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Executive Summary 

 

¶ A mail survey focusing on Summit County residentsô views about local quality of life 

conditions and trends, satisfaction with government services, and future priorities for the 

county was conducted in late spring, 2011.  Following deletion of addresses determined to be 

invalid or vacant, questionnaires were mailed to 942 randomly-selected residential addresses in 

eastern portions of the county and 895 addresses in western portions of the county.  Completed 

questionnaires were returned by 414 individuals living in east-side areas (44% response rate) 

and 359 west-side residents (40% response rate). 

 

¶ A comparison of selected socio-demographic characteristics of survey respondents from eastern 

and western portions of the county revealed both similarities and differences.  Survey 

participants from the two areas were similar with respect to the percentages of male and female 

respondents, age distributions, and the percentage who were homeowners.  East-side residents 

reported slightly larger household sizes, and a slightly higher presence of children living at 

home, than was the case among west-side residents.  More substantial differences were 

observed regarding ownership of agricultural or undeveloped land parcels, something reported 

by a third of east-side residents but only 12% of west-side residents.  In addition, there were 

major differences between east-side and west-side respondents with respect to both educational 

attainment and household income.  About 38% of east-siders reported completion of a four-

year college degree or higher, compared to 78% of west-side residents.  Among east-side 

residents about 22% of respondents reported annual household incomes of $100,000 or more, 

while 54% of west-side residents reported income levels at or above that level. 

 

¶ A majority of residents of both eastern and western areas indicated that they consider overall 

quality of life in Summit County to be above average; west-side residents were considerably 

more likely than east-siders to rate quality of life as ñexcellent.ò  In both areas residents placed 

considerable emphasis on the importance of outdoor recreation opportunities, the natural beauty 

of the area, and the clean environment as key contributors to local quality of life.  In addition, a 

substantial majority of east-side residents emphasized the importance of the rural and 

agricultural character of the area as an important quality of life factor.  While most residents in 

both areas of the county considered it at least moderately important to limit the expansion of 

new residential development and to place limits on future land development, east-side residents 

expressed considerable ambivalence about growth-control strategies, while west-side residents 

were generally very supportive of such efforts. 

 

¶ Survey participants were generally pleased with a variety of specific conditions in the county.  

For example, a large majority of both east-side and west-side residents considered levels of 

safety from crime and violence to be either above average or excellent.  Citizens also provided 

high overall ratings of the areaôs air quality.  Responses to items focusing on the availability of 

various public facilities and services such as recreation centers, trail systems, and county road 

maintenance revealed that while most residents throughout the county are satisfied, west-side 

residents tend to be more satisfied than those living in eastern areas of the county.  Issues of 

concern identified by more substantial numbers of survey participants included the availability 

of affordable housing and the availability of employment opportunities for local residents. 
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¶ Overall, a majority of residents in both eastern and western portions of Summit County rated 

the quality of services provided by county government as ñaverage.ò  At the same time, those 

who chose other response options were more likely to consider such services to be above 

average than to rate them as being below average.  Similarly, about half of county residents 

indicated that the value of county services received relative to taxes and fees they pay is 

ñaverage,ò with west-side residents considerably more likely than east-siders to rate the value 

received in government services to be better than average. 

 

¶ When asked to evaluate a number of specific government services, residents of both eastern 

and western Summit County most often rated various county services as ñaverage.ò  Overall, 

east-side residents were somewhat more likely to rate various aspects of county government as 

less-than-average than was the case among west-side residents; such trends were especially 

evident regarding citizensô views about the responsiveness of county government to citizen 

input, the fiscal responsibility of county government, and the effectiveness of county 

government in providing information to citizens. 

 

¶ Most residents who reported contact with a county government office over the past year 

reported that they were either somewhat or very satisfied with various aspects of that 

experience.   

 

¶ Residents of both eastern and western Summit County expressed considerable concern about 

the consequences of rapid growth affecting the area.  A substantial majority of residents 

countywide agreed that rapid growth is causing a loss of important and valued characteristics of 

the area, and most agreed that policies are needed to manage future growth and development 

and insure protection of the environment.  At the same time, east-side residents in particular 

expressed considerable ambivalence about policies that might be viewed as imposing limits on 

private property rights in order to preserve open space or protect the environment, and were 

considerably more likely than west-side residents to support increased flexibility in the 

application of county land use regulations.  In addition, west-side residents were substantially 

more likely to express support for increased property taxes to support the purchase of private 

lands for open space protection and public recreation uses than were east-siders. 

 

¶ In general, county residents considered the quality and effectiveness of law enforcement 

services to be average to above average.  Ratings of several specific topics and issues related to 

county law enforcement consistently revealed that both east-side and west-side residents are 

considerably more likely to say they are satisfied than to express dissatisfaction.  Responses 

reflecting some degree of dissatisfaction occurred most frequently when survey participants 

were asked about emphasis placed by the sheriffôs department on enforcing speed limits and 

traffic laws, with about 30% of west-side residents expressing concern related to that specific 

issue.  

 

¶ Responses to several questions focusing on recreation opportunities and services revealed that 

residents of western Summit County are generally more satisfied about such conditions than are 

east-side residents.  In particular, west-side residents indicated very high levels of satisfaction 

with the local availability of hiking and biking trails, and they were also generally very satisfied 
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with the availability of both indoor recreation centers and outdoor recreation facilities such as 

ball fields.   An area of dissatisfaction expressed most frequently by east-side residents 

involved the availability of bicycle lanes or road shoulders of sufficient width to allow safe 

bicycling and avoid conflicts between cyclists and motor vehicles. 

 

¶ When asked to consider whether allocations of county funds for various programs and services 

should increase, decrease, or remain at current levels, a majority of both east-side and west-side 

residents generally expressed a preference for retention of current funding levels.  Among east-

side residents, expressions of support for increased funding allocations exceeded 20% of 

responses for questions focusing on provision of emergency response services, fire protection 

services, public transportation services, public water supply services, solid waste recycling 

services, annual maintenance of county roadways, and winter plowing of county roadways.  

Among west-side residents, expressions of support for funding increases exceeded 20% of 

survey responses for questions focusing on public health clinics, hiking and biking trails, senior 

citizen centers and services, public transportation services, public water supply systems, solid 

waste recycling services, air and water quality monitoring, annual maintenance of county 

roadways, and purchase of private lands for open space and public recreation uses
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INTRODUCTION  

 This report presents an overview of findings from a 2011 survey of adult residents of Summit 

County, Utah.  Commissioned by the Summit County Managerôs office as a part of broader strategic 

planning activities, the study was designed to assess citizensô views about local quality of life 

conditions and trends, satisfaction with government services, and future priorities for the county.  The 

project was conducted by Dr. Richard Krannich, professor of Sociology at Utah State University.  The 

information presented here outlines study procedures, summarizes survey results, and highlights key 

findings.   

 

STUDY APPROACH   

A self-completion survey questionnaire was developed to measure residentsô views about 

selected conditions and issues in Summit County, including their opinions about local quality of life, 

the effectiveness of county government, public safety and law enforcement, recreation opportunities 

and services, and priorities for future funding of various services by the county.  Specific survey 

questions were developed following a review of reports from similar studies conducted in other areas 

as well as in-depth interviews with a number of county officials.  Draft versions of the questionnaire 

were then reviewed with the county manager and assistant county manager, as well as with members 

of the county council, prior to finalizing the questionnaire and administering the survey.  

Levels of development and population concentration in Summit County differ substantially 

between the more heavily-populated western portion of the county encompassing and surrounding the 

Park City area, and the less-populated, more rural eastern portion of the county.  Approximately 69% 
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of county residents live in the zip code areas comprising Park City and the adjoining Snyderville Basin 

area in western Summit County, with the remaining 31% of the countyôs population scattered across a 

number of smaller communities and rural areas in eastern portions of the county.  To insure adequate 

representation of residents from both portions of the county and sufficient numbers of observations 

from each area to allow for statistically accurate comparisons, a stratified probability sampling 

procedure was used to select potential survey respondents.  Separate random samples of residential 

mailing addresses for the zip code areas comprising the Park City and Snyderville Basin areas, and for 

zip code areas comprising the remaining (eastern) portions of the county, were obtained through 

Marketing Systems Group, a national commercial service that provides samples drawn from the U.S. 

Postal Service delivery sequence files.  The initial sampling procedure produced 1,000 residential 

mailing addresses for each of the two county segments.  

Survey administration involved a multi-wave mailing strategy based on the ñtotal designò 

principles outlined by Dillman (1978; 2007).  Sampled households received up to five separate 

mailings soliciting participation in the survey process.  A pre-notification post card was sent via first-

class mail in mid-April  to all sampled households.  A full survey packet containing a booklet-type 

questionnaire, explanatory cover letter, and postage-paid return envelope was sent to all sampled 

households (after deletion of addresses for which the pre-notification card was returned as 

undeliverable) approximately two weeks later.  The explanatory cover letter and questionnaire 

instructions requested that the survey be completed and returned by the adult household member 

whose birthday had occurred most recently, an effective and straightforward method for randomizing 

selection of individual respondents within sampled households.  This first questionnaire mailing was 

followed one week later by a postcard reminder requesting that recipients complete and return the 

questionnaire.  A second, follow-up mailing of full survey packets to non-responding households was 
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sent in mid-May.  On June 6 a final follow-up mailing of survey packets was sent to all households that 

had still not responded by that date. 

Deletion of mailing address listings for which survey materials were returned as undeliverable 

(primarily vacant households) produced final samples of 942 residential addresses in the eastern 

portion of Summit County and 895 addresses in the western portion of the county.  At the time of the 

August 1 cut-off date for processing returns and initiating data analysis, completed questionnaires had 

been returned by 414 east-side residents, and by 359 west-side residents.
1
  Survey response rates (42% 

countywide; 43.9% for eastern Summit County and 40.1% for western Summit County) are reasonably 

high given recent trends of declining response rates for mail as well as other types of surveys in the 

U.S. (see Connelly, Brown and Decker 2003; Lozar et al. 2008).  For the county as a whole, the 

statistical margin of error associated with the combined countywide sample is approximately +/- 3.5%.  

The margin of error for data based on survey responses from the west side of the county alone is 

approximately +/- 5.1%, and approximately +/- 4.7% for the east side of the county.
2
  

In this report the response patterns for individual survey questions are presented separately for 

eastern and western portions of Summit County, and also for the county as a whole.  Because the 

proportions of households included in the samples for eastern and western portions of the county are 

not identical, it is important to point out that survey response patterns for the county as a whole cannot 

be derived from a simple averaging of east-side and west-side responses.  In order to produce accurate 

countywide estimates the survey data were statistically weighted prior to analysis, to adjust for 

variations in numbers of residents, differing sampling proportions, and differing numbers of responses 

                                                           
1
 Eight survey participants removed the identification number that had been written on the back of the survey 

questionnaire, making it impossible to allocate their responses to either the eastern or western portion of the county. 

2
 Theoretical margins of error are calculated based on an assumed even distribution of responses across response 

categories to a given question.  The actual margin of error is smaller when response distributions are uneven and higher 

proportions of response fall into one category rather than another. 
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for the two county segments.  While the discussion of results presented in the pages that follow focuses 

on response patterns among residents of eastern and western portions of Summit County, all data 

charts also represent an estimate of the county-wide response based on this statistical weighting 

procedure. 

  

SURVEY RESULTS 

Respondent Characteristics 

 A review of selected socio-demographic characteristics of survey respondents reveals both 

similarities and differences between east-side and west-side residents. Overall, the proportion of male 

and female respondents was fairly balanced, with slightly more women than men responding in both 

eastern (55.4%) and western (52.5%) portions of Summit County.  The percentage of respondents age 

60 and older was very similar in the eastern (31.3%) and western (29.3%) areas, while the percentage 

age 30 and under was somewhat higher in the east (6.0%) than in the western portion of the county 

(2.8%).   

 Overall, residents of eastern Summit County were considerably more likely to report having 

lived in the county for an extended time period than were those from the western portion of the county.  

Among eastern county residents, nearly three-fourths (73.9%) of respondents said they had lived in the 

county for longer than 10 years, and more than half (55.1%) had lived there for longer than 20 years.  

In contrast, 57.8% of western county residents said they had lived in Summit County for longer than 

10 years, and less than one-fourth (24.3%) had lived there for longer than 20 years.  In both areas a 

large majority of respondents indicated that they own or are buying their homes (90.3% in eastern 

Summit and 89.1% in western Summit).  However, residents of eastern Summit were considerably 

more likely to also report ownership of agricultural or other undeveloped land within the county 



5 

 

(33.1% in eastern Summit, vs. 12.3% in western Summit).  And, among those who did report 

ownership of such undeveloped land, residents of eastern Summit were far more likely to report 

ownership of over 50 acres (31.9% of those reporting land ownership) than were residents of western 

Summit County (2.2% of those reporting land ownership).  

 In both portions of the county more than half of respondents reported that their household was 

comprised of two or fewer persons (51.8% in the east, and 59.8% in the west).  The mean household 

size was 2.9 persons in eastern Summit County, and 2.5 persons in the western portion of the county.  

Consistent with this difference, the percentage of respondents reporting one or more children under the 

age of 18 as members of their households was somewhat higher in the eastern area (41.7%) than in the 

western portion of the county (35.8%).   

 Educational attainment levels differed substantially when comparing respondents from the two 

portions of the county.  In eastern Summit County about 21% of respondents indicated that they had 

completed high school or less; 27% had completed a college degree and 11.2% had completed an 

advanced degree.  In contrast, only 3.9% of respondents from western Summit said they had a high 

school education or less, while 49% had a four-year college degree and 29.4% reported completion of 

an advanced degree.  Further evidence of socioeconomic differentiation between the countyôs east side 

and west side is provided by a major difference in household income levels.  In eastern Summit County 

approximately one-fourth (24.8%) of respondents reported annual household incomes falling below 

$40,000, while approximately one out of five (21.6%) reported incomes of $100,000 or higher and 

only 4.4% had incomes of $200,000 or more.  In contrast, only 11.2% of west-side residents reported 

household incomes below $40,000, while well over one-half (54.1%) said their annual household 

income was higher than $100,000 and one-fifth (19.8%) reported incomes of $200,000 or higher. 
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 A comparison of the characteristics of survey respondents with data reported by the U.S. 

Census Bureau suggests that as a group survey respondents were slightly older overall than the 

countywide population, and also slightly more likely to be women.  The mean household size among 

survey respondents was just slightly smaller than what census data indicate for the Summit County as a 

whole.  In addition, survey respondents were more highly educated, reported higher household income 

levels, and were more likely to own their homes than is the case for the overall population of the 

county.  Overall, observed differences in the socio-demographic characteristics of survey respondents 

and of the countywide population are, with the exception of the home ownership and education 

measures, fairly small.  This suggests that survey respondents are reasonably representative of the 

countywide population.  Inevitably the viewpoints expressed by persons participating in the survey 

may differ to some degree from those of other county residents who were included in the sample but 

chose not to respond, as well as those not selected for inclusion in the sample.  However, the 

similarities in characteristics of respondents and of the population and large and the relatively high 

level precision produced by a relatively large sample provide for a substantial degree of confidence in 

the ability to generalize from survey-based data to the population of Summit County. 

Summit County Quality of Life  

Overall quality of life rating.  The first survey question asked respondents to rate the ñoverall 

quality of life in Summit County.ò  As indicated in Figure 1, very few respondents indicated that they 

consider quality of life in the county to be either ñvery poorò or ñbelow average.ò  In both portions of 

the county about one-half of respondents rated the quality of life as ñabove average.ò At the same time, 

west-side residents were considerably more likely to rate quality of life in the county as ñexcellentò 

(42.7%) than were those living in eastern portions of the county (18.5%), while east-side residents 

were more likely to indicate that they consider local quality of life to be ñaverageò (28.3%). 
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Factors contributing to quality of life.  Respondents were next asked to indicate the extent to 

which several factors do or do not contribute in positive ways to the quality of life they experience in 

Summit County.  Response to an item focusing on ñoutdoor recreation opportunitiesò (Figure 2) 

revealed that while residents of both eastern and western Summit county consider this to be important, 

those living in western portions of the county were far more likely to consider outdoor recreation 

opportunities ñvery importantò to their quality of life (81.7%) than were east-side residents (45.8%). 
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Similarly, responses to an item addressing the importance of the ñnatural beauty of the areaò 

(Figure 3) were concentrated in the ñmoderately importantò and ñvery importantò categories for both 

portions of the county.  However, the percentage of residents highlighting this as ñvery importantò to 

their quality of life was notably higher on the western side of the county (92.2%) than on the east side 

(77.7%).  In addition, the vast majority of respondents in both portions of the county (81.5% east side, 

91.0% west side) said that the ñclean environment of the areaò is ñvery importantò to their quality of 

life (Figure 4). 
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Consistent with their generally longer tenure as county residents, survey respondents living in 

east-side areas were more likely than those living on the west side to indicate that ñlocal family and 

friendship tiesò are ñvery importantò contributors to the quality of life they experience as residents of 

Summit County (Figure 5).  Although a substantial majority of both east-side and west-side residents 

considered ñthe rural and agricultural characterò of portions of the county as a positive contributor to 

quality of life (Figure 6), those living in east-side areas were considerably more likely to consider this 

ñvery importantò (63.1%) than were those living in western Summit County (41%).  In contrast, 

residents of the two county areas were very similar in their evaluations of the importance of ñlocal 

availability of retail shopping and commercial servicesò as a quality of life factor (Figure 7), with the 

most common response (43.5% for the east side; 40.2% for the west side) being that this is a 

ñmoderately importantò contributor to local quality of life. 
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Preferences for the future of Summit County.  The next series of survey questions asked 

respondents to indicate how important a variety of factors might be to their vision about what they 

would prefer to see happen in Summit County over the next ten years or so.  When asked about the 

importance of ñprotecting and preserving agricultural land and open spaceò (Figure 8), the most 

common response was ñvery importantò among both east-side (67.3%) and west-side (77.9%) 

residents.  By comparison, relatively few respondents felt that it is important to ñincrease the number 

of commercial shopping facilitiesò in the county (Figure 9).  Not surprisingly, a higher proportion of 

respondents in the more heavily developed western portion of the county with relatively easy access to 

the Salt Lake City area considered this ñnot at all importantò (61.9%) than was the case among 

residents of more rural east-side areas (33.5%).  
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Broad-based concerns about the effects of extensive residential growth and development in 

Summit County are revealed by responses to an item that asked survey participants to indicate the 

importance of ñlimiting the expansion of new residential development.ò  As indicated in Figure 10, 

most respondents from both portions of the county considered this either moderately or very important 

to the future of the county.  In eastern Summit county nearly four out of ten respondents (38.1%) said 

that limiting residential expansion is ñvery important,ò while on the west side one-half (49.9%) of 

survey participants selected the ñvery importantò response category.  A similar pattern is evident in 

responses to a question asking about the importance of ñplacing limits on future land development 

through enforcement of ordinances involving housing density and parcel size requirementsò (Figure 

11).  While a substantial majority of responses were in the ñmoderately importantò or ñvery importantò 

categories (a combined 72.4% on the east side, and 85.4% on the west side), west-side residents were 

far more likely to consider this ñvery importantò (64.8%) than were those living in eastern portions of 

Summit County (44.7%). 
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When asked about the importance of ñincreasing job opportunities in clean, high-tech 

industries, health services, and other professional service occupationsò (Figure 12), a majority of 

respondents county-wide said that this is either moderately or very important to the future of Summit 

County.  Response distributions were similar across eastern and western portions of the county, with a 

slightly higher percentage of survey participants from the east side selecting the ñvery importantò 

response option (34.8%) than was the case among those living on the west side of the county (28%).  

Most respondents also considered it at least moderately important to ñincrease tourism and recreation-

based business activity as a means of improving economic opportunitiesò in the county (Figure 13), 

with those living on the west side of the county being somewhat more likely to rate this as ñvery 

importantò (32.6%) than were residents of the east side (22.2%). 
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Changes in the desirability of Summit County.  The next question in this portion of the survey 

questionnaire asked respondents to indicate whether over the past 4-5 years they thought Summit 

County had become ñmore or less desirable as a place to live.ò  As indicated in Figure 14, responses 

from both east-side and west-side residents were generally similar, with relatively few residents 

indicating that the county had become either ñmuch more desirableò or ñmuch less desirableò as a 

place to live.  In both areas the most common response was that the county had ñstayed about the 

sameò (39% among east-side residents, and 34% among west-side residents).  Overall, residents of 

both areas were slightly more likely to say that in recent years the county had become ñsomewhat less 

desirableò than to say it had become ñsomewhat more desirableò as a place to live.  When asked to 

explain in their own words why they thought the county had become more or less desirable, both east-

side and west-side residents most frequently cited the effects of widespread population growth and 

ñoverdevelopmentò concerns. 
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Ratings of specific conditions in Summit County.  An extended series of questions asked 

respondents to rate a variety of specific conditions in Summit County, on a scale ranging from ñvery 

poorò to ñexcellent.ò   

As indicated in Figure 15, very few respondents from either portion of the county indicated that 

they considered conditions related to ñoverall levels of safety from crime and violenceò to be either 

very poor or below average.  At the same time, west-side residents were more likely to select either the 

ñabove averageò (61%) or ñexcellentò (25%) response categories for this question than were east-side 

residents (47.5% and 16.3%, respectively). 
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Figure 16 summarizes responses to a question that asked respondents to rate ñair quality 

conditionsò in the county.  Only a small handful of respondents countywide considered air quality to 

be either ñvery poorò or ñbelow average.ò  Most respondents selected either the ñabove averageò or 

ñexcellentò response options; in combination those two categories comprised 87% of responses among 

east-side residents and 87.9% of responses among west-side residents. 

When asked about ñwater quality conditions,ò respondents were slightly less positive overall, 

even though relatively few considered water quality to be either very poor or below average (Figure 

17).  Among east-side residents the most common responses were ñabove averageò (44.1%) and 

ñexcellentò (27.3%), while those living in the more heavily-populated western portion of the county 

most frequently indicated that they consider water quality to be either ñaverageò (35.8%) or ñabove 

averageò (37.7%). 
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Figure 16.  Citizens' Ratings of Air Quality Conditions 
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Responses regarding ñthe availability of suitable employment opportunities for local residentsò 

(Figure 18) revealed a tendency for residents to consider this aspect of local life as either ñbelow 

averageò or ñaverageò by both east-side and west-side residents.  Those living in eastern Summit 

County were most likely to select the ñbelow averageò response option (44.6%), while those in western 

portions of the county were most likely to rate employment opportunities as ñaverageò (50.6%). 

 

 

Respondentsô ratings of the ñavailability of developed recreation centers and facilitiesò were 

more positive among west-side residents than among those living in eastern portions of Summit 

County (Figure 19).  Among west-side residents most respondents considered the availability of such 

facilities to be either ñabove averageò (46.2%) or ñexcellentò (31.8%).  On the east side, respondents 

were most likely to rate the availability of recreation facilities as either ñaverageò (37.5%) or ñabove 

averageò (29.9%).  West-side residents were also generally more positive in their assessment of the 

ñavailability of public use trail systems for walking and bikingò (Figure 20); 58.6% of survey 

participants from the western portion of Summit County considered the availability of such trail 

systems to be ñexcellent,ò while only 20.8% of east-side residents selected that response option. 
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When asked to rate ñthe availability of public bus transportation systemsò (Figure 21), west-

side respondents were generally very positive, with nearly one-half (48%) of respondents indicating 

such services are ñexcellentò and one-third (32.7%) rating them as ñabove average.ò  Relatively few 

respondents from the countyôs east side rated public transportation so highly, which is not at all 

surprising since such systems are currently available only in the Park City/Snyderville Basin areas of 

western Summit County. 

 

 

Figure 22 summarizes responses to a question that asked Summit County residents to rate the 

ñavailability of county-operated clinics to address public health needs.ò  In both portions of the county 

only a small minority of respondents rated the availability of such clinics as being below average.  

Residents of the countyôs east side were most likely to select the ñaverageò response option (51.1%).  

Responses among west-side residents were somewhat more positive overall, with nearly 40% of 

residents rating availability of county-operated health clinics as ñabove averageò and about 21% rating 

this as ñexcellent.ò 
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Responses to a question asking about ñenvironmental health programs that provide for 

monitoring and protection of air and water qualityò were generally similar among east-side and west-

side residents (Figure 23).  In both areas the most common response was that such programs are 

ñaverageò in Summit County (57.6% among east-side residents, and 48% among west-side residents).  

Countywide, there were very few respondents who indicated that they consider such programs to be 

ñvery poor.ò 

When asked about the ñavailability of senior citizen centers and senior services programs,ò 

about one-half of both east-side and west-side respondents indicated that they consider such services to 

be of ñaverageò quality (Figure 24).  On balance residents of western Summit County were slightly 

more likely than east-side residents to rate senior centers and services as ñbelow averageò (29.8% vs. 

12.7%, respectively), while east-side residents were more likely to rate these conditions as ñabove 

averageò (23.6%) than were those living in the western part of the county (12%). 
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County residentsô responses to a question asking about the ñeffectiveness of the county road 

department in maintaining and plowing roadsò revealed relatively little dissatisfaction among either 

east-side or west-side residents (Figure 25).  Only a combined 18.7% of responses from east-side 

residents and 13.5% of responses from the west side were in the ñbelow averageò and ñpoorò 

categories.  In both areas respondents were most likely to rate the effectiveness of the road department 

as either ñaverageò (38.8% east side; 32.2% west side) or ñabove averageò (29.6% east side; 39.7% 

west side). 

 

 

Ratings of ñthe availability of county-supported library facilities and servicesò also produced 

very few responses in the ñvery poorò or ñbelow averageò categories (Figure 26).  Among east-side 

residents the most common responses was that library services are ñaverageò (44%) or ñabove 

averageò (31%).  West-side residents were slightly more positive overall in their evaluations of county 

library services, with 34.5% of respondents rating such services as ñaverageò and 43.6% rating them as 

ñabove average.ò 
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Figure 27 highlights responses to a question that asked survey participants to rate the 

ñprovision of recycling programs as part of the countyôs waste management services.ò  Among east-

side residents, about one in four respondents expressed some degree of dissatisfaction with recycling 

services by selecting either the ñvery poorò (8.2%) or ñbelow averageò (18.6%) response options.  

Over one-third (36.7%) rated such services as ñaverage,ò and over one-fourth (27.5%) rated them as 

ñabove average.ò  West-side residents were somewhat more positive overall in their assessments of the 

countyôs recycling programs; about one-fourth (26%) of survey participants from western Summit 

County selected the ñaverageò response category, while a combined 51.4% said such services are 

either ñabove averageò or ñexcellent.ò 
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The final question in this series asked respondents to rate the ñavailability of an adequate 

supply of affordable housingò in Summit County (Figure 28).  Overall response patterns were similar 

among east-side and west-side residents, and revealed some degree of concern county-wide about 

affordable housing conditions.  In both areas approximately four out of ten respondents categorized 

affordable housing conditions as ñaverage.ò At the same time, roughly one in three (36.7% east side; 

32.4% west side) residents considered the availability of affordable housing to be ñbelow average,ò 

and more than one in ten (12.3% east side; 11.6% west side) rated such conditions as ñvery poor.ò 
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Summit County Government 

The next major section of the survey questionnaire included a number of questions asking 

respondents to provide input regarding their experiences and satisfaction with Summit County 

government offices and services.   

Ratings of county government performance.  First, respondents were asked to provide their 

assessment of the ñoverall quality of services provided by county government.ò  As indicated in Figure 

29, a combined 15.8% of east-side residents considered the quality of services provided by the county 

to be either ñvery poorò or ñbelow average,ò while among west-side residents none chose the ñvery 

poorò response and fewer than 5% rated county government as ñbelow average.ò  In both sections of 

the county a majority of respondents rated the quality of services provided by the county as ñaverageò 

(60.2% among east side residents, and 54.7% among west side residents).  Overall, those living in 

western Summit County were considerably more likely than east-side residents to rate county services 

as ñabove average.ò  
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The next survey question asked respondents to assess the ñoverall value of services, facilities 

and programs you receive from the county in return for what you pay in taxes and fees.ò  

Approximately one-half of both east-side and west-side residents indicated that they consider the value 

of services received for what they pay in taxes and fees to be ñaverageò (see Figure 30).  However, 

west-side residents were considerably more likely to rate the value received in county services as either 

ñabove averageò or ñexcellentò (39.6% in combination) than were those living in the eastern portion of 

the county (20.3%). 
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Ratings of ñthe availability of information about Summit County services, facilities and 

programsò (Figure 31) again revealed a tendency among both east-side and west-side residents to 

characterize this aspect of county government as ñaverage,ò with just over half of respondents from 

both areas of the county selecting that response option.  In combination, approximately 30% of west-

side residents and 17% of east-side residents rated the availability of information about county services 

as either above average or excellent.  A very similar pattern of responses was obtained for a question 

asking about ñThe efforts of Summit County government to keep you informed about local issues and 

eventsò (Figure 32).   In both portions of the county about half of responses fell into the ñaverageò 

category, and somewhat higher overall ratings were evident among west-side residents.  

 

0.0%

10.0%

20.0%

30.0%

40.0%

50.0%

60.0%

Very Poor Below Average Average Above Average Excellent

Figure 30.  Citizens' Ratings of the Value of County Services 
Relative to Taxes and Fees 

East Side

West Side

County Total



31 

 

 

 

 

 

 

0.0%

10.0%

20.0%

30.0%

40.0%

50.0%

60.0%

Very Poor Below Average Average Above Average Excellent

Figure 31.  Citizens' Ratings of the Availability of Information 
About County Services 

East Side

West Side

County Total

0.0%

10.0%

20.0%

30.0%

40.0%

50.0%

60.0%

Very Poor Below Average Average Above Average Excellent

Figure 32.  Citizens' Ratings of the Effectiveness of County 
Government in Providing Information About Issues and Events 

East Side

West Side

County Total



32 

 

When asked to evaluate ñSummit Countyôs fiscal responsibility in using available funds to 

address the most important needs of county residents,ò most residents in both eastern and western 

portions of the county rated this aspect of local government as ñaverageò (Figure 33).  At the same 

time, west-side residents were considerably more likely than east-siders to rate the countyôs fiscal 

responsibility as better than average, while east-side residents were more likely than west-siders to 

select the ñbelow averageò and ñvery poorò response options.  

 

 

Figure 34 summarizes responses to a question that asked residents to rate ñthe responsiveness 

of county government to citizen input.ò  Once again the most common response among both east-side 

and west-side residents was to rate this aspect of county government as ñaverage.ò  However, a 

substantial minority of responses from east-side residents fell into the ñbelow averageò (27.5%) or 

ñvery poorò (12.6%) categories.  West-side residents were considerably more likely to rate the 

responsiveness of county government as ñabove averageò (27.6%) than were east-side residents 

(8.7%). 

0.0%

10.0%

20.0%

30.0%

40.0%

50.0%

60.0%

70.0%

Very Poor Below Average Average Above Average Excellent

Figure 33.  Citizens' Ratings of the Fiscal Responsibility of 
Summit County Government 

East Side

West Side

County Total



33 

 

 

Survey participants were also asked to rate the ñquality and availability of information on the 

countyôs web siteò (Figure 35).  A majority of both east-side (64.3%) and west-side (63.3%) 

respondents rated the countyôs web site as ñaverage.ò  A combined 30% of west-side residents and 

21% of east-side residents provided ratings of ñabove averageò or ñexcellentò in response to this 

question.  
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Location Preferences for County Offices.   With the county seat located in Coalville, most 

county offices are currently located in the eastern portion of Summit County.  In recent years some 

offices have been relocated to other parts of Summit County, particularly the Park City area where 

population is more heavily concentrated.  Survey participants were asked to indicate how they feel 

about ñthe ways in which county government offices and services are located within particular areas of 

Summit County.ò  As indicated in Figure 36, a substantial majority (62.2%) of west-side residents 

expressed a preference for having more county offices and services located in the Park 

City/Snyderville areas of western Summit County, an alternative favored by very few (13.4%) east-

side residents.  Among east-side residents, there was fairly broad-based support for the ñcurrent 

situationò in which most offices are located in Coalville (43.4%).  Smaller proportions of east-side 

respondents expressed a preference for having more county offices located in Coalville (21.5%), or in 

locations in Summit County other than either Coalville or the Park City/Snyderville Basin area 

(21.7%). 
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Recent experiences with county government offices.  The next series of survey questions 

focused on residentsô recent experiences in contacting Summit County government offices to obtain 

information, obtain a permit, or do other business.  Approximately four out of ten respondents from 

both eastern (39.9%) and western (40.1%) of Summit County said they had contacted a county 

government office at least once during the past year to conduct such business.  When asked to identify 

the specific office they had contacted most recently, respondents from across the county identified a 

total of 18 different offices.  Of these, the office most frequently identified as a point of recent contact 

was the countyôs planning/zoning/building permit office, which was listed by 27.5% of east-side 

respondents reporting contact with a county office and 28.3% of west-side respondents reporting such 

contact.   The only other offices reported as a point of contact by more than 10% of respondents in 

either portion of the county were the motor vehicle licensing office (listed by 20.2% of east-side 

residents who reported contact with a county office) and the county assessorôs office (listed by 17.4% 

of west-side respondents). 

Following this initial question, respondents were asked a series of questions focusing on their 

satisfaction with the county government office they had most recently contacted to conduct business or 

obtain information.  As indicated in Figure 37, across both portions of Summit County most survey 

participants were satisfied with ñhow easy this office was to contact.ò    Respondents were also 

generally satisfied with ñthe accuracy of the information or assistanceò they received from the county 

office they had contacted most recently (Figure 38), although nearly one-fourth of east-side 

respondents did express some level of dissatisfaction in response to that question.  A substantial 

majority of respondents from both east-side and west-side areas expressed satisfaction with ñhow 

quickly the county staff in this office respondedò to their needs (Figure 39).  Generally high levels of 

satisfaction were also expressed with respect to ñhow courteously you were treated by the staff in this 

officeò (Figure 40) and ñhow effectively your concerns or needs were addressedò (Figure 41).  
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On balance, responses to these questions reveal generally high satisfaction among most 

residents who had contacted a county office..  At the same time, about 26% of east-side residents and 

21% of west-siders expressed some dissatisfaction with how effectively their needs were addressed. 

Because the overall response patterns outlined above do not indicate whether dissatisfaction occurred 

at a higher rate among those reporting contact with any particular county office, additional analyses 

were conducted.  Specifically, we selected only those respondents who were very or somewhat 

dissatisfied with how effectively their needs were addressed (see Figure 41 above), and looked at the 

specific offices those dissatisfied individuals had contacted.  Overall, among both east-side and west-

side respondents, about 28% of those reporting contact with any county office over the prior 12 months 

said their contact involved the planning and zoning department.  However, 46% of west-side 

respondents and 47% of east-siders expressing dissatisfaction identified planning and zoning as the 

office they had contacted.  Because the number of responses available to conduct this more fine-

grained analysis is small, there is a need for caution in interpreting these results.  Nevertheless, it does 

appear that contacts involving the planning and zoning department generated a disproportionately high 

level of dissatisfaction among survey participants.  
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Growth and Growth Management 

The next major theme addressed in the survey involved issues related to growth and 

development experiences and growth management strategies in Summit County.  The first in this series 

of questions asked survey participants to indicate their level of agreement or disagreement that ñrapid 

growth and development is causing a loss of important and valued characteristicsò traditionally 

associated with the area.  As indicated in Figure 42, a substantial majority of residents in both eastern 

and western portions of the county expressed agreement with this statement, and few disagreed.  Over 

one-third of east-side (34.3%) and west-side (37.2%) residents said they ñstrongly agreeò that rapid 

growth is causing a loss of valued county characteristics, with similar proportions indicating that they 

ñsomewhat agree.ò 
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Given the high levels of concern expressed by county residents over the impacts of growth and 

development, it is not surprising to find that most survey participants believe that ñpublic policies to 

manage growth and development are needed to control the rate and locations of development in 

Summit Countyò (see Figure 43).  In both eastern and western portions of the county a majority of 

survey participants expressed some level of agreement with this statement, and relatively few 

expressed disagreement.  At the same time, it is noteworthy that the percentage of respondents saying 

they ñstrongly agreeò with the need for growth management policies is considerably higher among 

west-side residents (55.6%) than among east-side residents (30.8%).  On balance, it appears that east-

side residents tend to be somewhat less enthusiastic with respect to growth management policies than 

are their counterparts in more heavily-developed areas of western Summit County. 
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A very similar response pattern was produced when survey participants were asked to consider 

a statement that ñpolicies to manage growth and development should emphasize the protection of 

environmental quality, including clean air and water, even if this means some properties cannot be 

developed.ò  As indicated in Figure 44, a majority of both east-side and west-side respondents 

expressed some level of agreement with this statement. However, west-side residents were far more 

likely to say they ñstrongly agreeò (58%) than were east-side residents (31.8%).  Again, there is some 

evidence in responses to this question of higher levels of ambivalence about growth management 

among residents of Summit Countyôs east side, where growth and development pressures have to date 

been considerably less widespread than has occurred in recent years across western portions of the 

county. 
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Figure 44.  Levels of Agreement that Growth Management 
Policies Should Emphasize Environmental Protection 
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