service was given in terms of satisfaction. The higher the mean, the higher the
overall level of importance or satisfaction offered by respondents for 2 given service.

The Satisfaction - Importance Matrix in Figure 8 shows in detail how the various City ser-
vices tested among Clayton residents in both importance and level of satisfaction. GRA also
examined the importance and satisfaction rating of each service relative to the overall aver-
age importance and satisfaction ratings of @/l services. Based on the difference between the
overall average importance and satisfaction ratings and those received by each service, GRA
divided the matrix into four quadrants, as shown in the figure. Quadrant A includes services
whose importance level was below average but satisfaction rating was above average. Quad-
rant B includes services whose satisfaction and importance ratings were both above the aver-
age. Quadrant C includes the services whose importance level was above the overall average
of all services but satisfaction level was below the average of all services. Quadrant D includes
services whose satisfaction and importance ratings were both below the average.

As shown in Figure 8, respondents were relatively satisfied with the following services that
they also considered relatively important: ‘Reducing crime’, ‘Keeping streets clean’, ‘Provid-
ing trash services’, and ‘Maintaining major streets’. However, for other services that were also
considered relatively more important (i.e., above average importance), respondents’ level of
satisfaction was at or below average. These services included: ‘Maintaining residential
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Importance / Satisfaction Matrix

streets’, ‘Preventing tax increases’, ‘Providing recycling services’, and ‘Preventing storm and
landslide damage’.

Figure 8. Satisfaction-Importance Matrix

1.75 =

" O I
Increaging library hours .-

1
1.75 2.00 225

Importance

In Table 10, the actual importance and satisfaction scores are presented to facilitate a more
specific comparison between these metrics for all the tested City services. Based on the com-
parison between the importance and satisfaction ratings, the following areas the greatest
opportunity for improvement: ‘Maintaining major streets’, ‘Providing trash services’, ‘Main-
taining residential streets’, ‘Preventing tax increases’, ‘Providing recycling services’, and
‘Providing storm and landslide damage’. Although both ‘Maintaining major streets’ and
“Providing trash services’ were above average in both importance and satisfaction, we believe
that these services also represent an good opportunity for improvement for two reasons. One,
there was lower satisfaction levels for these services compared to the other items with above
average importance and two, these areas also contributed to respondents’ general satisfac-
tion with the City of Clayton (Q3).

Examining the importance and satisfaction scores also affords an opportunity to identify
which City services should at least be maintained at the level they are at now (i.e., those ser-
vices that received high importance and high satisfaction scores). These services included
‘Reducing crime’ and ‘Keeping streets clean’.

City of Clayton Godbe Research & Analysis
Page 23



Importance / Satisfaction Matrix

Table 10. Satisfaction-lmportance Ratings

Service Importance Satisfaction]

Providing trash services 2.67 136

e AT 2 |
YL ' |
o ad e el |

2.61 118

Keeping streets clean 24 145
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07. The City of Clayton currently
owns the one acre vacant parcel
downtown on Marsh Creek Road
between Main and Cenler Streels
also known as the Grove. The City
does not currently have the funds to
develop a park on this property, nor
does it have the money needed to
maintain the entire property as a
park. Therefore the City is
considering hwo options:

Q74. To leave the property as it is.

Park Proposal - First Ballot Test

Park Proposal - First Ballot Test

One of the objectives of this research was to assess support for developing a park on the Grove
property in downtown Clayton. Specifically, participants were told that the City owns the
Grove property which is a one-acre vacant parcel downtown. However, because the City does
not currently have the funds to develop a park on this property, nor does it have the money
needed to maintain the entire property, the City is considering two options: leaving the prop-
erty as it is (Q7A) or to build a park on at least half of the property and to have the other por-
tion developed into retail and commercial buildings (Q7B). These two options were
presented to all respondents in an alternating order to avoid a systematic position bias. In
other words, half the respondents were presented with the Q7A first, and the other half of
respondents were presented with Q7B first.

As shown in Figure 9, approximately 38 percent of respondents indicated that they support
leaving the property as it is (‘definitely support’: 20% and ‘probably support’: 18%). Alterna-
tively, 56 percent of respondents opposed leaving the Grove property as it is (‘definitely
oppose’: 37% and ‘probably oppose’: 19%). It is important to note that an almost equal per-
cent of respondents indicated that they would ‘definitely oppose’ leaving the property as it is
compared to the combined percentage of respondents that either definitely or probably sup-
ported leaving the property as is (‘definitely oppose’: 37% and ‘definitely support’ @d ‘prob-
ably support': 38%).

Figure 9. Support Not Changing Grove Property - First Ballot Test

DKG"';‘.; Definitely support

20.3%
Definitely oppose
36.6%

Probably support
17.6%

Probably oppose
19.3%

Tables 11 through 13 show support for leaving the Grove property as it is by a vari-
ety of subgroups. There was no difference in support for leavin g the Grove property
as is between genders and neighborhoods. There was, however, an age difference.
Specifically, 40 to 49 year old respondents were the most supportive of leaving the
Grove property as is compared to the other age groups. In addition, respondents
without children were more supportive of leaving the Grove property as is com-
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Park Proposal - First Ballot Test

pared to respondents with children. Moreover, residents with children between the
ages of 6 and 17 were more supportive of not changing the Grove property com-
pared to respondents with children less than six years old.

Table 11. Support Not Changing Grove Property by Gender and
Neighborhood - First Ballot Test

Overatl - -Gender. Neighborhood

Malo .} Femate JOaknurst] . Other

Base 307 148 159 108 200

T & 29 33 19 4

Dafinltely support 20.1% | 19.5% | 208% | 1a6% | 21.0%
T sa 25 29 20 u

Probablysupport | 770 | 160% | 18.e% | 10% | 168%
S 59 3 29 20 3

Probably cpposo 19.4% | 209% [ 18.0% | 197% | 192%
12 57 55 ) 7

Definitaly oppose 36.7% | 389% | 3a.6% | 3e4% | 37.8%
19 6 1 8 T

DK/NA 61% | 40% | 81% | 79% | s2%

Table 12. Support Not Changing Grove Property by Age - First Ballot Test

Overall - Age
1820 ] 30-39 | 4043 | 5064 | 65+
Base 307 k23 [:%] 920 94 26
62 4 mlal 2 3
Dofinitaly support {20 1o | 11.9% | 17.9% | 20.0% | 28.9% | 116%
‘ 54 9 9 B | 13 8
Probably support 1779, | 25.6% | 1a.4% | 19.7% | 13.5% | 20.9%
: 59 ) 15 | 16 | 20 | o
Probadly oppose |49 4o | 18.0% | 20.2% | 17.4% | 21.3% | 116
Y2 o] 25 Faofaarl to
Definitely 0ppase | 56 70, | a7.5% | 39.5% | 33.9% | 36.4% | 20.5%
19 2 3 5 5 4
DK/MNA 6.1% | 68% | 5.1% | s7% | aon | 14.0%

Table 13. Support Not Changing Grove Property by Age of Children - First

Ballot Tost
Overatl #Ago of Children
No
<6 ] ot | ouas | ez | N0
Base 307 62 ) 2 53 189
| e 9 13 8 10 36
Osfiattoly support | 504 | 15.0% | 28.3% | 200% | 18.9% | 20.9%
54 7 4 2 9 N
Probably support 17.7% | 1% § aox { 75% { 17.9% { 202%
Probast 59 15 8 5 1 30
robably oppase 19.4% 1 24.1% | 165% | 167% | 19.9% | 17.9%
0 112 27 20 14 20 57
Dafinitely oppose 36.7% § 43.2% | a27% | a7.0% | a7.0% | 33.8%
19 4 2 3 1
OK/NA 61% | 66% | as% 62% | as%
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Q7B. To build a park on at least half
of the property and to have the other
portion developed inio retail and
commercial buildings which would
generale the money needed to
maintain the park.

Park Proposal - First Ballot Test

As shown in Figure 10, the majority of respondents supported building a park on at least
have of the Grove property and to have the other portion developed into retail and commer-
cial buildings to generate the money needed to maintain the park (‘definitely support’: 27%
and ‘probably support’: 34%). At this point in the survey, respondents were more supportive
of the plan to build a park and retail/commercial buildings on the Grove property than they
were of the plan to leave the Grove property as it is (61% versus 38%, respectively).

Figure 10. Support for a Park on Half the Grove Property - First Ballot Test

DKINA
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Probably oppose
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33.6%

Generally, respondents that opposed leaving the Grove property as is (Q7A) were
most likely to support the park proposal (Q7B). Conversely, respondents that sup-
ported leaving the Grove property as is were most likely to oppose the park proposal.
However, there was larger percentage of individuals who supported keeping the
Grove property as it is that also supported the park proposal compared to the per-
centage of respondents who opposed keeping the Grove property as it but also
opposed the park proposal (42% and 25%, respectively).

Table 14. Support for a Park on Half the Grove Property by Support for Not
Changing Grove Property - First Ballot Test

Overall First Ballot Test- No
Change

Support] Oppose | DK/NA
Base 307 116 172 19

84 24 59 1
27.4% | 21.0% | 34.2% 5.2%

103 24 69 10
33.7% | 21.0% | 40.2% | 525%

Definitely support

Probably support

36 18 16 1

Probably oppose 11.7% | 158% | 95% | 6.2%

72 45 26 1

Definitely oppose 23.4% | 387% | 15.1% | so2e%

12 4 2 6
3.8% 3.5% 1.1% 31.0%

DK/NA
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Park Proposal - First Bailot Test

Tables 15 through 17 show support for the park and building plan by several Clay-
ton voter demographic groups. Female respondents and respondents living in
Oakhurst were more supportive of the park proposal compared to their respective
counterparts. In addition, younger respondents tended to be more supportive of the
park proposal compared to older respondents. Finally, respondents with 10 or
younger children and respondents without children were more supportive of the
park proposal than were respondents with children between the agesof 11 and 17.

Table 15. Support for a Park on Half the Grove Property by Gender and
Neighhorhood - First Ballot Tost

Overall § : Gander . ... :Neighborhood

o f o Mate 5§ Femala JOaxhurst] -Other

" Base - 307 148 159 103 203

N 38 46 4 4

Definitoly support - | o7 | 25.7% | 29.0% | 30.0% 21.3%
‘ : 103 48 55 3 70

Probably support 33.7% | 323% | 349% | a27% | 342%
‘ r 38 20 16 9 27

Probably oppose 1% F 133% | 100% | 83% | 13a%
: 72 ) 2 14 58

Definitaly oppose 2.4% | 267% | 209% | 13.4% | 285%
12 3 9 ) 5

DK/NA 38% | 20% | s6% | 62% | 27%

Table 16. Support for a Park on Half the Grove Property by Age - First Ballot

Test
Overall 290

18-20 | 3099 | 4049 | 5064 ] 65+
Base 307 | 3 [ e3 | 0| sa | 28
Deflnitaly support 27?:% 301.?-/., av’.g% 292.:% 272.’:% 30.87%
Probaly support | /% sa9% 2o aa8% Sy 2%
Probably oppoge - 11:.“7;% 11.47% a.:% 12,.;% 141.:% 7.2%
efinitsly opposs . 2 o P 250% 2% "
DK/NA 3‘15% e.g-/. 1.;% a.g% 2.2% u.:%
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Park Proposal - First Ballot Test

Table 17. Support for a Park on Half the Grove Property by Age of Children -

First Ballot Test
Overall ... MgeofChildren
| <s | s ;
Base 307 62 48 29 53 169
B 84 T 13 5 1 54
Semeanor el aran | 1eax | 272 | 1mow | 209% | azox
s 103 29 17 1 15 53
eromsioport ] sarw | az2w | saew | ssan | 20ax | aves
S 36 5 3 5 9 20
O Y.0pposs. 11.7% § 80% | 65% | 17.1% § 17.6% | 11.7%
72 14 13 ) 16 35
Definitely oppose | 5340 | 203% | 27.0% | 29.0% | 30.1% | 209%
12 2 2 . 1 7
BN 38% | 31% | 37% g 22% | 41%
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08. Now [ would like fo focus on the
option that includes developing a
park and commercial refail
buildings on the one acre vacant
parcel downtown on Marsh Creek
Road befween Main and Center
Streets also known as the Grove. If
you heard that: would
you be more or less likely lo support
the plan to develop a park and
commercial retail buildings on the
Grove property downtown, or would
the information have no effect on
your decision?

Arguments Surrounding Park Proposal

Arguments Surrounding Park Proposal

Question 8 presented respondents with arguments both for and against the proposal to
develop commercial retail buildings on the Grove property to pay for the development and
maintenance of the park. Specifically, respondents were asked to indicate whether they
would be more or less likely to support the proposal for a park on half the Grove property
after hearing each argument, Again, respondents’ answers were coded on the scale of ‘much
more likely’ = +2, ‘somewhat less likely’ = +1, ‘no effect’ = 0, ‘somewhat less likely' = -1,
and ‘much less likely' = -2. The responses were then aggregated to form asupport likelihood
mean. A likelihood mean score of +1 indicates that respondents, overall, were ‘somewhat
more likely’ to support the proposal to develop a park and commercial retail buildings on
the Grove property downtown.

The arguments that had the greatest positive impact on respondents’ support for the pro-
posal to build a park on half the Grove property and developing commercial retail buildings
on the rest of the property were ‘The architectural design of the commercial buildin gs will be
restricted to reserve the traditional appearance of the downtown area’ (0.90), ‘The park por-
tion will still have a gazebo, public restrooms, a water feature, pathways, picnic tables, and
trees’ (0.73), and ‘The park and commercial facilities will bring people to the downtown
area, which may increase local business’ (0.70). The arguments that had a negative impact
on support for the park proposal were ‘Using a portion of the property for commercial retail
will critically limit the space available for a park’ (-0.43) and ‘Using part of the property for
commercial retail will increase traffic congestion in Downtown Clayton’ (-0.29).

Figure 11. Arguments Surrounding Park Proposal

B consistent architectura

B Foatures of park portion

[ Increase local businass

B Tax benefits

Bl Increase traffic congestion

B Umit space for park

""angp
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09. The percentage of the property to
be developed as commercial retail
on the one acre vacant parcel
downtown on Marsh Creek Road
between Main and Center Sireefs
also known as the Grove has not
been decided yel. If you heard that
of the Grove property would
be developed as commercial retai,
would you support or oppose this
plan?

Size of Proposed Park

Size of Proposed Park

In the next question set, respondents were told that the actual percentage of the property that
would be dedicated to commercial retail buildings had not been decided and then they were
asked if they would support or oppose the park proposal after hearing the different possible
sizes of the commercial retail space.

As shown in the figure, an inverse relationship emerged between percen tage of commercial
retail space and support for the park proposal. In other words, support for the park proposal
increased as the size of the commercial retail space decreased. Specifically, 60 percent sup-
ported the proposal at 30 percent, 56 percent supported the proposal at 40 percent, and 53
percent supported the proposal at 50 percent.

Figure 12. Proposed Size of Park

50 percent ; - 237% 29.7% 5.8% 13.3%

— 22.9% 4.5% 14.4% 25.6%

19.6% 4.6% 12.2% 23.0%

30 percent
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T T T T

0% 25% 50% 75% 100%
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Q10. The City of Clayton currently
owns the one acre vacant parcel
downtown on Marsh Creek Road
between Main and Center Sireels
also known as the Grove. The City
does not currently have the funds to
develop a park on this property, nor
does it have the money needed to
maintain the entire property as a
park. Therefore the City is
considering fwo options:

Q10A. To leave the property as it is,

Park Proposal - Second Ballot Tes

Park Proposal - Second Ballot Test

After hearing more information about the proposal regarding the Grove property including
benefits, drawbacks, and different sizes of the commercial/retail development, respondents
were again asked to indicate their support levels for the two options currently being consid-
ered by the City: to leave the property as it is (Q7A and Q10A) or to build a park on at least
half of the property and to have the other portion developed into retail and commercial
buildings (Q7B and Q10B). Again, these two options were presented in an alternating order
to avoid a position bias.

As shown in Figure 13, approximately 39 percent of respondents supported the plan to leave
the Grove property as it is (‘definitely support': 24% and ‘probably support’: 16%). However,
the majority of respondents continued to oppose this option (‘definitely oppose”: 37% and
‘probably oppose’: 20%).

Figure 13. Support Not Changing Grove Property - Second Ballot Test

DK/NA
4.6%

Definitely support
23.5%

Definitely oppose
36.8%

Frobably support
15.6%

Probably oppose
12.5%

Tables 18 through 20 show support for leaving the property as it is by the same sub-
groups as the first ballot test. Whereas at the first ballot test, there were no differ-
ences between genders and neighborhoods with respect to support for leaving the
Grove property as it is, at the second ballot test male respondents and non-
Oakhurst respondents tended to be more supportive of leaving the Grove property as
it is compared to their respective counterparts. In addition, 30 to 64 year old
respondents and respondents with six to 10 year old children were more supportive
of leaving the Grove property as is compared to their respective counterparts.
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Park Proposal - Second Ballot Test

Table 18. Support Not Changing Grove Property by Gender and
Neighhorhood - Second Ballot Test

Gverall § . Gender ;. . . Nelghborhood ;-
L uostg -Male < -Female ‘loﬁk&u;ﬂlﬁ" “0ther:
Base 307 148 159 103 203
I 72 36 38 23 49
Definitely support - | p34% | 203% | 226% | 21.9% | 202%
SR B 2 ) 14 £
Probably support 156% | 16.7% | 146% | 138% | 165%
T 29 3 25 35
Probably oppose . | yoew | 19.6% | 19.5% | 262% | 17.2%
Dettaltols oraces 13 55 58 ) 79
cfinitely oppose 36.8% § 37.4% | 363% | 325% | 3a.8%
14 3 1 7 7
DK/NA 46% | 21% | 70% | 72% | a3%

Table 19. Support Not Changing Grove Property by Age - Second Ballot Test

C Age s

18-29 | 3039 | 4049 | 504 | 65+

Base 37 [ 34 | 63 | s0 | 94 | 26

72 4 9 29 | 23 7

Deflnitaly support 1 o ot | 11.7% | 15.0% | a2.0% | 26.0% | 27.9%
48 6 15 [ 10 [ 17 ¥

Probebly support | yo oo B 17.1% J 20.5% | 11.8% §17.90% | -
6 | o 14 151 16 4

Prabably oppose | g o | s0.2% | 22.1% | 17.3% | 17.3% § 1s.6%
' 1m ] 13 | 23 | 33 | 35 9
Definitaly 0ppose  { 4g gy, | a7.5% | 36.4% | 36.9% | 37.4% | 34.4%
14 1 2 2 3 6

DK/NA 46% | 3.4% | 39% | 23% | 2.4% boo7%

Table 20. Support Not Changing Grove Property by Age of Children - Second

Ballot Tost
Overall Age of Children
<6 | et0 | 13 | 1er N0
Base 307 62 48 29 53 169
72 13 10 7 13 40
Deftaltaly support | 53 40 | 21.0% | 22.0% | 226% | 20.8% | 20.9%
48 8 1 s 9 25
Probably support 15.6% | 138% | 23.2% | 17.3% | 17.6% | 148%
Probabt ‘ 60 15 8 5 12 28
robably opposa 19.6% | 248% | 17.0% | 17.4% | 22.1% | 16.7%
13 23 18 12 17 )
Deflnltely opposs | s aw | a7.9% | 37.7% | ae5% | aze% | ss.0%
14 1 - 1 2 1
DK/NA a6% | 1. . 20% | 39% | e6%
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010B. To build a park on at least
half of the property and to have the
other portion developed into retail
and commercial buildings which
would generate the money needed to
maintain the park.

Park Proposal - Second Ballot Test

The majority of respondents continued to be supportive of the proposal to develop a park and
commercial/retail buildings at the Grove property (‘definitely support’: 34% and ‘probably
support': 26%). Alternatively, 26 percent definitely opposed the plan and 10 percent probably
opposed the plan. There was not a significant increase in support from the first to second
ballot test. However, respondents remained more supportive of the park proposal than they
were of leaving the Grove property as it is.

Figure 14. Support for a Park on Half the Grove Property - Second Ballot Test

DKI/NA
3.6%

Definitely oppose

26.1% Definitely support

34.3%

Probably oppose
10.1%

Probably support
25.8%

Similar to the first ballot tests, respondents who opposed leaving the Grove property
as is generally supported the park proposal (79%) and respondents who supported
leaving the Grove property s is generally opposed the park proposal (65%). Finally,
a larger percentage of respondents who supported leaving the Grove property as it is
also supported the park proposal compared to the percentage of respondents who

opposed leaving the Grove property but also opposed the park proposal (34% and
19%, respectively).

Table 21. Support for a Park on Half the Grove Property by Support for Not
Changing Grove Property - Second Ballot Test

Dverall Second Ballot Test- No Change
Support § Oppose | DK/NA
Base 307 120 173 14
Definitely suppart 3;.025% 141.;% as::% 22.:13%
Probably support 25:.’2% 192.:% 295.';% 35.5 4%
Probably oppose 103.:1‘,% 132;1. s.g% s.;v.
Definitely oppose 2:?% 4;3% sa?i% a,;%
DK/MNA 3.1511'. 1_2% 2 g'.a 271-/.
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Park Proposal - Second Ballot Test

The following tables show support levels for the park proposal by 2 variety of sub-
groups. Female respondents and Oakhurst respondents continued to be the most
supportive of the park proposal compared to male respondents and respondents not
living in Oakhurst, respectively. In addition, 50 to 64 year old respondents, respon-
dents with six to 10 year old children, and respondents without children were the
most supportive of the park proposal compared to their respective counterparts.

Table 22. Support for a Park on Half the Grove Property by Gender and
Neighborhood - Second Ballot Test

Overall G W g d

TR Mate Female ' Oskhu “QOther

-:Base - 307 148 1589 103 209
e 108 48 57 2 &2

Definltaly support 1 o420 | 329% | 380 | ar1% | som%
79 34 a5 29 50

Probably support 258% | 23.1% | 209% | 282% | 206%
3 21 1 9 22

Prabably oppose 103% | 139% | 68% | 9.1% | 109%
} 80 3 42 17 )

Definitaly 0ppose | 2610, | 260% | 262% | 166% | s09%
11 7 4 5 6

DK/NA 36% | a1% | 26% | a7 | 30%

Table 23. Support for a Park on Half the Grove Property by Age - Second

Ballot Test
Overall Age

13-29 | 30-39 | 4040 ] 5064 | 65+
Base 307 | o % | ss | 26
Definitaly support 3102; :n’.:‘,% 27.8% 343;% 40:?:% 31;%
Probably support 257:% 27.92% 22% 201.?% 2:?% 2770%
Probably oppose 10:.,:‘;% 20.74% 12?0% 10?1% e:% 7.2%
Deflnitoly opposs | '3, 7% arew | 3as 20 1% 1oo%
DK/NA aex 2 | an 2% v2% | reen
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Park Proposal - Second Ballot Test

Table 24. Support for a Park on Half the Grove Property by Age of Children -
Second Ballot Test

Overall Age of Children
<6 | &0 | 1113 | 14
Base 307 62 48 29 53 169
SR 105 15 17 10 7 63
Definltely supPort | 302u | 24.6% | ss.e% | 229% | sz.a% | ara%
T 79 20 12 7 8 44
Probably support  § oo o | arew | 258% | 269% | 15.0% | 261%
> 31 4 5 5 9 15
Probably oppose 103% | 108% | 9.9% | 166% | 17.1% | se%
: 80 16 T 7 17 42
Definitely oppose o5 1o | o6.a% | 22.9% | 22.1% | 32.6% | 247%
11 4 3 1 1 -1
DIIEA 36% | 65% | 63% | 35% | 22% | 29%
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Q12. What is your level of concern
Jor landslides and/or soil movement
in your neighborhood? Would you
say you have a high, medium, or
low level of concern that a major
landslide and/or soil movement will
occur in your neighborhood in the
next five years?

GHAD Proposal

GHAD Proposal

In this section, the results from the series of questions only asked of Oakburst residents
regarding the possible GHAD assessment increase are presented. The first question in this
series asked respondents about their level of concern for landslides and/or soil movement in
their neighborhood.

As shown in Figure 15, almost 38 percent of Oakhurst respondents had a high level of con-
cern, 23 percent had a medium level of concern and 38 percent had a low level of concern
that a landslide and/or soil movement will occur in their neighborhood in the next five

years,

Figure 15. Likelihood of Landslide/Soil Movement

Low
37.9%

DK/NA
1.0%

Medium
23.3%

High
37.9%

As shown in Table 25, a consistent pattern did not emerge between level of concern for a
landslide/soil movement and length of residence.

Table 25. Likelihood of Landslide/Soil Movement by Length of Residence

Ovarall Length of Residence
1to<5 |5to<10§ 1010 < 15 +
<1year years | years |15years| years
Base 103 8 53 28 11 4
i 39 2 22 1 3 2
9 38.1% | 23.5% § 40.8% | 39.8% | 26.4% | s0.0%
24 2 10 11 2
Madium 233% | 255% | 18.3% | a72% | 18.1%
2 39 4 22 7 5 2
i 37.6% | 51.0% | 40.9% | 23.0% | 45.8% | s0.0%
1 1
DKINA 1.0% 9.7%
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Q13. All property owners in the
Oakburst area are part of a
Geological hazard abatement
district, also known as GHAD. In
order to help repair the landslide
and/or soil movement damage
caused by past storms and reduce
the risk future landslides and/or soil
movement, Oakburst residents have
been discussing a proposal to have
the property owners in Oakburst
increase their yearly GHAD
assessment. The amount of the
assessment increase will vary
depending on the location of the
parcel and lot size, but the increase
in amount will likely range between
$65 and $180 per parcel per year
Would you support this proposal?

GHAD Proposal

After describing the GHAD assessment briefly, Question 13 asked respondents to indicate their
support for increasing their GHAD assessment. As shown in Figure 16, 46 percent of respon-
dents supported an GHAD assessment increase and 42 percent opposed the assessment. In
addition, a larger percentage of respondents indicated that they would definitely oppose the
GHAD assessment increase compared to the percentage of respondents who would ‘definitely
support’ the GHAD assessment increase.

Figure 16. Support for GHAD Assessment Increase

DKINA
11.5% Definitely support
221%
Definitely oppose
30.8%
Probably support
24.0%

Probably oppose
11.5%

Concern for a landslide/soil movement s related to support for a GHAD assessment increase,
Specifically, respondents who had a high concern for a landslide/soil movement were most
likely to indicate that they would definitely support a GHAD assessment increase. Conversely,
respondents who reported a low concern for a landslide/soil movement were most likely to
indicate that they would definitely oppose a GHAD assessment increase. F inally, respondents
who had a medium concern for a landslide/soil movement were most likely to indicate that
they would ‘probably support’ or ‘definitely oppose’ a GHAD assessment increase.

Table 26. Support for GHAD Assessment Increase by Concern for Landslide/
Soil Movement

Qverall Concern for
Landslide/Soil Movement
High {Medium} Low
Base 103 39 24 39
23 14 2 7
Definitely support | o5 0o | as.s% | 7.4% | 18.0%
25 8 3 8
Probably support 23.9% | 211% | 35.8% | 19.9%
12 8 2 2
Prabably oppose 2% | 19.2% | s6% | s.0%
32 7 8 17
Definitely appose 311% | 17.0% | 32.1% | 42.9%
12 3 4 5
DK/NA 18% | 7.2% | 180% | 142%
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Q14. If you knew that the landslicle
andlor soil movement problem still
exists and could occur in any part

of Oakburst, would you support or

oppose this proposal?

GHAD Proposal

[n the next question, respondents were asked again about their support for the GHAD assess-
ment increase after it was emphasized that the problem of landslides and/or soil movement
still exists and could occur in any part of Oakhurst. As shown in Figure 17, emphasizing that
the problem of landslide/soil movement still could occur in any Oakhurst neighborhood had
a positive impact on support for the GHAD assessment increase. Specifically, support for the
GHAD assessment increased nine percentage points from 46 to 55 percent after the fact that
the problem still exists was emphasized. The greatest movement occurred out of the defi-
nitely oppose and the ‘Don’t Know’ category (i.e., 5-6%).

Figure 17. Support for GHAD Assessment Increase: Emphasis

DKINA

L7

8.8% Definitely support
9,
Definitely oppose 27.2%
25.2%
Probably oppose
12.6% Probably support

28.2%

The following tables examine support for a GHAD assessment increase after emphasizing
that landslides/soil movement could occur in any part of Oakhurst by initial concern for
landslides/soil movement and initial support for a GHAD assessment increase. After it was
emphasized that landslides/soil movement could occur in any part of Oakhurst, respondents
who had a high concern for landslides/soil movements were even more supportive of the
GHAD assessment increase (73% and 57%, respectively). Although explicitly telling respon-
dents that landslides/soil movement could occur in any part of Oakhurst had an effect, it did
not have the same effect on all respondents. Specifically, a lower percentage of respondents
who reported having a medium or low concern for a landslide/soil movement would defi-
nitely oppose the measure after the potential for landslides/soil movement was emphasized
compared to before this emphasis (medium concern: 32% and 24%, respectively; low con-
cern: 43% and 36%, respectively). However, there was still differences in support for the GHAD
assessment increase according to initial levels of concern.
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GHAD Proposal

Table 27. Support for GHAD Assessment Increaso:

Landslide/Scil Movement

Emphasis by Concern for

..:.:",’.;;“
HEew -
39
Do aieb e 8
Dofinitely support © | o7 % | a2.6% | 11.7% | 22.6%
2 N 29 12 8 10
Probably support | 5 3% | 30.2% | 22.1% | 269%
RN, 13 5 ) 2
Probably oppose . | 1oas | 12.5% | 25.9% | 4o
B AR P S PR TSP 26 [ 6 14
Definltsly 0ppose " ¥ ocsw | 14.7% | 20.5% | 3s.6%
B 7 . 2 5
CDKINA 63% | - | 7.4% | 2%

Table 28. Support for GHAD Assessment Increase: Emphasis by Support for
GHAD Assessment Increase (Q13)

Overall "GHZD assessment . .
Definitoly} Probably &gﬁlﬂpqﬂn!ﬂy [ okmA
Bae wl s sl el =%
Detintaly support - | %3, srsn o 7% 6% 15e%
Prabably Support . zaz.g% &:% 721.3% 41.%% 2.;% 302%
Probably oppose 121:% . 7.:% 51 .sa% 121)% ) ;-,s
Dafinltely opposa 25??% . 2% . 75?;% 7.:'4%
DKNA a% . a6% . 3.;% sro%
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Q15. Thinking about City events
and news, are you generally
satisfied or dissatisfied with the City’s
efforts to communicate with Clayton
residents?

016. What information sources do
You use to find out about City news,
information and programming?

City-Resident Communication

City-Resident Communication

Question 15 was the first of a series of questions designed to assess the effectiveness of the
City's efforts to communicate with its residents. It asked respondents whether they were satis-
fied or dissatisfied with the City’s efforts to communicate with Clayton residents. As shown in
Figure 18, the vast majority of respondents were satisfied with the City’s communication
efforts (‘very satisfied’: 46% and ‘somewhat satisfied’: 39%). Approximately eight percent
were ‘somewhat dissatisfied” and another four percent were ‘very dissatisfied” with the City’s
efforts to communicate with Clayton residents. Finally, two percent did not know their level
of satisfaction with the City's efforts to communicate with Clayton residents.

Figure 18. Satisfaction with City’s Communication Efforts

DK/NA
Very dissatisfled 2.3%
3.9%

Somewhat dissatisfied
8.1%

Very satisfied
46.3%

Somewhat satisfied
39.4%

Respondents were next asked to indicate the information sources they used to find out about
City news, local information, and programming. It is important to note that respondents
were allowed to provide multiple responses. The total percentage of responses shown below,
therefore, exceeds 100 percent.

As shown in Figure 19, the Claylon Pioneer was the predominant source that respondents
used to find out about local news and programming (59%), followed by the City Newsletter
(48%) and the Contra Costa Times (26%). A smaller number of respondents reported using
the Concord Transcript (8%) and ‘Friends/Acquaintances’ (7%).
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Q17. Do you currently have access
lo the Internet?

City-Resident Communication

Figure 19. Ranking of Information Sources
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Respondents were next asked if they or members or their household had access to the Inter-

net. As shown in the figure below, 94 percent of respondents reported having access to the
Internet and seven percent did not have access to the Internet.

Figure 20. Internet Access

No
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City-Resident Communication

018. Would you be interested in The follow-up questions asked respondents with Internet access whether they would be inter-
reading the City's newsletter on fhe ested in reading the City’s newsletter on the Internet, As shown in F igure 21, 54 percent had
Internel? an interest in reading the City’s newsletter on the Internet,

Figure 21. Interest in Online City Newsletter
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Q11. Next, [would like to ask you a
Jew questions about a different
property. The City of Clayton owns a
vacant property across from the new
[ire station at Clayton Road and
Cenfer Sireet that is zoned for
commercial use. The City has
considered selling the property to
raise money for other services. We'd
like to know what types of
development you would support on
this property. Would you support:
?

Other Issues

Other Issues

Respondents were also asked their opinion regarding what type of development they would
support on another City owned vacant property. Respondents were asked whether they would
support six different options. Again the options were presented in a random order to avoid
systematic position bias.

As shown in Figure 22, respondents were most supportive of building a restaurant on the
vacant property across from the new fire station at Clayton Road and Center Street (65%),
followed by building commercial retail space (51%). Conversely, respondents were least sup-
portive of building a full service gas station with a convenience store and mechanic shop

(19%).

Figure 22. Support for Different Development Options

building a restaurant |
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retail space

building a full-service
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Q1. How long you have lived in the
City of Clayton?

Q4. Do you have any children
living in your household?

Demographic Information

Demographic Information

Figures 23 through 30 graphically present the demographic and behavioral information col-
lected in the survey. Some of the information was gathered by directly asking respondents in
the survey (e.g., age of children), whereas other information was collected from the Califor-
nia voter file (e.g., age, partisanship, household party type). Although the primary motiva-
tion for collecting the demographic and behavioral information was to provide a better
insight into how responses to the substantive questions of the survey vary across various voter
subgroups, the information is also useful for better understanding the profile of the City of
Clayton electorate.

Figure 23. Length of Residence

<1year
52%

15 + years
254% 1to < 5years

30.6%

10 to < 15 years
14.0%

S5to < 10years
24.8%

Figure 24. Age of Children

No children
46.8%
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Demographic Information

OB. Gender Figure 25. Gender
Female Male
0OC. Age Figure 26. Age
65+ 18-29
8.5% 1.1%
50-64
30-39
30.6% 20.5%
40-49
29.3%
0D. Party Figure 27. Party
DTS
Other 9.8%
3.9%
Democrat
39.1%
Republican
47.2%
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Demographic Information

QF Times Voled (in last eight Figure 28. Times Voted
elections)
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QH. Housebold Party Type

QL. Neighborhood

Demographic Information

Figure 30. Household Party Type

Figure 31. Neighborhood

M Rep2+
B Dem2+
. Dem & Rep
B Rep1
M Dem1
H Mixed
B Demaoth
B othae

W o1

Oakhurst

33.7%

Other
66.3%
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Godbe Research & Analysis Time Began
April 2001 Time Ended
Preliminary Toplines Cluster #

CITY OF CLAYTON VOTER SURVEY

Hello. May | speak with . Hello, my name is and I'm calling on
behalf of GRA, a public opinion research firm. We’re conducting a survey concerning
some important issues the voters in your area may be facing and we'd like to get your
opinions, it should just take a few minutes of your time.

(IF NEEDED) This is a survey only and | am not selling anything.

(IF THE PERSON ASKS WHY YOU ONLY WANT TO TALK TO THE INDIVIDUAL
LISTED ON THE SAMPLE, OR ASKS IF THEY ARE ABLE TO PARTICIPATE
INSTEAD OF THE INDIVIDUAL, THEN SAY: “I'm sorry, but for statistical purposes this
survey must only be completed by this particular individual®)

MANNN NNV NN NN NN
1. How many years have you been living in the City of Clayton?

Less than 1 year 5%
1 year, less than 5 years 31%
5 years, less than 10 years 25%
10 years, less than 15 years 14%
15 years or more 25%
DK/NA 0%

2. Overall, are you satisfied or dissatisfied with the job the City of Clayton is doing to
provide City services and maintain public facilities? (GET ANSWER, THEN ASK:)
Would that be very (satisfied/dissatisfied) or somewhat (satisfied/dissatisfied)?

Very satisfied 49% (Ask Q3, then Q5)
Somewhat satisfied 39% (Ask Q3, then Q5)
Somewhat dissatisfied 5% (Ask Q4, then Q5)
Very dissatisfied 3% (Ask Q4, then Q5)
(DON'T READ) DK/NA ' 4% (Skip to Q5)

City of Clayton Tracking Survey Godbe Research & Analysis
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3. Is there a specific reason why you are satisfied with the job the City of Clayton is
doing to provide City services and maintain public facilities? (RECORD FIRST TWO
RESPONSES)

Good law enforcement 3%
Responsive/effective City government ------ 13%
Good community 4%
Friendly residents 1%
Small town/rural 7%
Controlling growth 3%
Roads well maintained 6%
Parks, recreation facilities well maintained --- 5%
Clean City 5%
Beautiful City 4%
Public landscaping is well kept ----------------—- 5%
Revitalizing downtown 4%
New library 3%
General positive 24%
No specific reason 17%
Other 10%
DK/NA 7%

4. |s there a specific reason why you are dissatisfied with the job the City of Clayton is
doing to provide City services and maintain public facilities? (RECORD FIRST TWO
RESPONSES)

Oakhurst favoritism 4%
Better use of resources 25%
Cleanliness 11%
Non-responsiveness 11%
Other City services 24%
Traffic - 5%
Lack of help for Oakhurst 12%
Other 5%
DK/NA 24%
City of Clayton Tracking Survey Godbe Research & Analysis
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5. Next, I'm going to ask you about a number of specific services provided by the City
of Clayton. For each service | read, please tell me whether the service is very important
to you, somewhat important, not too important, or not at all important.

Here’s the (first/next) one: . (READ FIRST RANDOMLY SELECTED
ITEM) Do you think this service is very important, somewhat important, not too
important, or not at all important? (CONTINUE IN RANDOM ORDER UNTIL ALL
ITEMS ARE READ)

Not Not (DONT
RANDOMIZE Very Swt Too At All READ)

imp Imp Imp Imp DK/NA

()A. Reducing crime 66% ---- 24% 7% 2% <1%
()B. Keeping the streets clean -------- 52% ---- 40% 5% 3%-=-===- <1%
()C. Developing recreational

programs 32% -=-- 44% 15% % 1%

()D. Improving traffic enforcement ---39% ---- 36% 18% 7% 1%
( )E. Improving the appearance of street

and median landscaping----------41% ---- 43% 11% 4%------- <1%

()F. Maintaining the major streets in

Clayton 70% -=-- 26% 3% 1% 1%
()G. Providing trash services----------- 76% ---- 16% 3% 4% 1%
()H. Increasing the number of hours

the Clayton Community Library

is open 32% ---- 41% 16% 9% 2%
()I.  Providing yard waste services---43% ---- 39% 9% 7% 2%
()J. Preventing local tax increases --54% ---- 32% 7% % 2%
()K. Maintaining streets in residential

neighborhoods 63% ---- 33% 2% <1% 1%
()L. Providing recycling services ----- 53% ---- 32% 9% 5% 1%
( )M. Preventing local storm and landslide

damage 54% ---- 30% 8% 7% 1%
()N. Improving existing park and

recreation facilities ---------------- 36% ---- 43% 12% 8% 1%
()O. Providing street sweeping

services 31% ---- 45% 16% 7% 1%
City of Clayton Tracking Survey Godbe Research & Analysis
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6. For the same list of services | just read I'd like you to tell me how satisfied you are
with the job the City is doing to provide the service.

Would you say that you are satisfied or dissatisfied with the City's efforts to

(READ RANDOMLY SELECTED ITEM FIRST:) Would that be very
(satisfied/dissatisfied) or somewnhat (satisfied/dissatisfied)? (REPEAT IN RANDOM
ORDER UNTIL ALL ITEMS ARE READ)

(DON'T
RANDOMIZE Very Swt Swt Very READ)
Satis. Satis. Dissat. Dissat. DK/NA
()JA. Reduce crime 60% ---- 32% 2% 1% 5%
()B. Keep the streets clean------------- 55% ---- 38% 2% 3% 3%
()C. Develop recreational programs -21% ---- 39% 15% 3% 21%
()D. Improve traffic enforcement------ 38% ---- 43% 8% 5% 6%
()E. Improve the appearance of street
and median landscaping -------- 54% ---- 36% 3% 4% 2%
()F. Maintain the major streets in
Clayton 52% ---- 38% 7% 3% 1%
()G. Provide trash services -=----====--- 52% ---- 35% 4% 4% 5%
()H. Increase the number of hours
the Clayton Community Library
is open 21% ----41% 13% 6% 19%
()I. Provide yard waste services -----46% ---- 39% 7% 2% 7%
()J. Prevent local tax increases------- 22% ---- 47% 13% 7% 12%
()K. Maintain streets in residential
neighborhoods 45% ---- 41% 7% 5% 3%
()L. Provide recycling services-------- 45% ---- 36% 8% 5% 6%
( )M. Prevent local storm and landslide
damage 25% ---- 44% 9% Y% 17%
()N. Improve existing park and
recreation facilities -----=-=-===--- 41% ---- 41% 8% 2% 8%
()O. Provide street sweeping
services 43% ---- 43% 2% 6% 6%
City of Clayton Tracking Survey Godbe Research & Analysis
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Residents in the City of Clayton have been discussing a variety of proposals related to
City facilities and services. For the next few minutes, I'd like to ask you some questions
about some of these proposals.

7. The City of Clayton currently owns the one-acre vacant parcel downtown on Marsh
Creek Road between Main and Center streets also known as the Grove. The City does
not currently have the funds needed to develop a park on this property, nor does it have
the money needed to maintain the entire property as a park. Therefore the City is
considering two options. For each option | read, please tell me whether you would
support or oppose it. Here is the (first/next) proposal:

RANDOMIZE

()A.To leave this property as it is. If asked to vote on this proposal today, would you
support or oppose this proposal? (GET ANSWER, THEN ASK:) Would that be

definitely (support/oppose) or probably (support/oppose)?

Definitely support 20%
Probably support 18%
Probably oppose 19%
Definitely oppose 37%
(DON'T READ) DK/NA 6%

()B.To build a park on at least half of the property and to have the other portion
developed into commercial and retail buildings which would generate the money
needed to maintain the park. If asked to vote on this proposal today, would you
support or oppose this proposal? (GET ANSWER, THEN ASK:) Would that be
definitely (support/oppose) or probably (support/oppose)?

Definitely support 27%
Probably support 34%
Probably oppose 12%
Definitely oppose 23%
(DON'T READ) DK/NA 4%
City of Clayton Tracking Survey Godbe Research & Analysis
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8. Now, | would like to focus on the option that includes developing a park and

commercial retail buildings on the one acre vacant parcel downtown on Marsh

Creek Road between Main and Center streets also known as the Grove.

If you heard that:

, (READ RANDOMLY SELECTED ITEM

FIRST, THEN ASK:) would you be more or less likely to support the plan to
develop a park and commercial retail buildings on the Grove property downtown,

or would the information have no effect on your decision? (GET ANSWER, THEN
ASK:) Would that be much (more likely/ less likely) or somewhat (more likely/less
likely)? (CONTINUE IN RANDOM ORDER UNTIL ALL ITEMS ARE READ)

RANDOMIZE Much Swt

More
Likely

()A. The park portion will still have a
gazebo, public restrooms, a
water feature, pathways,

Less
Likel

More
Likely

Swt Much
Less No
Likely  Effect

picnic tables, and trees --- 36% 25%
()B. By developing a portion of the property
for commercial retail use, the City
will receive sales and property
28%

5% 10% 23%

8% 10% 20%

tax revenues 32%
()C. The park and commercial facilities

will bring people to the

downtown area, which may
27%

9% 10% 17%

increase local business-- 35%
()D. Using part of the property for

commercial retail will increase

traffic congestion in Downtown

Clayton 12% 13%

14% 26% 33%

()E. The architectural design of the
commercial buildings will be
restricted to preserve the
traditional appearance of the

26%

17%

downtown area 42%

()F. Using a portion of the property for
commercial retail will critically
limit the space available for

a park 14% 11%

5% 8%

19% 31% 22%

2%

3%

2%

2%

1%

3%

City of Clayton Tracking Survey
05/16/01
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9. The percentage of the property to be developed as commercial retail on the one
acre vacant parcel downtown on Marsh Creek Road between Main and Center streets
also known as the Grove has not been decided yet.

If you heard that (READ ITEM A FIRST) of the Grove property would be
developed as commercial retail, would you support or oppose this plan? (GET
ANSWER, THEN ASK:) Would that be definitely (support/oppose) or probably
(support/oppose)

DO NOT RANDOMIZE Definitely Probably Probably Definitely  (DON'T READ)
support support oppose oppose DK/NA

A. 50 percent 24% 30% 13% 28% 6%

B. 40 percent 33% 23% 14% 26% 5%

C. 30 percent 41% 20% 12% 23% 5%

Now that you have heard more about the options, I'd like to read them to you again:

10. The City of Clayton currently owns the one-acre vacant parcel downtown on Marsh
Creek Road between Main and Center streets also known as the Grove. The City does
not currently have the funds needed to develop a park on this property, nor does it have
the money needed to maintain the entire property as a park. Therefore the City is
considering two options. For each option | read, please tell me whether you would
support or oppose it. Here is the (first/next) proposal:

RANDOMIZE

()A.To leave this property as it is. If asked to vote on this proposal today, would you
support or oppose this proposal? (GET ANSWER, THEN ASK:) Would that be
definitely (support/oppose) or probably (support/oppose)?

Definitely support 23%
Probably support 16%
Probably oppose 20%
Definitely oppose 37%
(DON'T READ) DK/NA 5%
City of Clayton Tracking Survey Godbe Research & Analysis
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()B.To build a park on at least half of the property and to have the other portion
developed into commercial and retail buildings which would generate the money
needed to maintain the park. If asked to vote on this proposal today, would you
support or oppose this proposal? (GET ANSWER, THEN ASK:) Would that be

definitely (support/oppose) or probably (support/oppose)?

Definitely support 34%
Probably support 26%
Probably oppose 10%
Definitely oppose 26%
(DON'T READ) DK/NA 4%

11. Next I'd like to ask you a few questions about a different property. The City of
Clayton owns a vacant property across from the new fire station at Clayton
Road and Center Street that is zoned for commercial use. The City has
considered selling the property to raise money for other services. We'd like to
know what types of development you would support on this property.

Would you support: ? (RANDOMIZE ITEMS)
Yes No DK/NA
()A. leaving the lot vacant 48% 45% 7%
()B. building office space 43% 50% ===---- 8%
()C. building commercial retail space 51% 42% -=--=-- 6%
()D. building a restaurant 65% 31% ----=-- 5%
( )E. building a full-service gas station with

a convenience store and mechanic
shop 19% 76% ------- 5%

(ASK Q’S 12, 13 AND 14 OF OAKHURST VOTERS ONLY)

12. What is your level of concern for landslides and/or soil movement in your
neighborhood? Would you say you have a high, medium, or low level of concern
that a major landslide and/or soil movement will occur in your neighborhood in the
next five years?

High concern 38%
Medium concern 23%
Low concern 38%
(DON'T READ) DK/NA 1%
City of Clayton Tracking Survay Godba Research & Analysis
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13. All property owners in the Oakhurst area are part of a geological hazard abatement

14.

15.

district, also know as GHAD (G-HAD). In order to help repair the landslide and/or
soil movement damage caused by past storms and reduce the risk of future
landslides and/or soil movement, Oakhurst residents have been discussing a
proposal to have the property owners in Oakhurst increase their yearly GHAD
assessment. The amount of the assessment increase will vary depending on the
location of the parcel and the lot size, but the increase amount will likely range
between $65 and $180 per parcel per year.

Would you support or oppose this proposal? (GET ANSWER, THEN ASK:) Would
that be definitely (support/oppose) or probably (support/oppose)?

Definitely support 22%
Probably support 24%
Probably oppose 11%
Definitely oppose 31%
(DON'T READ) DK/NA _ 12%

If you knew that the landslide and/or soil movement problem still exists and could
occur in any part of Oakhurst, would you support or oppose this proposal? (GET
ANSWER, THEN ASK:) Would that be definitely (support/oppose) or probably
(support/oppose)?

Definitely support 28%
Probably support 28%
Probably oppose 12%
Definitely oppose 26%
(DON'T READ) DK/NA 6%

Thinking about City events and news, are you generally satisfied or dissatisfied
with the City’s efforts to communicate with Clayton residents? (GET ANSWER,
THEN ASK:) Would that be very (satisfied/dissatisfied) or somewhat
(satisfied/dissatisfied)?

Very satisfied : 46%
Somewhat satisfied e 40%
Somewhat dissatisfied 8%
Very dissatisfied 4%
(DON'T READ) DK/NA 2%
City of Clayton Tracking Survey Godbe Research & Analysis
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16. What information sources do you use to find out about City news, information and
programming? (DON'T READ LIST, RECORD FIRST TWO RESPONSES)

Contra Costa Times 26%
City Newsletter 48%
Concord Transcript 8%
Clayton Pioneer 59%
Friends/Acquaintances 7%
City Council Meetings (in person)------=-=--=--- 3%
Televised City Council Meetings -------s====-=-- 2%
Radio 1%
Television News 2%
(CBCA) Clayton Business and County
Association 2%
Internet 1%
Flyers at City Facilities 1%
Other (Do not specify) 1%
(DON'T READ) DK/NA 1%

17. Do you currently have access to the Internet?

Yes 94% (Ask Q18)
No 7% (Skip to QA)
DK/NA 0% (Skip to QA)

18. Would you be interested in reading the City’s newsletter on the Internet?

Yes 54%
No 45%
(DON'T READ) DK/NA 1%

Now, just a few questions for background purposes.

A. Do you have any children (READ FIRST ITEM) living in your household?
(CONTINUE UNTIL ALL ITEMS ARE READ) '
Yes No
(a) under the age of six 20% 80%
(b) between six and 10----------- 16% ---------- 85%
(c) between 11 and 13 -=--------- 10% ~--------- 90%
(d) between 14 and 17 ---==---=-- 17% ==-=ennm- 83%
City of Clayton Tracking Survey Godbe Research & Analysis
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That’s all | have. This survey is being conducted for the City of Clayton. Thanks

for participating.
B. Gender:
Male 48%
Female 52%
FROM SAMPLE SHEET
C. Age:
18-29 years 11%
30-39 years 21%
40-49 years 29%
50-64 years 31%
65+ years 8%
Not coded 0%
D. Party:
Democrat 39%
Republican 47%
Other 4%
DTS 10%
E. Voting History: Voted Not Voted
Voted 6/94 29% 71%
Voted 11/94 50% 50%
Voted 3/96 38% 62%
Voted 11/96 57% 43%
Voted 6/98 50% 50%
Voted 11/98 63% 37%
Voted 3/00 66% 34%
Voted 11/00 92% 8%

INTERVIEWERS: PLEASE COUNT THE NUMBER OF TIMES VOTED IN E.

F. Times Voted:

10f8 : 16%
20f8 8%
3of8 9%
40f8 9%
50f8 9%
6 of 8 9%
70f8 16%
8 of 8 16%
Never voted 6%
City of Clayton Tracking Survey Godbe Research & Analysis
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G. Absentee Voter:
Votedin1of 8

12%

6%

Voted in 2 of 8

Voted in 3 of 8
Voted in 4 of 8

5%
3%

Voted in 5 of 8

3%

Voted in 6 of 8

2%

Voted in 7 of 8
Voted in 8 of 8

3%
0%

67%

Never voted absentee

H. Hslid. Party Type:

Democrat (1)

10%
15%

Democrat (2+)

12%

Republican (1)

23%

Republican (2+)

4%

Other (1)

Other (2)

4%
15%

Democrat & Republican
Democrat & Other

8%

Mixed

10%

I Neighborhood
Neighborhood 1

66%

Neighborhood 2 (Oakhurst)
J. ZIP CODE (REQUIRED)

34%

K. PRECINCT NUMBERS (REQUIRED)

NAME

ADDRESS

PHONE

DATE OF INTERVIEW

INTERVIEWER:

VALIDATED BY

NUMBER:

City of Clayton Tracking Survey
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