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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
The 2008 Public Opinion Survey on Services and Inf&trathcona County was
undertaken in December 2008 to obtain perceptionshe quality of life of residents
living in Sherwood Park and rural parts of Strattc&ounty. This is the eleventh year
that a formal satisfaction study of residents hesnbconducted. Overall, the following

information was extracted from the data:

1. Residents of Strathcona County continue to have pesitive perceptions toward the
quality of life that they have for themselves and their families, particularly since
almost all of the people interviewed would recomth&trathcona County as a place
to live. With respect to four broad aspects a lifi Strathcona Countg place to
raise children was the highest overall (86.6% rated very highhigh). This was
followed bya safe community (74.4% rated very high or high)alancing needs and
interests of people living throughout the County (60.8% rated very fair or fair) arntle
quality of the natural environment (59.2% rated very high or high).

2. The positive views that people had toward the gvin the County as a whole
extended to the general satisfaction level for g&cHic services offered by County
staff. The overall results are shown in Figureghfough E. Services that residents
were particularly rated highly includdtre & ambulance services (Figure A) the
indoor recreation facilities, parks, green spaces and sports fields and the County
Library (Figure B) The services that received lower satisfaction gatiwerepermit
& inspection services, land use planning (Figure D) and winter road maintenance
(Figure E). Even here, residents still tendechte these services as “average” rather
than “low.” The rating of services by residentsstlgear is very similar to findings
from 2007. Please note that the ratings of sommeices may be dependent on
whether residents lived in urban or rural Stratlec@ounty and/or whether residents
actually used a particular service. Details obthgpes of breakdowns can be found

in the main body of the report.
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FIGURE A
Overall Ratings of Different County Services — Helmg Services in 2008
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FIGURE B
Overall Ratings of Different County Services — Re@ation, Library & Volunteer
Information Services in 2008
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FIGURE C
Overall Ratings of Different County Services — Wa& & Water Services in 2008
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FIGURE D
Overall Ratings of Different County Services — Diférent Inspection, Planning and
Land Related Services in 2008
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3.

FIGURE E

Overall Ratings of Different County Services — Roadork and Transit Services in

2008
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It should be noted that in this survey, as in presiyears, when residents rated all 18
services, there were no additional questions aakedt other aspects of these County
services. Individual departments can utilize #sults from this survey as an overall
perceptual measurement. In addition, individugadaments may wish to consider
customized detailed surveys in order to get feeklihan the users and/or residents
in the County on specific aspects of their depantsieand many departments are

doing this now as the need arises.

Residents were generally satisfied with the qualityew residential, commercial and
industrial developments in the County, with thehasgt level of satisfaction resting
evenly between commercial developments (46.986y high/high ratings) and
residential developments (46.8%ry high/high ratings), while 36.6% of residents
gave industrial developments a positive rating @& The majority of people felt
that the_quantityf commercial and industrial developments in tleai@y was about
right at the present time. However, a large pesggniof residents (42.3%) felt that
there may be too many residential developmentsraoguwithin the County as of
2008. These findings have been similar to thosendoin previous satisfaction

surveys conducted by the County since 1999.
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5.

In terms of perceived value of services for thedakars paid, it was found that the
perception that one is gettimgod or very good value for the tax dollars is holding
steady among urban residents compared to previeassy The percentage of
residents who felt this way was 47.8% in 2008, Wwhias slightly lower than how
residents felt in 2007 (50.3%), 2006 (52.6%) and=2(55.2%).

In terms of perceived value of services for thedakars paid, there was much greater
dissatisfaction among rural residents, and thieepahas not changed over the past 5
years of tracking this item. For rural residenti® perception that one is gettiggod

or very good value for the tax dollars was 29.1%, which is cdesibly lower than
what was reported for urban residents. From a iingcgerspective, this finding for
2008 is almost identical to what was reported i072(However, the percentage of
rural residents who believe they are gettpwpr or very poor value for their tax
dollars was 30.9%, which is higher than the levaliesatisfaction reported in 2007
(29.2%) and 2006 (24.6%).

It can be seen in Figure F that ratings of Coutd$f ®n the provision of services to
the public were favorable on all aspects of serdmigvery, particularlycourtesy. The
positive ratings for each of these were slightlyhier for each of the ratings found in
the previous 2006 and 2007 surveys with the exaeptif ability to help, which
dropped slightly this year. It should be notedt tthee approval ratings are ranging
between 70% and 74% for each type of interacti@dbcur between staff and the

public (with the exception afourtesy, which is just over 80%).
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FIGURE F
Quality of Services provided by County Staff -200&Results
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8. Residents were asked to rate some existing soofce$ormation about Strathcona
County. In 2008, most of the methods received tpasiratings from residents
(County website, newspapers, info via the utility bill, and newsletters or brochures).
Open houses were less popular, whilare-recorded telephone messages only received

minimal ratings. This was also the pattern foun@007.

9. Overall, just over 61% of residents took the tiroevisit the County website. Of
those who visited the site, 59% of residents gdnee websitevery high or high

ratings.

10.Just over 64% of residents gave Strathcona Coumggséive rating on its overall
communication with residents in 2008, while appnoaiely 47% were satisfied with

having opportunities to express opinions about weipal issues.

11.Residents do take pride in Strathcona County bamghdependent municipality, as
this was supported by close to 86% of respondefitsee majority of residents were
also satisfied with how well Strathcona County vgowkth other municipalities in the

Capital Region.
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l. INTRODUCTION AND PURPOSE OF THE STUDY

In December 2008, Strathcona County conducted iafazton survey of its
residents in order to obtain perceptions on thelityuaf life of residents living in
Sherwood Park and rural parts of Strathcona Codurttis is the eleventh year that a
formal satisfaction study of residents has beerdeocred” The main purpose of this
research was to identify and measure a seriesctdrga(or impact of County services)

that contribute to a person’s satisfaction withdpelity of life in Strathcona County.

As such, obtaining primary data from the residettiismselves will provide
Strathcona County departments with information twdt enable County officials to
make decisions that accurately reflect the perspectand attitudes of residents. This
report will provide a comprehensive review of da#Es undertaken in the development
and implementation of the survey, as well as aildetsummary of the results. A review
of the methodology associated in the developmedtimplementation of the survey can

be found in the next section of this report.

I METHODOLOGY

A. The Questionnaire

The questionnaire used in this study was a sinmistrument used in 2000 and
subsequent years. Most of the questions from pusvénrveys were retained in order to
make valid comparisons with the previous year.his year’s survey, several questions
were also asked pertaining to how well the Couwltyveys information to its residents.
In addition, 2 questions were asked about the G&irglationship within the Edmonton

Capital Region (see Appendix A for a copy of thestionnaire).

! There was no satisfaction study was conducte@@?® 2as this was the year that a county-wide
Community Consultation project was done in its plac

trathcona
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B. Sampling Design and Data Collection Procedure

The sample frame used in this study were residehttrathcona County who
were 18 years of age or older. The sample framerfiorated a statistical proportion
estimate of 0.5, which assumes that there is a genebus mixture of attitudes and
opinions about the quality of life in Strathconau@ty. A 95% confidence interval was
established for this study, which is standard foy public opinion study that utilizes a

random sample of residents.

The sample frame consisted of 500 people livingiibarf and rural parts of
Strathcona County. The number of urban and rugaidents was reflective of the
proportionate distribution of residents living itr&hcona County. As such, 65% of the
sample was drawn from the urban area, while 35%ecfiom rural parts of Strathcona
County. The sample frame provided overall redatsurate to within + 4.32%, 19 times
out of 20.

A telephone survey research design was used tectdlie data for this study.
Respondents were contacted by telephone betweeantbec i and December 10
2008. Strathcona County derived telephone numberas the Select Phone Canadian
Edition database along with tA@elus Telephone Directory and randomized them for this
study. Trained interviewers from Banister Rese&cDonsulting Inc. made all telephone
calls under supervised conditions. Each questiomnaok an average of 12 minutes to
complete. The data was analyzed by Strathcona t¢€su@orporate Planning and

Intergovernmental Affairs using SPSS for Windows.

2 In this report, the urban component of Stratha@oanty is Sherwood Park.

% The +4.35% is thenargin of error associated with this study and refers to the piatepércentage spread
that exists within answers to particular questioiis means that an answer could be up to 4.3%¥ehi
or lower than what is reported.

trathcona

County
Corporate Planning & Intergovernmental Affairs



Strathcona County Year 2008 Satisfaction Surveyles 3

[I. RESULTS

This section of the report presents a summary efrésults associated with the
perceptions and awareness of residents. Socio-daptug comparisons,_ where
significant are also highlighted. Comparisons will also belenaith data collected from

the previous year’s survey when significant differes occur

A. Demographic Overview

This section of the report presents an overviewheftype of residents who were
surveyed in the year 2008. As indicated in thevipres section of this report, part of the
sampling criteria was to survey the County on tAgidof the percentage of people living
in the rural and urban areas. The other samplibgrier was to obtain answers from equal
numbers of males and females. Almost all of thepfeeinterviewed were homeowners

(92.6%), while the remaining residents were renters

The majority of people who took part in the suruegicated that they were long
term residents in the County. Figure 1 presertiseakdown of length of residence. It
can be seen the majority of respondents have livélde County for more than 10 years.
The average number of years that people lived iatl8ona County was 20.7 years. In
terms of sampling, it can be seen that relativéhe Municipal Census, fewer newer
residents to the County were interviewed relatoveohger term residents.

Figure 1
Length of Time Living in the County (Current 2008 Sudy & 2008 Census)
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A breakdown of the age of the respondents is showkigure 2. There was a
relatively good representation from all age groupsugh in comparison to the 2008
census, the 18-24 and 25-34 year age groups wder-vepresented.

FIGURE 2

Age of Respondents
(Current 2008 Study and 2008 Census Comparison)
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A breakdown of household size is shown in FigureTBe sample frame for this

study was comparable with the 2008 census. Theagedrousehold size was 3.2 people

FIGURE 3
Size of Household
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Household composition is shown in Figure 4 andeakdown of the number of
children in the household is shown in Figure 5.e3éfindings have been consistent over

the past few years when conducting the satisfastioney.

FIGURE 4
Household Composition
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FIGURE 5
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B. Quality of Life in Strathcona County

Respondents were initially asked to indicate theerxthat they were satisfied

with life in Strathcona County. A breakdown byimegis shown in Figure 6.

Percentage

FIGURE 6
Quality of Life in Strathcona County
Urban & Rural Comparisons - Year 2008

B Urban
(O it < e s I I I I I e NI I I IR R
5378 571 ORural
o R I N I
26.8 257
20
20 < - - 0 |- ----B ... 1.6'.6 ............................
2.2
11 06 1.7
0 4 ' ' I
Very High High Average Low Very Low

Highlights from Figure 4

The overall rating of Strathcona County was veryitpee regardless of where
one lived in the County. It can be seen in Figutkat the combinedery high
and high quality of life ratings were are almost identi¢at urban residents
and rural residents.

A further analysis revealed that no significanfeténces were found among
gender or age for this item.

Respondents who rated the quality of life as loweny low were asked to
indicate how the quality of life in Strathcona Courould be improved.

Although most people did natte the quality of life in the County in this
manner, a few of the 14 residents (2.8% of the $a&mwpho did cited

perceptions that taxes and utility fees were toghhas reasons for their
dissatisfaction. Other individual reasons includedconcern with traffic

congestion, street clearing in the winter and & lat noise barrier walls
around subdivisions.

* In previous satisfaction surveys, there has beeoted difference between urban and rural residexitis
urban residents expressing a higher level of safiisin with the quality of life in the County thauaral

residents.
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Figure 7 presents a breakdown of urban and rusadleats’ ratings of Strathcona

County as a place to raise children.

Percentage
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FIGURE 7
Strathcona County as a Place to Raise Children
Urban & Rural Comparisons - Year 2008
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Highlights from Figure 7

The majority of people, regardless of where theg,lperceive that Strathcona
County was an excellent place to raise childrethasnajority felt it was high
or very high.

No significant differences were seen between agepy or gender for this
item.

Respondents who rated this item as low or very\ve asked to indicate
what improvements could be considered. Only 1.5%thef sample (7

respondents) felt this way; reasons associated thishvaried from a lack of
ice time for children’s hockey, to problems witle thchools in the County (not
actually a municipal government concern) and caormerith drugs in the

community.
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Figure 8 presents a breakdown by region pertainingatings of Strathcona
County as safe community.
FIGURE 8

Strathcona County as Safe Place to Live
Urban & Rural Comparisons - Year 2008
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Highlights from Figure 8

» The majority of people felt that Strathcona Counls a safe community to
live in. The percentage of residents who gawerg high rating for this
guestion has stayed the same in the past two géaonducting this survey.

» The majority of residents, regardless of age,duite safe living in Strathcona
County in 2008 (see Figure 9 below).

FIGURE 9
Strathcona County as Safe Place to Live
Age Group Comparisons — Year 2008
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In 2008, the percentage of males and females wied safety in the County
asvery high or high (74.4%) was slightly lower than results posted @02
(where 76.7% of females and 79.8% of males gavetysaf combined very
high/high rating). While the combined totals wéne same for males and
females, examining perceptions of safety in sepatategories revealed that
from a statistical perspective, males felt safeBirathcona County compared
to females®

FIGURE 10
Strathcona County as Safe Place to Live
Gender Comparisons - Year 2008
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Overall, only 1.6% of residents (i.e. 8 respondegts/e safety in Strathcona
County a low rating. Of these, concerns that warged had to do with better
controls on the roads and traffic (but not to spemrdessive time on speed
traps), and better ways to make the streets sedar €rime. There was a
perception by a couple of residents that there arasncrease in juvenile
crime, which prompted one resident to question thleycurfew bylaw was not
being enforced.

® A chi-square procedure determined that there islationship between gender for the perception of
Strathcona County being a safe place to I)(/?e:( 15.2, 4 df, p=.004).
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It can be seen from Figure 11 that perceptionsf#tyg in Strathcona County have
stayed fairly steady after taking a dip in 2003. orbbver, it can be seen that the
percentage of people who gave safety in the commariow rating has been very small
in every yeawhere this has been monitored.

FIGURE 11

Strathcona County as Safe Place to Live
Study Comparisons (1999-2008)
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A new question asked on this year’s satisfactionesupertained to the number of
people one knew within one’s neighborhdodt can be seen from Figure 12 that there
were very few people who indicated that they did kkmow any of their neighbors. The
majority of residents indicated that they knew agbtother adults in their neighborhood.
It can be seen, however, that a larger percenthgesalents living in rural Strathcona

knew more than 20 adults compared to those livingherwood Park.

® There was no satisfaction study conducted in 2002.
" This question has been asked in a separate legalthifestyle survey that Strathcona County corefliat
2002 and 2007.
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FIGURE 12
Number of Adults Known by Name within One’s Neighbohood
Urban & Rural Comparisons - Year 2008
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Figure 13 presents a breakdown by region pertaitongeople’s ratings of the
quality of Strathcona County’s natural environment.
FIGURE 13

Rating the Quality of Strathcona County’s Natural Environment
Urban & Rural Comparisons - Year 2008
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Percentage

Highlights from Figure 13
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It can be seen that 56.5% of the urban and 64%eofural population gave
very high or high ratings for the quality of the County’s environrhen both
the urban and rural areas, these ratings were law2008 by 1.5% in the
urban area, but 4% higher in the rural area condpar2007 ratings.

None of the demographic characteristics were factorinfluencing how
people rated the quality of the natural environmer8trathcona County.

Overall results (depicted in Figure 14 below) shivat the combined very
high and high ratings that people gave to the gual Strathcona County’s
natural environment were slightly higher than 2004t generally has not
matched ratings noted in 2005 and 2006.

The 8.7% (or 43 residents) who gawesv or very low ratings were asked to
indicate their reasons for the rating. The mostim@n concerns conveyed by
these residents was the loss of natural areas amohah or no replacement of
trees as a result of residential, commercial amldistrial growth throughout

the County. Another aspect of the environment edhbg a number of

residents was the quality of the air, especiallpuad the industrial

developments (particularly the refineries). Thesmmments have been
consistent since 1999.

FIGURE 14
Rating the Quality of Strathcona County’s Natural Environment
Study Comparisons (1999-2008)
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Respondents were asked to rate how well the Cdbatncil and staff balanced
the needs and interests of people living in difier@eas of the County. The results are
shown in Figure 15, with overall trends shown igufe 16.

FIGURE 15

Balancing the Needs and Interests of People Living Strathcona County
Urban & Rural Comparisons - Year 2008
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FIGURE 16

Balancing the Needs and Interests of People Living Strathcona County
(1999-2008 Comparisons)
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Highlights from Figure 15 & Figure 16

* There was a difference in perception between ramdl urban residents as to
how fairly they believe people are treated in tleu@y. It can be seen that
considerably more people living in the urban areléele that they are treated
fairly by County Council and staff compared to #diwing in rural parts of
the County?

» Outside of residence location, the other demographaracteristics were not
factors in influencing how people perceived thenass of County Council
and staff toward people living in different partsStrathcona County.

» With respect to measuring attitudes on this issu@ dong-term basis, it can
be seen in Figure 16 that overall perceptions iofiéas in balancing the needs
and interests of people living in the County hasvaried considerably over
the past 9 years that this survey has been cordlu¢iewever, it should also
be noted that the 10.6% of residents who feelttteCounty has beamfair
or very unfair is at its highest level since 2003.

* The 52 residents in 2008 (10.4% of the sample) ¥atiothe County was
unfair on this issue were asked to comment on Wiy felt that way. The
primary reasons were put forward by rural residevit® felt they were not
getting the same level of services as urban remde@ne topic that came up
repeatedly was a lack of maintenance of roadsdth Bherwood Park and in
the rural area). Some rural residents lamentedhenlack of high speed
internet service.

It can be seen in Figure 17 that almost all ofrtespondents would recommend
Strathcona County to others as a place to lives Maas virtually identical to the
satisfaction surveys done in previous years. Thallgpercentage of people (5.2% or 26
residents) who would not recommend the County @laee to live were asked to indicate
why they felt that way. There were a variety ofsi@as put forward, including a perceived
increase in industry and pollution in the area.réhgere a couple of residents who felt
that there was too much growth occurring througtibatCounty, or that the taxes were

too high (with no increase in services for residgnt

8 A chi-square procedure determined that thererésagionship between perception of balancing nees

interests of people within the County on the ba$iwhere they live in Strathcona Coun)yz(: 25.22, 4
df, p=.000).
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FIGURE 17
Recommendation of Strathcona County as a Place taue
Study Comparisons (1999-2008)
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C. Quality of Services Provided by Strathcona County

Residents of Strathcona County were asked a s&friggestions about what they

thought of various services provided to them. @Nerespondents were asked to rate 18

different services. For each question, respondatesl the service using a 5 point Likert

Scale, where a score of 1 was designategdashigh and a score of 5 was designated as

very low. Unless otherwise notedhe level of satisfaction that was found in 2G68

these services was similar to the data collect&Doy .

It should be noted that for all of these servitles,percentages noted in the report

are based on those people who expressed an opifeaple who stated that they “did

not know” enough to provide a rating were removedithe percentage calculations.
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Road Maintenance in Strathcona County

People were first asked to rate the quality ohter road maintenance.
Comparative results by geographic location of rssoe are depicted in Figure 18. There
was a statistical difference in perception betwegal and urban residents on winter road
maintenanceas it can be seen that more people living in tinal mreas felt the quality of
winter road maintenance was higher than thosediinrthe urban area.

FIGURE 18

Quality of Winter Road Maintenance
Urban & Rural Comparisons - Year 2008
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A further analysis revealed that perceptions oft&immoad maintenance among
residents were mixed between 2007 and 2008. anlbe seen in Figure 19 that 33.7% of
urban residents felt the winter road maintenancekweas very high or high in 2008
compared with almost 40% in 2007 who felt this wajowever, an increase in positive
perception of winter road maintenance work betw2@@d7 and 2008 was seen among
rural residents. It can be seen in Figure 20 889% gave this servicevary high or
high rating in 2008 compared with 53.4% in 2007 an@%&in 2006 who felt this way.

° A chi-square procedure determined that thereédagionship between perception of winter road
maintenance on the basis of where they live intStoma CountyX® = 32.24, 4 df, p=.000).
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FIGURE 19
Quality of Winter Road Maintenance as noted by Shevood Park Residents
2008, 2007 and 2006 Study Comparisons
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FIGURE 20
Quality of Winter Road Maintenance as noted by RuraStrathcona Residents
2008, 2007 and 2006 Study Comparisons
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No differences for this service were seen among gigeps or gender and a
further analysis of the data revealed that lendthesidency did nohave a measurable

effect on perceptions toward the quality of winteintenance.

Sctrathcona

ounty
Corporate Planning & Intergovernmental Affairs



Strathcona County Year 2008 Satisfaction Surveyles 18

Overall, 109 residents (21.9% of the sample) wetehappy with the winter road
maintenance, and were asked to suggest ways on thmwvcould be improved.
Complaints often cited by residents included thedni®r more frequent snow removal to
be done for residential side streets in Sherwoadt, Rend for secondary roads in rural
areas to be cleared and sanded. There were ats® wsidents who felt there was too

much salfput on the roads.

People were then asked to rate the quality of sunmoed maintenance in the
urban area (Sherwood Park) and for rural areasoverll results for both types of roads

are depicted in Figure 21.

FIGURE 21
Quality of Summer Road Maintenance of Urban and Rual Roads
in the Year 2008 — All Residents
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Highlights from Figure 21

» Overall, people living throughout Strathcona Coufagl that summer road
maintenance is slightly better in the urban araa ih the rural area. This was
a similar pattern seen in findings from previousigs dating back to 2001.

* None of the demographic characteristics were factor influencing how
people felt about summer urban and rural road reaarice. However, there
was a statistical difference in perception betwegal and urban residents on
summer road maintenance on rural rofds can be seen in Figure 23 that
there were higher percentages of people livindgnértiral areas who indicated

19 A chi-square procedure determined that thererédagionship between perception of summer ruradiroa

maintenance on the basis of where they live intitcama CountyX?® = 14.76, 4 df, p=.005). There was no
statistical difference seen among residents wipeet to perceptions of summer urban road maintenan
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that summer rural road maintenance & age, low or very low compared
to those living in the urban area who felt that Way

FIGURE 22
Quality of Summer Road Maintenance of Roads in Sh&rood Park
Urban & Rural Comparisons - Year 2008
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FIGURE 23
Quality of Summer Road Maintenance of Rural Roads
Urban & Rural Comparisons - Year 2008
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* Overall, 8.3% of residents (N=40) were unhappy wite summer
maintenance of urban roads. Almost all of thesédeesds reflected on the
need to fill in the potholes in the roads and a@eed lack of action on the
part of the County to do necessary repairs in whay considered to be a
timely fashion. Some people also felt that the latkepairs increased risks
for bicyclists who also used the roads in the surtime.

 Overall, 7.8% of residents (N=35) were unhappy wite summer
maintenance of rural roads. As with the urban rpadfrequent complaint
focused on the increased number of potholes enemdabn these roads and
the emphasis on patching the holes rather tharvirgpéarger portions of the
roads.

1 while there was a statistical difference seeshduld be noted that the actual number of residemnts
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Helping Services in Strathcona County

People were also asked to rate the quality of fasulpport services, fire and
ambulance services and the RCMP. Figure 24 preseatsatisfaction level that people
have for family support services, based on thepeets/es of the portion of the sample
who utilized these servicksin the past 12 months and those who did nothduki be
noted that 158 respondents (31.6% of the sampdeholi comment on the quality of the

family support services because they did not knoytrang about them.

FIGURE 24
Quality of Family Support Services — 2008 Results
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Highlights from Figure 24

* It can be seen from Figure 24 that both resideatsuand non-users have a
positive view toward family support services ingdicona County. However,
a chi-square procedure determined that there eatianship between one’s
use and how satisfied one is with family serviggs<(22.79, 4 df, p=.000). A
t-test measurement for mean score differendes @.91, 340 df, p < .005)
confirms that users of family support servicesddtese services higher than
non-users.

* The actual number of residents who used (and rdlted$ervices in the past
12 months was low (N=51). It can be seen that antbage people, close to
72% of these people gavegh or very high satisfaction ratings with the

were dissatisfied is less than those who werefigatigith the service.

12 Overall, 11.4% of respondents to the survey inditahat they had used family support servicesimith
the past 12 months. This is 3.6% higher than 20@iabout the same usage noted in the 2006, 2005 and
2004 studies.
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Percentage
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services. The combinedery high/high ratings of family and community
services has rebounded from 2007 and is closeetpdtierns found in 2006
(Figure 25).

FIGURE 25
Quiality of Family Support Services
User Trends 2006 - 2008
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As in previous surveys, the percentage of usemsgrdhe service akow or
very low is small. However, in 2008, 9.8% were dissatisfietlich was a
slightly higher percentage compared to what wa®rted in the previous
three years.

The 24 people who gave family support servicesnariging in 2008 (7.1% of
the sample) were asked to suggest ways on howdhisl be improved. Most
of the suggestions focused on additional prograarsséniors and youth
within the County. There were also some people feliahere needed to be
more doctors and professional services in ShervRadk, as well as more
housing for seniors.

There were no differences found for any socio-denagaigjc characteristic for
this item in 2008.
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Figure 26 presents the satisfaction level that |gebpve for fire and ambulance
services, based on the portion of the sample wiizagt these servicé$in the past 12
months, and those who did not use these serviceBould be noted that 60 respondents

(12% of the sample) indicated that they “did nobwh enough about these services to

rate them.
FIGURE 26
Quiality of Fire and Ambulance Services — 2008 Regsl
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Highlights from Figure 26

* It can be seen from Figure 26 that most resideega(dless of use) have a
positive view toward the fire and ambulance sewite Strathcona County,
with the strong positive feelings more prevalenbamusers than non-useéfs.
This demonstrates that recipients were pleasedthlguality of the services
that they received when these services were needed.

» Overall, 12 people (2.8% of the sample) were ntsfsad with the services.
There were a variety of suggestions, though thetnieguent idea put
forward was to have an increase in personnel, #sasdave more fire trucks
and ambulances. One person hoped that the Counmiydwexamine and
assess response times to emergencies.

13 Overall, 15.4% of respondents in 2008 indicateat they had used the fire and ambulance services
within the past 12 months. This reported usagehés dame as 2007 and slightly higher than results
previously noted in the 2006 survey (14% usage).

14 A chi-square procedure determined that thereréagionship between one’s use and how satisfiedi®n
with County fire and ambulance servicgé€ 17.74, 4 df, p= .001). A t-test measurement for mean score
differences = 3.34, 438 df, p = .001) statistically confirms that users of fire and aitamce services rated
these services higher than non-users.
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» Apart from location (see below) there were no défees found for any other
socio-demographic characteristic for this item @02.

As seen in Figure 27, a further analysis of thisvise revealed that more
Sherwood Park residents (regardless of use) wésfisd with the service (84.2%ery
high or high) compared with those living in rural areas (758fy high or high).”> As
indicated above, part of the reason for the gagatmsfaction with this service between
urban and rural residents has to do with respansz dnd availability of this service for
rural residents. A further comparison with pastiséaction studies on this service
revealed that the difference in the combinedy high/high satisfaction scores noted for
rural and urban residents is slightly higher thamtwvas reported in 2007, but is still
better than what was seen in previous years whesfasdion studies were conducted
(2000-2006).

FIGURE 27

Quality of Fire and Ambulance Services
Urban & Rural Comparisons - Year 2008
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15 A chi-square procedure determined that thererésagionship between perception of fire and ambegan
services on the basis of where they live in StathcCounty X = 13.15, 4 df, p=.011).
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Figure 28 presents the satisfaction level that [gebpve for RCMP services, based on
those who used these servi€dn the past 12 months and those who did not.
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FIGURE 28
Quality of RCMP Services — 2008 Results
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Highlights from Figure 28

It can be seen from Figure 28 that most resideswe la positive view toward
the RCMP in Strathcona County, regardless of whiethenot they used the
service in the past 12 months.chAi-square measurement test between users
and non-users suggested that there was a diffei@nperceptions on how
users and non-users rated the serée (11.28, 4 df, p = .02).

The ratings provided by both users and non-use2@8 were very similar to
trends found in 2007 and 2006.

The 30 users and non-users who rated RCMP serastew or very low were
asked to comment on ways that the service couldnpeoved. A variety or
reasons were put forward, with some people citirgloav response time to
calls and complaints. Several people felt that R@&VP should do more
regular patrolling throughout the County (in bolfe trural and urban areas).
Others felt that an increase in staffing might leadhore improvements.

A further analysis of this service revealed thaidents were relatively happy
with the RCMP services, regardless of where they (Figure 29). The 2008

®*0Overall, 194 respondents (38.8% of the 2008 saniptiated that they had used the RCMP within the
past 12 months. This reported usage is higher it was reported in previous years when a satisfac
survey has been conducted. It should also be rib&a®7 people (5.4%) did not rate the servicedig&on
the basis that they did not know enough about BiBIR to give a rating.
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trends were very similar to the 2006 and 2007 figdi with respect to
urban/rural location.

FIGURE 29
Quality of RCMP Services — Urban and Rural Comparisns (2008)
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* No differences were seen with RCMP services withdemographic variable.
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Water and Waste Management Services in Strathcona County

People were asked to rate the quality of the watel the Green Routine (the
waste collection and recycling system) in Stratlec@ounty. Figure 30 presents the

satisfaction level that residents have for theseices, regardless of where they I¥e.

FIGURE 30
Level of Satisfaction with Water and Waste Managems# Services — 2008 Results
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Highlights from Figure 30

* It can be seen from Figure 30 that residents wenemglly satisfied with these
services. A further examination of the ratings eded that 63% gaveery
high/high ratings for the Green Routine (which was about 10#er than the
2007 ratings when residents were asked about ¢faeirage collection). The
ratings for water and sewage services however, siergar to 2007 findings,
with 62.6% giving this aery high or high rating.

e A further analysis by geographic area revealed thetl residents in the
County were not as satisfied with thewater service as those living in
Sherwood Park. A chi-square test of associatioreaksv that there is a
relationship between where one lived and how omedr¢his servicex? =
31.73, 4 df, p = .000). No differences were found the Green Routine
service in terms of where one lived. A depiction of hovgidents rated both
services, based on where they lived is shown inrfEg31 and 32.

7 Overall, 115 people (23%) did not rate water & sewervices and 29 people (5.8%) did not rate the
green routine services. These 2008 patterns aret abe same as number of residents who did net rat
these services in the 2006 survey. It should agsndted that the majority of those who did not redter &
sewer and garbage collection services lived inl paes of Strathcona County.
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FIGURE 31
Level of Satisfaction with Water Services
Urban & Rural Comparisons - 2008
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FIGURE 32
Level of Satisfaction with Green Routine Service
Urban & Rural Comparisons - 2008
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The people who rated these servicesl@s or very low were asked to
comment on ways that the services could be improwéth respect to water
services, 22 people (5.7% of the sample) made cantsmé\ variety of
thoughts were put forward, including complaintsniresome people about
drainage fees. There were also several peoplerah areas who thought that
the County should run sewer and water lines oatteages.

With respect to the Green Routine services, 88deess (18.7% of the
sample) who rated the servicelew or very low had comments. Many of the
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residents were upset with the time lag between-ppk (especially in the
summer), the sorting of organics, and problems withving the carts

(especially for seniors). Others would like to @avcart for recycling, as their
blue bags got blown around the neighborhood on yitays.

Transit Services in Strathcona County

People were asked to rate their satisfaction wahdit services in the County.
Figure 33 presents the satisfaction level that [gelo@ve for transit services, based on the
perspectives of the portion of the sample who z&ii these servicksin the past 12
months and those who did not. It should also kedthat 174 residents (34.8% of the
sample) did not rate transit service on the bdsisthey did not know anything about the
service®®

FIGURE 33
Satisfaction with Strathcona County Transit Service- 2008 Results
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Highlights from Figure 33

* It can be seen from Figure 33 that around 55% sitlemts (regardless of use)
have a positive view toward transit services iratbizona County. This is an
11% jump from the 44% reported in 2007.

18 Overall, 26.8% of respondents to the survey intditahat they had used transit services withinpinst
12 months. This is 2.6% higher than what was ge007.
% The percentage of those who said “don’t know” ahsut the same as what was seen in 2005 — 2007.

trathcona

County
Corporate Planning & Intergovernmental Affairs




Strathcona County Year 2008 Satisfaction Surveyles 29

* It can also be seen that 16.3% of users of thesitraarvice have low or very
low levels of satisfaction with the service. Comgmhto 2007, this is an
improvement, as 22% of users in that year wereatigeed with transit
services.

* In comparison to previous surveys, it can be seerrigure 34 that the
percentage of users rating this service vasy high/high has _increased
substantially in 200&ompared to the previous two years of measurement
(45.8% in 2007 and 50% in 2006).

FIGURE 34
User “Very High/High” Combined Satisfaction Ratings with Strathcona County
Transit Service 2000 — 2008 Comparisof%
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* A further analysis found that the majority of trangsers (74.6%) live in
Sherwood Park. While the percentage of urban/ruaalsit users has been
higher among Sherwood Park residents, the percerthgural transit users
increased by about 6% between 2007 and 2008. Ajthatucan be seen in
Figure 35 that thgery high ratings with transit are higher among those living
in Sherwood Park compared to those living in thelrarea (regardless of
use), there were no statistically significant diéieces based on region.

2 There was no satisfaction survey conducted in 2002
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FIGURE 35
Satisfaction with Strathcona County Transit Service- 2008 Results
Urban and Rural Comparisons
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 With the exception of gender (Figure 36), there ewero statistically
significant differences noted between any of theeotlemographic items and
how residents rated transit services.
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FIGURE 36
Satisfaction with Strathcona County Transit Service- 2008 Results
Urban and Rural Comparisons
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* The 39 people (9.8% of the sample) who gave traesitices dow/very low
rating were asked to suggest ways on how this coelamproved. A variety
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of ideas were put forward, including a suggestenteiase in the number of
buses, an improvement of frequency of buses oresawuithin Sherwood Park

as well as additional bus routes within Sherwoork PEhere were also some
residents who would like to see additional deskimastops within Edmonton.

A number of residents brought up the potentiakafgit service to rural parts
of the County, and there were several requestsctease available parking at
the transit centre. There were a couple of sugyestior an LRT to be built

and linked to the Edmonton system.

Library Services in Strathcona County

Figure 37 presents the satisfaction level that j[getyave with the Strathcona
Public Library, based on the perspectives of theiguo of the sample who utilized these
serviceé! in the past 12 months and those who did nothdukl also be noted that 76
people (15.2% of the sample) did not rate the fibservices on the basis that they did
not know enough about the library to give it arrgti

FIGURE 37
Satisfaction with the Strathcona County Library — 2008 Results
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Highlights from Figure 37

* It can be seen from Figure 37 that most residesn® la positive view toward
the library, regardless of whether they use it. &itheless, a chi-square test of
association reveals that there is a relationshigvd®En use and how one rated

2 QOverall, 63% of respondents to the survey inditatet they had used the library within the past 12
months. This is about 2% higher than what was teddn 2007.
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library services? A t-test measurement for mean score differences revealed a
statistically significant difference in satisfactitevels between users and non-
users { = 5.36, 442 df, p < .001), where users are more likely to give the
library a higher rating than those who did not iise

* No differences were seen any socio-demographicabi@s with respect to
perceptions of satisfaction toward the library 008.

» A further investigation revealed that overadty high/high satisfaction level
with the Strathcona Library (regardless of use) a@s solid. Thevery
high/high rating for the library from this and previous yg& shown in Figure

38.

FIGURE 38

Combined “Very High/High” Satisfaction Ratings with Strathcona County Library

2000 — 2008 Comparisorfs
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* The majority of library users surveyed live in Sheod Park (67.9%), while
the remaining 32.1% live in other parts of Strattc@ounty. A breakdown
of the satisfaction ratings of the library by allban and rural residents
(regardless of use) is shown in Figure 39, whereait be seen that the
perceptions did not vary considerably between ramal urban area residents.

2 Eor library servicesyf = 37.77, 3 df, p=.000).
2 There was no satisfaction survey conducted in 2002
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FIGURE 39
Satisfaction with the Strathcona County Library — 208 Results
Urban and Rural Comparisons
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» There were 14 people (3.3% of the sample) who rttedibrary service as
low or very low. Suggestions on how the library could be improweduded
having more Braille and taped books, having theafyp move to a larger
location [which will occur once the new communigntre is completed], and
increasing its book and reference collection.
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Information and Volunteer Centre Services in Strathcona County

Figure 40 presents the satisfaction level that jgel@ve with the Information and
Volunteer Centre (IVC), based on the perspectiviethe portion of the sample who
utilized these servicdsin the past 12 months and those who did not. dukhalso be
noted that 33.8% of residents (n=169) did not theeCentre on the basis that they did

not know anything about it.

FIGURE 40
Satisfaction with the Information and Volunteer Certre — 2008 Results
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Highlights from Figure 40

* It can be seen from Figure 40 that most residesne fa positive view toward
the Information and Volunteer Centre, regardlesstwéther they use it. A chi-
square test of association reveals that thererédaionship between use and
how one rated the IV A t-test measurement for mean score differences
revealed a statistically significant difference satisfaction levels between
users and non-users< 5.57, 329 df, p < .001), where users are more likely to
give the IVC a higher rating than those who did usx it.

» A further investigation revealed that the combined; high/high satisfaction
levels with users of the IVC increased to 80.29%2®8, which is the highest

% Overall, 21% of respondents to the survey inditdtet they had used the Information and Volunteer
Centre within the past 12 months. This is almost $ame figure that was reported in the 2005-2007
surveys.

% For the IVC, k2 = 35.05, 4 df, p=.000).
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this has been since 2005. Tveey high/high rating provided by users of the
IVC between 2000 and 2008 is shown in Figure 41.

FIGURE 41
User “Very High/High” Combined Satisfaction Ratings with the Information and
Volunteer Centre 2000 — 2008 ComparisoA%
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* Among users of the IVC, the majority live in ShentdoPark (73.3%) while
the remaining 26.7% live in rural parts of Strath@&ounty. The satisfaction
ratings for the IVC were slightly higher among urbarea residents (Figure
42), though the variation between urban and rurak vmot statistically
significant.

FIGURE 42
Satisfaction with the Information and Volunteer Certre — 2008 Results
Urban and Rural Comparisons
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% There was no satisfaction survey conducted in 2002

trathcona

County
Corporate Planning & Intergovernmental Affairs



Strathcona County Year 2008 Satisfaction Surveyles 36

* A total of 169 people (33.8%) did not rate the tnfation and Volunteer
Centre because they did not know enough about prdwide a rating. This
finding, while high, is very similar to 2006 and@0and has improved over
previous years in terms of awareness [e.g. in 2D03 people (42.4%) did not
rate the IVC and in 2004 256 people (50.1%) did rete this]. It is
recommended that the IVC continue its efforts tantan awareness of its
services among residents on a regular basis.

* No differences were seen among any socio-demograpaiiables with
respect to perceptions of satisfaction toward Y. |

* Only 10 people gave the Information and Volunteent@: alow or very low
rating. Almost all of the comments focused on tlemcd for the IVC to
improve its profile.

Land Use Planning & Economic Development Services in Strathcona
County

People were asked to rate their satisfaction wihious planning services
performed by the County. Figure 43 presents thisfaation level that people living in
rural and urban parts of the County have for lars@ gplanning, which includes

determining new residential, commercial and indaktievelopment’

FIGURE 43
Satisfaction with Land Use Planning in Strathcona Gunty — 2008 Results
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27 Overall, 42 people (8.4% of the sample) did ne¢ this service. This was about the same as th67200
survey.
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Highlights from Figure 43

It can be seen from Figure 43 that the perceptfaesidents toward land use
planning by the County is very similar, regardle§svhere people live. The
majority of residents were relatively satisfiedw#xisting land use planning.

The patterns found in this year’'s survey were atnidsntical to the results
found in the previous satisfaction surveys. Noealdhces were seen among
any socio-demographic variables with respect tacquions of satisfaction
toward land use planning.

Overall, 98 people (21.4% of the sample) gavewaor very low rating of the
land use planning service. When asked to suggeg wa how this could be
improved, a number of different ideas were put #mdy though a common
theme was that there were too many subdivisionsgbleuilt without proper
retention of green space retained for parks orgotaynds, or that good
agricultural land was being turned over for resid@nand commercial
development. Some people also thought that thereuldhbe some
consideration placed on space for churches anéatonal facilities. Other
repeated comments included concerns with housingityein some parts of
the County (including an increased perception bmatses are being built too
close together).
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Figure 44 presents the satisfaction level of pedpieg in rural and urban parts
of the County with economic development, which uiggs attracting new businesses into
the County®

FIGURE 44
Satisfaction with Economic Development in Strathcoa County — 2008 Results
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Highlights from Figure 44

» It can be seen from Figure 42 that the perceptiorsidents toward economic
development by the County was generally positiggardless of where people
live. Overall, 51.6% of all residents gawery high/high ratings for the
economic development that is being done at theeptésme. This combined
rating is, however, almost 10% lower than what p@sted in 2007.

* No differences were seen among any socio-demograpaiiables with one’s
satisfaction of economic development.

* Twenty-six residents throughout the County (5.9%hef sample) expressed a
low or very low level of satisfaction with economérvelopment in the
County. In this year's study, suggestions wergedaand included having
more restaurants and department stores (such aBayl)en Sherwood Park,
and lower the rental rates in the strip malls (ffothe County has no control
over this). There were some people who felt that@ounty should do more
to attract new businesses, such as offering ingesti

2 Overall, 60 people (12% of the sample) did nat thts service, which is similar to the 2007 survey
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Permit & Inspection Services in Strathcona County

Figure 45 presents the satisfaction level that leeloave with building permit and
inspection services, based on the perspectivelseoportion of the sample who utilized
these servicé$in the past 12 months and those who did not.dtihalso be noted that
169 people (33.8% of the sample) did not rate $biwice on the basis that they did not
know enough about it, which is about the samesis/&ar’s survey.

FIGURE 45

Satisfaction with Building Permit and Inspections &rvices in Strathcona County —
2008 Results
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Highlights from Figure 45

* A chi-square test of association reveals that tlera relationship between
one’s use of building permit & inspection serviegsl the rating that one gave
to the servicé® A t-test measurement for mean score differences, however,
failed to pinpoint precisely where the differendes It can be seen from
Figure 45 that while some users gave higher ratioghe service than non-
users, one can also see that other users gave tatiegs to the service than
non-users and a larger proportion of non-userglriite service as “average”
compared to users.

% Overall, 19.8% of respondents to the survey inditathat they had used the building permit and
inspection services within the past 12 months.s Thiabout the same as last year's survey.
30y2 = 18.33, 4 df, p=.001).
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* A comparison of trends between the 2008 and 200/&gsi revealed a drop in
the combined percentage of users who gave thecseavery high/high rating
(42.3% in 2008 compared to 51% in 2007).

A comparison of perceptions by location (regardigfssse/non-use of the service)
is shown in Figure 46. A chi-square test of assmriaeveals that there is a relationship
between where one lived and how one rated thestcest' A t-test measurement for
mean score differences confirmed a statisticalgnificant difference in satisfaction
levels between urban and rural residents ¢ 3.23, 329 df, p < .001), where urban
residents are more likely to give building perrmtdanspections services a higher rating

than those living in rural Strathcona.

FIGURE 46
Satisfaction with Building Permit and Inspections &rvices in Strathcona County —
Urban & Rural Comparisons - 2008
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» The 52 people (15.7% of the sample) who ratedsthigice asow or very low
were asked to suggest ways on how this could beowed. Many of these
people were concerned with the length of time aglirements necessary to
get a permit through the County. Some resident®e w@set with the costs
associated with permits, a shortage of inspectudstiae quality of inspections
when they were done. For the most part, the cortsnasied in this year's
survey echo concerns raised by residents in prewears.

31 For building and inspection serviceg® € 13.39, 4 df, p=.01).
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Bylaw Enforcement Services in Strathcona County

Figure 47 presents the satisfaction level that j[geloave with bylaw enforcement,
based on the perspectives of the portion of thepkamho utilized these servicésn the
past 12 months and those who did not. It should bésnoted that 78 people (15.6% of

the sample) did not rate this service on the kasisthey did not know enough about it.

FIGURE 47
Satisfaction with Bylaw Enforcement Services in Sathcona County — 2008 Results
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Highlights from Figure 47

* A chi-square test of association reveals that tli®ra relationship between
one’s use of bylaw enforcement services and thagahat one gave to the
service® A t-test measurement for mean score differences, howevksd f
pinpoint precisely where the differences lie. Fegdi7 shows that while some
users gave higher ratings to the service than sensyuother users gave lower
ratings to the service than non-users and a lgnggrortion of non-users rated
the service as “average” compared to users.

32 Overall, 19.6% of respondents to the survey inditahat they had utilized bylaw enforcement sewic
within the past 12 months. This is almost 3% highan what was reported in the 2007 survey.
332 = 28.44, 4 df, p=.000).
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A comparison of perceptions by location (regardt#ssse/non-use of the service)

is shown in Figure 48. There was no differencpearceptions between those living rural

part of Strathcona County and those living in StoerdvPark.

Percentage
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FIGURE 48
Satisfaction with Bylaw Enforcement Services in Sathcona County — Urban &
Rural Comparisons — 2008 Results
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The very high/high ratings given by urban and rural residents for Byla
Enforcement services was slightly lower in 2008 paned to 2007.

The 54 residents (12.8% of the sample) who hadraléwel of satisfaction
with this service were asked to suggest ways on thisvcould be improved.
There were some who felt that more bylaw officaes @eeded. Others felt
that existing bylaws were not being enforced, ait there was inconsistency
in how bylaws were enforced (e.g. dog control).
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Agricultural Services in Strathcona County

Figure 49 presents the satisfaction level that lgebpve with weed control and
other agricultural services, based on the perspecif the portion of the sample who
utilized these servicdsin the past 12 months and those who did not. dukhalso be
noted that 62 people (12.4% of the sample) didraiat this service on the basis that they
did not know enough about it.

FIGURE 49

Satisfaction with Weed Control, Soil Management, Wdlife Problems
and other Agricultural Services in Strathcona Couny — 2008 Results
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Highlights from Figure 49

* It can be seen from Figure 49 that there are diffees in perception toward
agricultural services based on whether or not aexl uhe service, which is
confirmed by the chi-square test of associaffoA. t-test measurement for
mean score differences, however, failed to pinpgregcisely where the
differences lie. While users gave higher ratingsh service than non-users,
other users gave lower ratings to the service ti@nusers. Furthermore, a
considerably larger proportion of non-users rateel $ervice as “average”
compared to users.

3 QOverall, 7% of respondents to the survey indicaked they had utilized agricultural services withie
past 12 months, which is slightly lower than whasweported in 2007.
%% =16.89, 4 df, p=.002).
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Percentage

A comparison of this year’s results with past $atison studies revealed that
the percentage of users who gave the servieeyahigh or high rating was
higher this year than in previous years. The coeibiratings this year are the
second highest recorded since tracking began i0,28@d the highest rating
noted within the past 5 years.

FIGURE 50

User “Very High/High” Combined Satisfaction Ratings with the different

Agricultural Services -- 2000 — 2008 Comparisoris
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A comparison of perceptions by location (regardigfssse/non-use of the service)

is shown in Figure 51. There were no differeneendased on where people lived.

FIGURE 51

Satisfaction with Weed Control, Soil Management, Wdlife Problems and
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% There was no satisfaction survey conducted in 2002
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Overall, the 56 residents (12.8% of the sample) héad alow/very low level
of satisfaction with this service were asked togasy ways how this could be
improved. The majority of the comments came frorapte who feel that the
County needs to do more with respect to weed chrpanticularly within
ditches (dandelions and thistles were frequentiyntiored). Some residents
were perplexed with the County not controlling wedtat are on County
property (e.g. fence lines, roadways, playgroundd aports fields), yet
expecting residents to take care of their weeds. inA2007, animal control
concerns were minimally mentioned in this year's/ey.

Indoor and Outdoor Recreation Services in Strathcona County

People were asked to rate their satisfaction wiéhviarious outdoor and indoor

recreation opportunities offered by the County.urég52 presents the satisfaction level

that people have with the various parks, greenespand sports fields. Only a small

handful of residents (21 people, or 4.2% of thedajdid not rate this item.

FIGURE 52

Satisfaction with Parks, Green Spaces and Sportsélds in Strathcona County —
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Highlights from Figure 52

It can be seen from Figure 52 that residents livmgherwood Park had a
higher positive perception toward various outdomeg spaces compared to
those living in rural Strathcona. This was congdnwith the chi-square test
of association andtatest measurement for mean score differences.

3" For parks, green spaces and sports fiejfss (15.35, 4 df, p=.004)t =- 3.09, 477 df, p < .003).
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* This year's combinedery high/high ratings were slightly higher in the urban
area in 2008 (79.7%) compared to 77% in 2007 and% 4n 2006. Rural
residents, however, had lower combinegy high/high ratings in 2008
(65.6%) compared to 2007 (72.7%) and 2006 (67.6%).

* The 20 people (4.1% of the sample) who gave thkspareen spaces and
sport fields a low rating were asked to suggestsway how this could be
improved. Comments included a need for better teaance of the existing
green spaces and (especially) sports fields. Arésidents felt that the County
should create additional sports fields to meetdasmg demand among youth.
One resident wondered if the County could do moréHorse enthusiasts.”

Figure 53 presents the satisfaction level that lgebpve with indoor recreation
facilities in the County, based on the perspectioEshe portion of the sample who
utilized these facilitie® in the past 12 months and those who did not.dukhalso be
noted that 30 people (6% of the sample) did na& tlase facilities on the basis that they

did not know enough about them.

FIGURE 53
Satisfaction with Indoor Recreation Facilities in $rathcona County — 2008 Results
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Highlights from Figure 53

* It can be seen from Figure 53 that the perceptioresidents toward indoor
recreation facilities was somewhat dependent oh yser patterns. Overall,
people who used indoor recreation facilities wermaransatisfied than those

3 QOverall, 74% of respondents to the survey inditaket they had been to an indoor recreation fgdili
the County of Strathcona within the past 12 monfhsis is about 2% higher than the 2007 surveylt®su
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who had not used these facilities. This was corddnby a chi-square

procedure ¥? = 22.06, 4 df, p=.000).andtaest measurement for mean score
differences (= 2.43, 468 df, p = .015).

» A further analysis revealed that 80.6% of SherwBadk residents used the
indoor recreation facilities at least once in tlastdgl2 months, while 61.7% of
rural residents made use of these facilities. s&atiion levels between urban
and rural residents of indoor facilities (regardled use) were similar (and
shown in Figure 54).

FIGURE 54

Satisfaction with Indoor Recreation Facilities in $rathcona County — 2008 Results
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« The 40 people (8.6% of the sample) who had a laellef satisfaction with
the facilities were asked to suggest ways on hagdhcould be improved.
Most of the complaints focused on the lack of ratom facilities (particularly
arenas) throughout the County. Others felt thesxlad to be more swimming
programs for children. A few people also felt tis&tcurity needed to be
improved at existing facilities.
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D. Perceptions toward New Residential, Commercial and Industrial
Developments in Strathcona County

Residents of Strathcona County were asked a sefiepiestions about their
perceptions of residential, commercial and indakttievelopments in the County. A

comparative rating of the quality of all three tgpd developments is shown in Figure 55

below.
FIGURE 55
Quiality of Various Developments throughout Strathcma County — 2008 Results
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Highlights from Figure 55

* Overall, respondents who rated the different typésievelopments were
slightly more satisfied with the quality of residieh and commercial
development than industrial developments. It shdalchoted, however, that a
considerable number of residents (n=109 or 21.8%h@®tample) did not rate
the quality of industrial developments.

e The trends noted in this figure are very similatrends found in last year's
study.

* No differences in perceptions were seen betweesethiging in Sherwood
Park and those living in other parts of Strathc@uwunty with respect to
quality of residential, commercial or industriavééopment.

* Those who rated the quality of any of these devakams asow or very low
were asked to indicate why they felt that way. Magsidents used this section

3 Overall, 32 residents (6.4% of the sample) didrat the quality of residential developments ad 4
residents (8.8% of the sample) did not rate thdityuz commercial developments.

trathcona

County
Corporate Planning & Intergovernmental Affairs




Strathcona County Year 2008 Satisfaction Surveyles 49

to comment on increased traffic problems in alltpaof the County.
Comments specific to each type of development arednbelow:

» A variety of concerns were expressed among thee®®lp (9.2% of the
sample) who rated the quality of residential depelents as low. A
common concern was that the houses seemed cranometbse together
with a lack of green space in new neighborhood#h wotential traffic
problems. Others thought that many of the housekeld the same and
also questioned the workmanship on new houses.eTlere also some
who wondered why commercial developments were sgedo residential
ones.

» For commercial developments, a variety of concevese put forward by
the 32 people (7% of the sample) who rated theityuzfl development as
low. Comments were varied and included a lack ahping with respect
to where commercial properties were being builthe®d questioned the
parking spots (or lack of them) associated with neammercial
developments. A couple of people wondered why thvezee a lack of
department stores (such as the Bay or Sears) watrasthcona County,
especially since the County as a whole has growrsiderably larger
within the past 10 years.

» For industrial developments, among the 34 peoplg¥48of the sample)
who rated the quality of development as low, madstth® comments
centered on safety and pollution concerns for esg&l particularly with
respect to air quality. Transportation problemsoamted with new
industrial projects were also cited by a few reside
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A comparative rating pertaining to the perceptibthe quantity (i.e. amount) of

new types of developments is shown in Figure 56.

FIGURE 56

Quantity of Various Developments throughout Strathona County — 2008 Results
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Highlights from Figure 56

Overall, the majority of respondents were of thenigm that there were about
the right amount of developments in the Countyhat present time. The
percentage of people who felt this way in 2008 alasost identical to results
found in studies dating back to 2003.

The findings with respect to quality and quantifydevelopment suggest a
perception in the County right now that there goad balance of commercial
and industrial developments. However, approxinyad@P of residents have
a perception that there is too much residentiabligpment. A further analysis
(as seen in Figure 57) revealed that those peoptefalt there was too much
residential developmeistill had a high positive rating on the quality of life
in Strathcona County as a whole (75.986y high/high) compared to those
who felt that the amount of residential developm&as about right (83.2%
very high/high).*® As such, while there continues to be some concabosit
continued development, it still has not gottenht® point where the perceived
quality of one’s life in Strathcona County has badrersely affected.

“O These percentage comparisons are very similahsi was found in 2007 and 2006.
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FIGURE 57
Perception of the Quality of Life in Strathcona County as a Whole — Comparisons
Based on Perceptions of Amount of Residential Growt- 2008 Results
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« No differences in perceptions were seen betweesethiging in Sherwood
Park and those living in other parts of Strathc@uwunty with respect to
amount of industrial development, residential anaeercial development.

E. Question on Quality of Services Now Compared to Two Years Ago
Respondents were asked to compare the currenttyqoélservices offered by

Strathcona County with the quality of services @tetwo years ago. The 2008 survey

results are compared with the results found inpileeious surveys dating back to 2000

when this same question was asked and are shokigure 58 below.

FIGURE 58
Quiality of Services Now in Strathcona County Compagd to 2 years ago 2000-2008
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Highlights from Figure 58

* Overall, the majority of respondents were of thénimgm that the quality of
services offered by Strathcona County was the s@srniewas two years ago.
It can be seen from Figure 58 that this percentegebeen quite consistent
over the past 10 years (with the exception of 2007)

e |t can also be seen in that the percentage ofaetsdvho thought things had
gottenbetter/much better compared to 2 years ago has increased to its $tighe

level since 2005.

* The 46 people (9.7% of the sample) who felt thatdbality of services had
gotten worse or much worse were asked to indichi® whanges they noticed
about the quality of service. Common concerns utvérd by residents
included problems associated with increased traffid a reduced quality of
the roadways themselves. There were also genenakents that the County
can’t provide adequate services to meet the nddtie ancreased population.

A comparison of urban and rural residents with eesgo perceptions of the

quality of services is shown in Figure 59.

Thevas no statistically significant

difference between the urban and rural sector9@82 However, a comparison between
2008 and 2007 findings reveals increases imtheh better/better ratings between 2007

and 2008 from both urban and rural residents.

Percentage

FIGURE 59

Quality of Services Now in Strathcona County Compaed to 2 years ago
Urban and Rural Comparisons — 2008 & 2007 Results
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F. Question on Taxes within Strathcona County
Residents of Strathcona County who were taxp&yemsre asked to rate the value
they receive for their tax dollars. Residents weaid that 62% of their taxes were
earmarked for municipal services. Knowing thisidents were asked to what extent
they felt they were getting good value for thek tlllars. The results to this question are
shown in Figure 60 below.
FIGURE 60

Value for Tax Dollars Spent in Strathcona County
- Urban and Rural Comparisons 2008
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Highlights from Figure 61

« Statistically, there was a difference between urbad rural residents with
respect to how people felt about the value of takads that was spent on
municipal services. This was confirmed by a chissquprocedurexf = 45.71,
4 df, p=.000) and &test measurement for mean score differentes {6.91,
456 df, p < .001). It can be seen that considerably more people liuinthe
urban area felt that they were getting very goodyaod value for their tax
dollars compared to those living in rural areas.

* Those people (17.3% of the sample, N=79) who fet they received poor
value for the taxes that they paid were askedd@ate why they felt that way.
A variety of reasons were given, though many os¢heomments came from
rural residents who felt that there was an ineqbigyween the amount of
money they paid in taxes and the amount of serwiceg were receiving in

“1 1t was found that 92.6% of the respondents owmegperty in Strathcona County and as such, were
taxpayers.
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return (especially no water and sewage servicekidents living within

Sherwood Park who were dissatisfied with the tagpent and services
received often cited a lack of snow removal as Huwrce of their

dissatisfaction. Overall, the comments put forwansd residents here echo
comments made by others in past satisfaction ssmép respect to taxes.

A comparison of trends from 2000 - 2008 with respegerceptions of the value

of services for tax dollars are shown in FigurgBdban) and Figure 62 (Rural). One can

see that for urban residents, the positive peroegtihat residents were getting very good

or good value for their tax dollars has been dedirslightly since it hit its peak level of

satisfaction in 2005. Rural residents, on the otted, have consistently had a much

higher negative perception of the value that thely fgr their tax dollars compared to

urban residents each year that this has been neglsur

FIGURE 61

Value of Tax Dollars Spent in Strathcona County — tban Residents (2000-2008)
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FIGURE 62

Value of Tax Dollars Spent in Strathcona County — Rral Residents (2000-2008)
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G. Services Provided by Strathcona County Employees

Residents were asked to indicate which County sesvihey had used in the past

12 months. Most survey respondents had usedsitdea County service during this time

period?? It can be seen in Table 1 thacycling depots were the most frequent service

used in 2008 among those surveyed. Related toitleEn be seen that 30% of households

participated in an Enviroservice event in 200®ther services utilized by a number of

County residents includendoor recreation facilities, the public library, RCMP, public

transit services and thd nformation and Volunteer Centre.

Table 1

County Services in Strathcona County Used by Resides
in the Past 12 Months — 2008 vs. 2005 to 2007

N of

Type of Service Users | % Use | % Use | % Use | % Use

(2008) | 2008 2007 2006 2005
Recycling Depots 434 86.89 87.0% 81.6% 83.4%
Indoor Recreation Facilities 370 74.09 72.4% 71.90%74.0%
Strathcona County Library 315 63.09 61.0% 59.2% 2%0.
RCMP 194 38.8% 30.0% 34.6% 33.2%0
Enviroservice event 150 30.09
Public Transit Services 134 26.89 24.2% 22.9% 28.6%
Building Permit & Inspection Service 113 22.61 0P3. | 19.2% 17.0%
Information & Volunteer Centre 105 21.09 22.8% 2.8 22.0%
Bylaw Enforcement 98 19.6% 19.8% 19.8% 19.2%
Fire & Ambulance Services 77 15.49 15.4% 14.0%  %6.4
Family Support Services 57 11.49 8.2% 11.0% 9.0p6
Agriculture Services 35 7.0% 8.0% 9.0% 5.0%0

218 respondents (3.6% of the sample) indicatedttet had not used any county servioeshe past 12
months. There were 40 residents (8% of the samyfle)mentioned other municipal services that thedus
(water & sewer, garbage collection and outdoore&tion services, parks, planning and engineenige
another 6 residents (1.2% of the sample) indicatgdices that were not municipal services (e.gltinea

care and banks).

32008 marks the first year that the event has besasured as part of the Satisfaction Survey, ajinte
event itself has been held in the County in previgears.
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With the exception ofhe RCMP, which had a jump in service use in 2008, all the
other municipal services had minor increases oredses in use by residents in 2008

compared to previous years.

A comparison of services used by urban and rusatleats for 2008 and 2007 is
shown in Table 2% It can be seen that in 2008, among residents vete surveyed, urban
residents usedecycling services, indoor recreation facilities, the public library, public
transit services and thelnformation and Volunteer Centre to a greater extent than rural
residents. Rural residents, on the other handergeshter use @fgricultural servicesand
building and inspection services compared with urban residents.

Table 2

County Services in Strathcona County Reportedly Uskby Urban and Rural
Residents in the Past 12 Months — 2007 vs. 2006

2008 2007

Type of Service Urban | Rural | Urban | Rural

Recycling Services 89.59% 81.7% 91.7% 78.3%
Indoor Recreation Facilities 80.6P6 61.7% 76.3%4 65.1%
Strathcona County Library 65.8%0 57.7% | 66.2%| 51.4%
RCMP 39.1% 38.3% | 33.5%| 23.4%
Enviroservice Event 33.2% 24.0%

Public Transit Services 30.8% 19.4% | 29.8%| 13.7%
Information & Volunteer Centre 23.7% 16.0% 26.894 14.9%
Bylaw Enforcement 19.7% 19.4% | 16.69%4 17.7%
Planning, Building & Inspection Services  18.2%30.9% | 18.5%| 22.3%
Fire & Ambulance Services 13.8% 18.3% 16.09 14.3%
Family Support Services 12.600 9.1% 8.6%| 6.3%
Agriculture Services 4.0% 12.6% 3.1%9 17.1%

In terms of changes between years, for urban nesdehere was an increase in the
use ofindoor recreation facilities and theRCMP in 2008 compared to 2007. Among rural

residents, there was an increase in the use @dbsty library, the RCMP, public transit

* All respondents were read a list of municipal &= and were asked to indicate which ones they had
used within the past 12 months. This is questiomler 13 (the exact wording is found in the
guestionnaire located in Appendix A).
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services andbuilding and inspection services in 2008compared to 2007. It was also found

that fewer rural residents used agriculture sesvice2008 compared to 2007.

Respondents were asked to think of their most tecentact that they had with
County staff® and to rate the service that they received onbtis of 6 criteria. The
services that the residents based their ratinggrershown in Table 3. The overall rating
results for all 6 criteria (regardless of the seeviised) are shown in Figures 63 and 64

Table 3

County Departments in Strathcona County Used as thBasis for Rating the Service
of County Staff in 2008

Type of Service N %

Indoor Recreation Facilities 168 34.3%
Strathcona County Library 102 20.08%
Recycling Depot 97 19.8%
RCMP 23 4.7%
Planning, Building & Inspection Services 18 3.79
Public Transit Services 17 3.5%
Fire & Ambulance Services 13 2.7%
Bylaw Enforcement 12 2.4%
Family Support Services 11 2.2%
Enviroservice Event 6 1.2%
Information & Volunteer Centre 5 1.0%
Agriculture Services 4 0.8%

“In this year’s study, only 4 respondents repordng no contact with any County staff in the piest
months.
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Percentage

Percentage

FIGURE 63
Quality of Services provided by County Staff -200&Results
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FIGURE 64

Quality of Services provided by County Staff — 200&Results
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Highlights from Figure 63 and Figure 64

Overall, residents had a very positive perceptib@aunty staff on the basis
of all 6 criteria.

Based on the combination of tivery high and high scores, the strongest
criteria wascourtesy (83.2%). The remaining attributes of service walte
rated relatively similar, withbeing able to provide clear information the
second highest at 73.8%, followed closely kywiedge of the service
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provider (73.7%),accessibility of staff (72.6%), andability of the staff to help
you andpromptness of staff (both at 70.7%).

» All respondents were given the opportunity to pdevany comments about
the service that they had received from Countyf.st&fverall, 40.2% of the
respondents (N=201) provided additional commem@$.these 201 residents,
the majority of the comments (140 or 69.6% of th2eé residents) were
positive descriptors, includinggood and/or helpful, professional
knowl edgeable staff, efficient andfriendly/courteous. Many of these residents
had additional positive perceptions toward depanté¢hat were particularly
helpful to them.

* Not everyone was pleased, however, as 30.3% oR@heresidents were not
happy with aspects of the service that they receiVéhile the comments did
vary, some of the repeated concerns were:

» Calls made for required services were not followpdy County staff;

* A small number of residents encountered staff whdheir opinion,
were not as friendly as they could be;

* Lengthy waits for required services; and

* Inconsistent information given by different depagtits on the same
issue.

It should also be noted that many complaints wdreut changes to existing

services (such as the Green Routine) and not ddeotstaff.
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Figure 65 presents a comparison of overall reqdts/een this year’s survey and
the 2007 and 2006 surveys for these 6 items. K& feand that the combinedry
high/high ratings for staff were slightly higher in 2008 compared to 2007 abdut the
same as 2006 for almost all of items (except foility to help,” which dropped in 2008).

FIGURE 65

Quality of Services provided by County Staff - 2008vith 2007 & 2006 comparisons
on the combinedVery High/High percentages
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H. Assessment of County Communication and Information Services

Residents were asked a series of questions abewuthey get information from
Strathcona County. Early in the survey, residergee asked to indicate how satisfied they
were with the opportunities to express opinionsuabuunicipal services or municipal

issues in Strathcona County. A breakdown by reselémshown in Figure 66

FIGURE 66
Rating of being able to have Opportunities to Expres Opinions— 2008 Results
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Highlights from Figure 66

» Although those living in Sherwood Park were somdawhare satisfied with
the opportunities to express opinions than thosediin rural Strathcona, the
spread was not statistically significant. Thereeveo differences found with
respect to any demographic characteristic foritars.

* These results were very similar to those foundgt year’'s survey.

* Overall, 58 people (12% of the sample) were notstatl with the
opportunities for expressing opinions in Strathc@wunty. There were a
variety of reasons for this, though the most frequencern was that elected
officials and County personnel were not listeningtlte concerns (e.g., the
new method of waste collection [The Grdeoutine] and changes to policies
involving roads). There were also people who felstfrated at times that they
could not get through to someone in charge to dalkut their concerns, and
that leaving a message did not result in gettiegntiatter resolved.
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Figure 67 presents the overall rating that resgldrave with how the County

communicates with its citizens.

I T e

FIGURE 67
Rating of how well Strathcona County Communicates wh Residents — 2008 Results
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Highlights from Figure 67

* Overall, 64.5% of those living in Sherwood Park &3d4% of those living in
other parts of Strathcona County felt that the @pwas doing a good or very
good job communicating with residents. Among ruedidents, this was a
substantial improvement over the 2007 results, whethover 54% of rural
residents felt this way. The results for SherwoadkResidents in 2007 were
about the same as 2008.

* No differences were found among any demographicacheristics for this

variable.
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Residents were then read a list of different meshibdt the County currently has
in place for providing information about municipsgrvices to its residents. For each
method, respondents were asked to indicate whétlegrthought these were excellent,
good, fair or poor methods. An overall ratingloé imethods is shown in Figure 68.

FIGURE 68
Rating Existing Methods Used to Inform the Public &out Municipal Services
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It can be seen in Figure 68 that t@eunty newspapers and newsletters and
brochures received solid ratings from residents. Overal,2% of residents gave the
newspaper an excellent or good rating, while 73.6% gaesdetters and brochures an
excellent or good rating (almost a 9% improvemerdrahe 2007 ratings)Information
sent to residents through the utility bill as well as theCounty website also received
acceptable ratings (both 71.7% combined excelleatdgthough the website ratings are

about 4% lower than what was recorded in 2007).
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Two methods that received considerably lower ratifigpm residents were
meetings/open houses (59.9% excellent/good, though this is still an lifprovement
over 2007 ratings) anpre-recorded telephone messages (25.3% excellent/good, though

this was a 6% improvement over 2007).

Figure 69 presents a comparison between urbanumabresidents with respect to
the percentage of residents who visited the Stoah€ounty website. It can be seen that
a slightly larger percentage of residents livingSherwood Park accessed the website
compared to those living in rural areas, but thifedince is minimal.

FIGURE 69
Percentage of Residents who visited the County Webes

Percentage

All Residents Urban Rural
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Figure 70 presents the satisfaction level that j[gedtyave with the Strathcona
County websité® It can be seen that the satisfaction level waghti higher among
urban residents compared to those living in ruraat8cona, but the spread was not

statistically significant.

FIGURE 70
Satisfaction with the Strathcona County Website —@08 Results
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5 This figure excludes 39.4% of the residents wheenavent to the County website.
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I. Relationship with Other Municipalities

All respondents were asked two questions with r@sjpehow Strathcona County
fits within the Capital Region. The first questigan regional independence) was
previously asked in a study on regional relatiomsduicted by Strathcona County in late
2007. The results for this question (and the campa with 2007) are shown in Figure
71. It can be seen that there was virtually nongbdbetween 2007 and 2008 with respect
to support shown for this. Moreover, it can bensgeFigure 72 that there is very little

difference between urban and rural residents an thi

FIGURE 71
Support for Retention of Independence
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FIGURE 72
Support for Retention of Independence
(2008 Urban & Rural Comparisons)
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Residents were also asked to indicate how satighegt were with the way
Strathcona County worked with other municipaliieshe Capital Region. It can be seen
in Figure 73 that the combined very/somewhat satisfatings reveal that the majority of
Sherwood Park (65.8%) and rural residents (68.28¢) satisfied with the County’s
efforts.

FIGURE 73

Satisfaction with Strathcona County working with other Municipalities
(2008 Urban & Rural Comparisons)
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J. Final Thoughts

The closing question directed to all residents avgeneral one that allowed people
to provide comments about any Strathcona Counjicgeor the way that the County is
managed. Overall, 41.2% of respondents provideitianal comment§’ Just over 17%
percent of these comments were positive with mesb@ated with the satisfaction of how
municipal services are managed. The remaining camsnfocused on the following

areas:

» Various department grievances, including: aspefctsaasit; lack of sufficient
recreation opportunities; not liking aspects tbé Green Routine;, various
bylaw enforcement issues (or lack thereof); laclkmdw removal and RCMP
response time;

* Tax concerns;

» Various building and infrastructure issues;

» Concern with regional issues ;

* Growth and development within the County.

7 Comments from other people on newspapers, educsystem and hospital issues which are not part of
Strathcona County’s responsibilities to its restdemere excluded from this section. All percensageted

in this section are based on the number of people made valid comments about aspects of services or
living in Strathcona County for which the municipals responsible.
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APPENDIX A: THE QUESTIONNAIRE
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Strathcona County Year 2008 Client Satisfaction Qu&tionnaire

Hello. My name is cofnpany name. We are doing a survey of adult residents on liehal
of Strathcona County to find out what people likel @on't like about living in the community. Canuwspare
me aboutlO minutesof your time right now to take part in this impamt survey?

ONCE AN ADULT MEMBER OF THE HOUSEHOLD IS ON THE LIN E, CONTINUE.

The survey will ask for your opinions about the lgyaf life in Strathcona County, the quality ofumicipal
services, and the service provided by County stdfé County will use these results to evaluatsétwices,
and help make the best use of its resources.

Great, but before we begin | need to know:

Do you live:  In Sherwood Park 1

or elsewhere in Strathcona County? 2

If not 1 or 2 — Thank and terminate

I'd like to begin by asking you some general gussiabout life in Strathcona County...

very very DO NOT READ:
high high average low, or low DK
1. To what extent are you satisfied
with the quality of life in 1 2 3 4 5 9

Strathcona County at the present
time? Would you rate your level
of satisfaction as:

IF LOW OR VERY LOW, ASK: How could the quality of life be improved?

very very DO NOT READ:
high high average low, or low DK
2.  How would you rate Strathcona
County as a place to raise 1 2 3 4 5 9

children? Would you rate your
level of satisfaction as:

IF LOW OR VERY LOW, ASK: Why do you feel that way?

trathcona

County
Corporate Planning & Intergovernmental Affairs



Strathcona County Year 2008 Satisfaction Surveyles 71

1to5 6tol10 11to?20 More thapO NOT READ
None Adults Adults Adults, or 20 Adults DK

3.  How many adults in your neighborhood
do you know by name? Would you say;

2 3 4 5 9
very very DO NOT READ:
high high average low, or low DK

4. How would you rate Strathcona

County as a safe community to
live in? Would you rate this as...1 2 3 4 5 9

IF LOW OR VERY LOW, ASK: What could be done to make the community  safer?

very very DO NOT READ:
high high average low, or low DK
5. How would you rate the quality
of Strathcona County's natural
environment? Would this be... 1 2 3 4 5 9

IF LOW OR VERY LOW, ASK: Why do you feel that way?

very very DO NOT READ:
fair fair average unfair, or unfairbk
6. In providing services, County

Council and staff have to 1 2 3 4 5 9

consider the needs and interests

of people living in different

areas of the County. In balancing

these needs and interests, would

you say that in general the

County is:

DO NOT READ: IF UNFAIR OR VERY UNFAIR, ASK: Why do you feel that way?

7. Would you recommend

Strathcona County to others as d.. yes 2.no 9. Don’t know
place to live?
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DO NOT READ: IF NO, ASK: Why do you say that?
8. Overall, how satisfied are you with the opportwestfor residents to express their opinions about
municipal services or municipal issues in Stratlc@ounty? Is your satisfaction level:

1. Very High 2. High 3. Average 4. Low 5. Very Loxiv KD

IF LOW OR VERY LOW, ASK: Why do you feel that way?

I'd now like to know what you think of the qugliof services provided by Strathcona County.

DO NOT READ: PLEASE ROTATE THE LIST, STARTING AT TH E X.

a. Thinking owinter road very very DO NOT READ:
maintenance, snow clearing high high average low,or low DK
and ice control...is your
satisfaction level very high, high, 1 2 3 4 5 9

average, low or very low?

FOR WINTER SERVICE RATED LOW OR VERY LOW (4, 5), A SK:
What could Strathcona County do to improve in #risa?

b. Thinking ofurban street very very DO NOT READ:
maintenance in the summer high high average low,or low DK
(potholes filled, streets in good
repair)...is your satisfaction level 1 2 3 4 5 9
very high, high, average, low or
very low?

FOR SERVICE RATED LOW OR VERY LOW (4, 5), ASK:
What could Strathcona County do to improve in Hrisa?

very very DO NOT READ:
c. Thinking ofrural road high high average low,or low DK
maintenance in summer
(potholes, grading, dust 1 2 3 4 5 9

control)...is your satisfaction
level very high, high, average,
low or very low?

FOR SERVICE RATED LOW OR VERY LOW (4, 5), ASK:
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What could Strathcona County do to improve in Hrisa?

d. Thinking offamily support very very DO NOT READ:
services, which include things  high high average low,or low DK
such as home care, counseling,
youth programs ...is your 1 2 3 4 5 9

satisfaction level very high, high,
average, low or very low?

FOR SERVICE RATED LOW OR VERY LOW (4, 5), ASK:
What could Strathcona County do to improve in Hrisa?

e. Thinking offire and ambulance very very DO NOT READ:
services..is your satisfaction high high average low,or low DK
level very high, high, average,
low or very low? 1 2 3 4 5 9

FOR SERVICE RATED LOW OR VERY LOW (4, 5), ASK:
What could Strathcona County do to improve in Hrisa?

f.  Thinking ofland use planning,  very very DO NOT READ:
which includes determining high high average low, or low DK
new residential, commercial
and industrial development..is 1 2 3 4 5 9

your satisfaction level very high,
high, average, low or very low?

FOR SERVICE RATED LOW OR VERY LOW (4, 5), ASK:
What could Strathcona County do to improve in #rsa?

g. Thinking ofeconomic very very DO NOT READ:
development, which includes high high average Ilow,or low DK
attracting new businesses.is
your satisfaction level very high, 1 2 3 4 5 9

high, average, low or very low?

FOR SERVICE RATED LOW OR VERY LOW (4, 5), ASK:
What could Strathcona County do to improve in #risa?

h. Thinking ofbuilding permit and  very very DO NOT READ:
inspection services..is your high high average low,or low DK
satisfaction level very high, high,
average, low or very low. 1 2 3 4 5 9
trathcona
County

Corporate Planning & Intergovernmental Affairs



Strathcona County Year 2008 Satisfaction Surveyles

FOR SERVICE RATED LOW OR VERY LOW (4, 5), ASK:
What could Strathcona County do to improve in #risa?

i.  Thinking aboutvater and sewer very very DO NOT READ:
services..is your satisfaction high high average low, or low DK
level very high, high, average,
low or very low? 1 2 3 4 5 9

FOR SERVICE RATED LOW OR VERY LOW (4, 5), ASK:
What could Strathcona County do to improve in Hrisa?

j-  Thinking abouthe green very very DO NOT READ:
routine, which includes the high high average Ilow,or low DK
collection of waste, organic and
recycling materials...is your 1 2 3 4 5 9

satisfaction level very high, high,
average, low or very low?

FOR SERVICE RATED LOW OR VERY LOW (4, 5), ASK:
What could Strathcona County do to improve in #risa?

k.  Thinking about the various very very DO NOT READ:
parks, green spaces and sports high high average low,or low DK
fields...is your satisfaction level
very high, high, average, low or 1 2 3 4 5 9
very low?

FOR SERVICE RATED LOW OR VERY LOW (4, 5), ASK:
What could Strathcona County do to improve in #risa?

|. Thinking abouindoor recreation  very very DO NOT READ:
facilities (arenas and pool)..is  high high average Ilow,or Ilow DK
your satisfaction level very high,
high, average, low or very low? 1 2 3 4 5 9

FOR SERVICE RATED LOW OR VERY LOW (4, 5), ASK:
What could Strathcona County do to improve in #risa?

m. Thinking ofpublic transit very very DO NOT READ:
services here in the County..is  high high average low,or low DK
your satisfaction level very high, 1 2 3 4 5 9

high, average, low or very low?
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FOR SERVICE RATED LOW OR VERY LOW (4, 5), ASK:
What could Strathcona County do to improve in Hrisa?

n. Thinking ofoylaw enforcement .. very very DO NOT READ:
is your satisfaction level very high,high high average low,or low DK

high, average, low or very low?
1 2 3 4 5 9

FOR SERVICE RATED LOW OR VERY LOW (4, 5), ASK:
What could Strathcona County do to improve in #risa?

very DO NOT READ:

0. Thinking aboutveed control, very
soil management, wildlife high high average Ilow,or low DK
problems and other

1 2 3 4 5 9

agricultural services...is your
satisfaction level very high, high,
average, low or very low?

FOR SERVICE RATED LOW OR VERY LOW (4, 5), ASK:
What could Strathcona County do to improve in #risa?

p. Thinking of thdnformation and  very very DO NOT READ:
Volunteer Centre...is your high high average Ilow,or low DK
satisfaction level very high, high, 1 2 3 4 5 9

average, low or very low.

FOR SERVICE RATED LOW OR VERY LOW (4, 5), ASK:
What could Strathcona County do to improve in Hrisa?

g. Thinking of theStrathcona very very DO NOT READ:
County Library ...is your high high average Ilow,or Ilow DK

satisfaction level very high, high, 1 2 3 4 5 9
average, low or very low?

DO NOT READ: FOR SERVICE RATED LOW OR VERY LOW (4, 5), ASK:
What could Strathcona County do to improve in #risa?

very DO NOT READ:

r.  Thinking ofthe services very
provided by the RCMP...is your high high average Ilow,or low DK

satisfaction level very high, high, 1 2 3 4 5 9
average, low or very low?

DO NOT READ: FOR SERVICE RATED LOW OR VERY LOW (4, 5), ASK:
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What could Strathcona County do to improve in Hrisa?

10. Now I'd like to know how you feel about nevsigential, commercial and industrial developments i
Strathcona County. To begin with...

How would you rate the qualityf: very very DO NOT READ
high high average low,or low DK
a. New residential developments 1 2 3 4 5 9

throughout the County? Overall,
would you say that the quality was:

b. New commercial developments 1 2 3 4 5 9
throughout the County? Overall,
would you say that the quality was:

c. New industrial developments 1 2 3 4 5 9
throughout the County? Overall,
would you say that the quality was:

IF LOW OR VERY LOW FOR ANY OF THE ABOVE, ASK: Why do you feel that way?
DO NOT READ: SPECIFY WHETHER RESIDENTIAL, COMMERCIA L OR INDUSTRIAL

I'd now like to find out how you feel about the anmb of new developments in the County.

What about the amount of: about  too too DO NOT READ:
right much, or little DK
d. New residential developments in the 1 2 3 9

County? Would you say the amount was:

e. New commercial developments in the 1 2 3 9
County? Would you say the amount was:

f. New industrial developments in the 1 2 3 9
County? Would you say the amount was:

11. I'd now like you to think back about the quality érvices offered to residents in Strathcona Cotwdy
years ago...
much the much DO NOT
READ: better  better same  worse, or  worse
To the best of your knowledge,
compared to two years ago, would 1 2 3 4 5 9
you say that the quality of services
now is much better, better, the same,
worse or much worse than it was two
years ago?
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IF WORSE OR MUCH WORSE, ASK:
What changes have you noticed about the qualisgpfice?

12. a. Do you presently own property in StrathcGoanty?

1 Yes -Go to Q-12b 2 No | 9 Don't know
skip to g-13

b. Of the residential property tax you pay, atefiper cent pays for municipal services. Knowimg,t
would you say you receive...

Very good value for your tax dollars

Good value

Poor value, or

Very poor value for your tax dollars

1.
2
3. Average value
4
5
9

Don’t Know

IF POOR OR VERY POOR VALUE, ASK:
Why do you believe you receive poor value for diveets you pay?

Now | would like to know your opinion about the @ee provided by Strathcona County employees.

13. Which of the following County services have youdigethe past 12 monthgRead list and record
all numbers that apply)

Family Support Services

Fire and Ambulance Services

Building Permit and Inspection Services If one or more of these

Indoor recreation facilities services are mentioned,
please go to Question 14

Public transit services

Bylaw enforcement
Recycling depots

Enviroservice event

© 00 N oo 0o b~ WDN P

Agricultural services

[EEN
o

Information and Volunteer Centre

[EY
[E

Strathcona County Library
The RCMP

[EEN
N
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13 Any Others — Please indicate:
98 None(do not read) - Go to Question 15
99 Don't know (do not Read) — Go to Question 15

14. Of the County services that you've used, which dideyou use most recently?
Go To Question 17

15. Have you had contact with any County staff in thetpyear?

1 Yes Skip to Q-17 2 No 9 Don't know
Ask Q-16 below

16. Even though you have not had recent contact witlnGostaff, what is your general impression of the
quality of service that they provide? Would yoy #zat it was:

Very good

Good

Average Go to Question 18

Poor, or

Very Poor

ol A WO N P

Don’t know

17. I'd like you to think about your most recent contaith County staff and the quality of service that
you received.

very very DO NOT READ:
high high average low, or low DK
a. What about the accessibility forl 2 3 4 5 9
the service? Would you rate
this as:

b. What about the knowledge of 1 2 3 4 5 9
the service provider? Would
you rate this as:

c. What about courtesy? Would 1 2 3 4 5 9
you rate this as:

d. What about the ability for
providing clear information 1 2 3 4 5 9
and explanations? Would you
rate this as:

e. What about the ability to help 1 2 3 4 5 9
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you? Would you rate this as:

f. What about promptness? 1 2 3 4
Would you rate this as:
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18. Are there any comments you would like to mabeuathe service provided by County stdif@ NOT
READ: PROBE AND CLARIFY

19 To what extent do you support Strathcona Corettining its independence as a separate munitgipali
Would you say that you:

1. Strongly support this

2.

3.

4,

5.

Somewhat support this
Somewhat oppose this
Strongly oppose this, or

Somewhat in the middle

9.

Don’t know

20 In general, to what extent are you satisfiechwiite way your local government works with other
municipalities in the Capital Region? Would yoy Hzat you are:

1. Very satisfied

2.

3.

Somewhat satisfied
Somewhat dissatisfied
Very dissatisfied, or

Somewhat in the middle

21.

Don’t know

How would you rate the County overall on its comiation with its citizens? Would you say that it
was:

Very good
Good
Average
Poor, or

Very Poor

1.
2
3
4.
5
9

Don’'t Know
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22. There are different ways that Strathcona Countyigdes information to its residents. I'd like to cea
short list to you, and for each, please tell mihig is an excellent, good, fair or poor way of weying
information to you.

DONOT READ:

What about ? Is this an: Excellent  GoodFair, or  Poor Method Don’t Know
a. The local newspaper? 1 2 3 4 9
b. Brochures or newsletters? 1 2 3 4 9
c. Information sent with your utility bill? 1 2 3 4 9
d. Pre-recorded telephone messages? 1 2 3 4 9
e. Public meetings or open houses? 1 2 3 4 9
f. Information on the Strathcona

County website? 1 2 3 4 9

23. Have you ever visited the Strathcona County weBsite

1. Yes
2. No Skip to Q-25
9. Don't know Skip to Q-25

24. Overall, how satisfied are you with the Strathc@Quaunty website? Is your satisfaction level:

Very high
High

Average

Very Low

1.
2
3
4. Low, or
5
9. Don't know

25. Are there any other comments you would like to mabeut any Strathcona County service or the
way the County is managed?
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In finishing up this survey, I'd like to get somadic information about your household so that wg bwdter
understand how your answers compare to othersvitlae talked to. This information will remain
confidential. To begin with...
26. How many years have you lived in Strathconar®g?

DO NOT READ: IF LESS THAN ONE YEAR, ENTER 0.
27. Including yourself, how many people live in yourusehold? (If “One” Go to Q-28)

27a) How many of these people are children agear i6unger?

27b) How many are children aged 16 or older?

28. And as | read a list of age groups, please stogvhe | mention the group that includes your age....

18 to 24
2510 34
35 to 44
45to 54
55to 64

65 years of age or older

ol 0~ DN PRE

Refused
29. DO NOT READ. NOTE GENDER. 1. Male 2. Female

30. Could | please get your first name or initial€ase my supervisor wants to verify that we catea
this survey?

Thank you for your help in completing this survagd have a very pleasant evening.

DO NOT READ: Phone #:
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