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Executive Summary

1 A mail survey focusing oBummit County esi dent s6 views about | oc
conditions and trends, satisfaction with governnsemvices, 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 i@42lomlyselected residential addresses in
eastern portions of the coty and 895 addresses in western portions of the co@ugnpleted
guestionnaires were returned4i4individuals living ineastside areas (44%esponse rate)
and359 westside resident§40% response rate).

1 A comparison ofelectedsocicdemographic lcaracteristics of survey respondents from eastern
and western portions of the county revealed both similarities and differédapgey
participantsdrom the two areas were siiar with respect to the percentages of male and female
respondents, age didittions, and the percentage who were homeowners:sidastesidents
reported slightly larger household sizes, and a slightly higher presence of children living at
home, than was the case among veede residents. More substantial differences were
obseved regarding ownership of agricultural or undeveloped land parcels, something reported
by a third of easside residents but only 12% of wesstie residents. In addition, there were
major differences between eastle and wesside respondents with respeo both educational
attainment and household income. About 38% ofsidstrs reported completion of a feur
year college degree or higher, compared to 78% ofsvdstresidents. Among easte
residents about 22% of respondents reported annualb@dsecomes of $100,000 or more,
while 54% of wesskide residents reported income levels at or above that level.

1 A majority ofresidents of both eastern and western aresated that they consider overall
quality of life in Summit County to be aboveesiage; wesside residents were considerably
more likelythaneast i der s t o rate quality of |ife as 0
considerable emphasis on the importance of outdoor recreation opportunities, the natural beauty
of the areaand the clean environment as key contributors to local quality of life. In addition, a
substantial majority of easide residents emphasized the importance of the rural and
agricultural character of the area as an important quality of life factor. Wdb#eresidents 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 developmersideastsidents
expressedonsiderableambivalence about grohacontrol strategies, while westde residents
were generally very supportive of such efforts.

1 Survey participants were generally pleased with a variety of specific conditions in the county.
For example, a large majority of both eagte and wessideresidents considered levels of
safety from crime and violence to be either above average or excellent. Citizens also provided
high overall ratings of the areads air qual.
various public facilities andervices such as recreation centers, trail systems, and county road
maintenance revealed that while most residents throughout the county are satisfistjevest
residents tend to be more satisfied than thigsey in eastern areas of the countgsuesof
concern identified by more substantial numbers of survey participants included the availability
of affordable housing and the availability of employment opportunities for local residents.



Overall, a majority of residents in both eastern and westatiops of Summit County rated

the quality of services provided by county ¢
who chose other response options were more likely to consider such services to be above
average than to rate them as being belowaayee Similarly, about half of county residents

indicated that the value of county services received relative to taxes andefegaytis

A a v e,owatlgweestside residents considerably more likely than-satgrs to rate the value

received igovernment 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 varcousitys e r vi ces as fiaverag
eastside residents wer@mewhat more likely to rate various aspects of county government as
lessthanaverage than was the case amongsiel residents; such trends were especially
evident regarding citizensdé views about the
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 sometuwmavery 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 ageed 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 timesieglgstesidents 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 weside residents to spprt increased flexibility in the

application of county land use regulations. In addition, sk residents were substantially

more likely to express support for increased property taxes to support the purchase of private
lands for open space protectiand public recreation uses than were-smsrs.

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 enfecement consistently revealed that both-s&# and wesside residents are
considerably more likely to say they are satisfied than to express dissatisf&zgponses

reflecting some degree of dissatisfaction occurred most frequendy survey paitipants

were asked about emphasi s orpehfaragng speeld ymishch e s h e
traffic laws, with about 30% of weside residents expressing conceglated to that specific

issue

Responses to several quessifcusing on recreation opportunities and services revealed that
residents of western Summit County are generally more satisfied about such conditions than are
eastside residents. In particular, westle residents indicated very high levels of satigiact

with the local availability of hiking and biking trails, and they were also generally very satisfied



with the availability of both indoor recreation centers and outdoor recreation facilities such as
ball fields. An area of dissatisfaction expressestfrequently byastside residents

involved the availability of bicycle lanes or road shoulders of sufficient width to allow safe
bicycling and avoid conflicteetween cyclists anahotor 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 bedgldeastd wesside
residents generally expressed a preference for retention ehttunding levels Among east

side residents, expressions of support for increased funding allocations exceeded 20% of
responses faguestions focusing on provision @ergency response services, fire protection
services, public transportation servigagblic water supply services, solid waste recycling
services, annual maintenance of county roadways, and winter plowing of county roadways.
Among westside residents, expressions of support for funding increases exceeded 20% of
surveyresponses foquesions focusing omublic 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 tyf coun
roadways, and purchase of private lands for open space hlicingereation uses



INTRODUCTION

This report presentn overview ofindings from a2011 survey of adult residents of Summit
County, Utah. Commi ssi oned idegsatpdritef brSadensatriategicCo u n |
planning activities, the study was desighed s sess ci ti zensd views about
conditions and trends, satisfaction with government services, and future priorities for the county. The
project was condued by Dr. Richard Krannich, professor of Sociology at Utah State University. The
information presented hecaitlines study proceduresymmarizes survey resylend highlights key

findings.

STUDY APPROACH

A self-completion survey questionnaireaw devel oped to measure r es
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 sevices, and priorities for future funding of various services by the county. Specific survey
guestions were developed followiageview of reports from similar studies conducted in other areas
as well as irdepth interviews with a number of county offild. 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 thnalizing the questionnaire and administering shevey.

Levels of development amubpulation concentration in Summit County differ substantially
between the more heavipopulated western portion of the county encompassing and surrounding the

Park City area, and the lepspulated, more rural eastern portion of the county. Approxiyné®so



of county residents live in the zip code areas comprising Park City and the adjoining Snyderville Basin
area in western Summit County, with the remaini
number of smaller communities and rural aleasastern 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. Segadata samples of residential

mailing addresse®r the zip code areas comprising the Park City and Snyderville Basin areas, and for

zip code areas comprising the remaining (eastern) psribthe countywere obtained through

Marketing Systems Group, a national commercial service that provides samples drawn from the U.S.
Postal Service delivery sequence fil@e initial sampling procedure produced 1,000 residential

mailing addresses f@ach of théwo county segments.

Survey administration involvedamuitiave mai | i ng strategy based
principles outlined by Dillman (1978; 2007). Sampled households received up to five separate
mailings soliciting participation ithe survey process. A prmtificationpost cardvas sent via first
class mail irmid-April to all sampled households. A full survey packet containing a beiyklet
guestionnaire, explanatory cover letter, and pospeg return envelope was sent tbsaimpled
households (after deletion of addresses for which thagrécationcardwas returned as
undeliverable ppproximatelytwo weeks later The explanatory cover letter and questionnaire
instructions requested that the survey be completed andedthy 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 latr by a postcard reminder requesting that recipients complete and return the

guestionnaire. Aecondfollow-up mailing of full survey packets to nwasponding households was



sent inmid-May. On June 6 &nal follow-up mailing of survey packetgas sento 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 householdpyoduced final samples 8#2residential addressestime eastern
portion of Summit Countand895 addressda the western portion of the countit the time of the
August 1 cuoff date for processing returns and initiating data analysmpteted questionnairésad
beenreturned byl14eastsideresdents and by359westside residentS. Survey response rates (42%
countywide; 43.9% for eastern Summit County and 40.1% for western Summit Cawentgpsonably
high given recent trends of declining response ffateail as well as other types of survélyshe
U.S.(see Connelly, Brown and Decker 20@8zar et al. 2008 For the county as a whole, the
statistical margin of error associated with the combined countywide sample is approximeedyot/
The margin of error for data based on survey responses frometiieside of the county alone is

approximately +/5.1%, and approximately +4.7% for the east side of the courity.

In this reporthe response patterns fadividual survey questions are presented separately for
eastern and western portions of Sum@ounty and also for the county as a whoRecause the
proportions of households included in the samples for eastern and western portions of the county are
not identical, it is important tpoint outthat survey response patterns for the county as aevdaoinot
be derived from a simple averaging of eside and wesside responses. In order to produce accurate
countywide estimates the survey datrestatistically weighted prior to analysis, to adjust for

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

! Eight survey participants removed the identification number that had been written on the back of the survey
guestionnaire, making it impossible to allocate their responses to either the eastern or western portion of the county.

% Theoretical margins of esr 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 categoryhar than another.
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for the two county segment¥Vhile the disassion of results presented in the pages that follow focuses
on response patterns among residents of eastern and western portions of Summit Cousty, all dat
charts also represent an estimate of the cowrdg response based on this statistical weighting

procedure.

SURVEY RESULTS

Respondent Characteristics

A review of ®lected ecio-demographic characteristics of survey respondents reveals both
similarities and differences between esisie and wesside residents. Overall, the proportion of male
and female respondents was fairly balanced, with slightly more women than merdnegpototh
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 irettst (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 coun
Among eastern county residents, nearly tHoeeths (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 residesdid they had lived in Summit County for longer than
10 years, and less than efoairth (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
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(33.1% in eastern Summit, vs. 12.3% in western Summit). And, athoeg 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 reportitagnd 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 Gouamtd 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 (41iry#gthan

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 higlschool 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 a4geair college degree and 29.4% népd completion of
an advanced degree. Further evidence of soci o0¢
and west side is provided by a major difference in household income levels. In eastern Summit County
approximately ondourth (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% obidestesidents reped
household incomes below $40,000, while well overloalk (54.1%) said their annual household

income was higher than $100,000 and-6iftk (19.8%) reported incomes of $200,000 or higher.



A comparison of the characteristics of survey respondents atighrdported by the U.S.
Census Bureau suggests that as a group survey respondents were slightly older overall than the
countywide population, and alsbightly more likely to be womenThe mean household size among
survey respondents wasstslightly smaller than what census data indicate for the Summit County as a
whole. In addition, survey respondents wa@e highly educatedeported higher household income
levels, and werenore likely to own their homes than is the case for the overall poputdttoe
county. Overall, observedifferences irthe socicdemographic characteristics of survey respondents
andof the countywide populatioare with the exception of the home ownership and education
measures, fairly small. This suggests that surveyoretents are reasonably representative of the
countywide population. Inevitabtieviewpoints expressed by persgeticipating in the survey
may differ tosomedegree from those atther county residents whweere included in the sample but
chose not toespondas well as thoseot selected for inclusiom 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 fobstantial degree of confidence in

the ability to generalize from sun4ased data to the population of Summit County.

Summit County Quality of Life

Overall quality of life rating Thef i r st survey questionovaalked r e

quality of life in Summit County 0 As indicated in Figure 1, ver:’
consider quality of Ilife in the county to be ei
the county about orlealf of respondents ratedthequalf of | i fe as fAabove ave
westsi de residents were considerably more | ikely

(42.7%) than were those living in eastern portions of the county (18.5%), whisidmasesidents

weremor e | i kely to indicate that they consider |



Figure 1. Citizens' Ratings of Quality of Life in
Summit County
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Factors contributing to quality of lifeRespondents were next asked to indicate the extent to

which several factors do or do not contribute in positive wayise quality of life they experience in

Summit County.

Re s p o ousi@or réceatienmopporturgti@s (f icgisi e g2 )o |

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

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

opportunities

Avery i mportant 0 -bideresidess (45.8%)u al i t



Figure 2. Citizens' Ratings of the Importance of Outdoor
Recreation Opportunities
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Similarly, responses to an item addressing the importance tigigral beauty of the areéa

(Figure 3) were concentrated in the Amoderatel)
portions of the county. However, the percent af
their quality of life wvas 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 siadbkenenveoamedt oftthe aa itshyefi vimmpor t ant 06 t o t h

life (Figure 4).
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Figure 3. Citizens' Ratings of the Importance of the

Natural Beauty of the Area%

m East Side

m West Side

= County Total

Not at all Slightly Important Moderately  Very Important
Important Important

100.0%
90.0%
80.0%
70.0%
60.0%
50.0%
40.0%
30.0%
20.0%
10.0%

0.0%

Figure 4. Citizens' Ratings of the Importance of the Clean
Environment of the Area "
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Consistent with their generally longer tenure as county residents, survey respondents living in

eastsi de areas were more | ikely thanlocdlfanlgand | i vi n

friendshiptieé ar e fivery i mportanto contributors to th
Summit County (Figure 5). Although a substantial majority of bothssdstand wesside residents

c ons i therural dnd &gricultural character of porti ons of the county

quality of life (Figure 6), those living in easide areas were considerably more likely to consider this
Avery i mportanto (63.1%) than were those | iving
residents of the two county areas werdocalery si.

availability of retail shopping and commercial servicesas a qual ity of 1ife f:

most common response (43.5% for the east 4i@l2% for the west side) being that this is a

Aimoderately importanto contributor to | ocal qu:

Figure 5. Citizens' Ratings of the Importance of Local
Family and Friendship Ties
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Figure 6. Citizens' Ratings of the Importance of the Rural
and Agricultural Character of the Area
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Figure 7. Citizens' Ratings of the Importance of Local

Availability of Shopping and Commercial Services
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Preferences for the future of Summit Counfjhe next series of survey questions asked

respondents to indicate how important a vargtiactors 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

i mpor t gmtecéng anfl pré&serving agricultural land and open gpacé Fi gur e 8), t he

commonrespnse was fAvery i mp-sde (6a3%) and veesideri7g.9%) ot h east

residents. By comparison, r el at iincreaseythehumnber r e s p ¢

of commercial shopping facilities i n t he county (@} alggher propOtfionof Not

respondents in the more heavily developed western portion of the county with relatively easy access to
the Salt Lake City area considered this Anot af

residents of more rural eastle areas (33.5%).

Figure 8. Citizens' Ratings of the Importance of Protecting

and Preserving Agricultural Land
2
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Figure 9. Citizens' Ratings of the Importance of Increasing
the Number of Commercial Shopping Facilities
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Broadbased 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

i mpor t dimtingtheekpanBion afiew residential developmend As indicated i

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 respondent9 €2601%

that | imiting residential expansi-baf(49.¥)dgivery i
survey participants selected the fAvery i mportal

responses to a question asking about the import eplaoifg linits on future land development

through enforcement of ordinances involving housing density and parcel size requitemdniSi g ur e

11) . Whil e a substanti al maj ority of response:
categories (a combined 72.4% on the east side, and 85.4% on the west sids)davessidents were
far more | ikely to consider this fAvery i mportal

Summit County (44.7%).
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Figure 10. Citizens' Ratings of the Importance of Limiting
the Expansion of New Residential Development.
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Figure 11. Citizens' Ratings of the Importance of Placing

Limits on Future Land Development
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When asked about the impd a n g¢nereasirfg jolfi opportunities in clean, hitgeh

industries, health services, and other professional service occupatiohd=i gur e 12), a me

respondents countyide said that this is either moderately or very important to the futuBemmit

County. Response distributions were similar across eastern and western portions of the county, with a
slightly higher percentage of survey participal
response option (34.8%) than was the case grtfmse living on the west side of the county (28%).

Most respondents al so consi dmcreast tourism aad recie@ians t  md

based business activity as a means of improving economic opportunitiesn t he county (|

with those |iving on the west side of the count

i mportanto (32.6%) than were residents of the ¢

Figure 12. Citizens' Ratings of the Importance of

Increasing Job Opportunities in Professional Occupations
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Figure 13. Citizens' Ratings of the Importance of
Increasing Tourism and RecreatiBased Business Activity
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Changes in the desirability of Summit Counfihe next question in this portion tietsurvey

guestionnaire asked respondents to indicate whether over thefpgstss they thought Summit

Count y h amorelmeessodesgablé as a place to. live As indicated in Fi

from both easside and wesside residents wergenerally similar, with relatively few residents
indicating that the county had become either i
place to |ive. I n both areas the most common
s ame 0 (oBgxastide mesidents, and 34% among wade residents). Overall, residents of

both areas were slightly more |likely to say th
desirableo than to say it hadacdtelweoWhen askeddane wh at
explain in their own words why they thought the county had become more or less desirable, both east
side and wesside residents most frequently cited the effects of widespread population growth and

Afoverdevel opment 0 concerns.
16
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Figure 14. Has Summit County Become More or Less
Desirable as a Place to Live?
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Ratings of specific conditions in Summit Coun#n extended series of questions asked

respondents to rate a variety of specific condi

poor o to fAexcellent. o

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

they consi der ed ovemllelveldof atety somrcremie and ealence ot oi be ei t h

very poor or below average. Atthe same time, wild residents were more likely to selecteittihe
fabove averageo (61%) or fAexcellento (25id) r es|

residents (47.5% and 16.3%, respectively).
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from Crimeand Violence

Figure 15. Citizens' Ratings of Overall Levels of Safety
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Figure 16 summarizes responses

condition® in the county Only a small handful of respondents countywide considered air quality to

tioquadity quest i ot

be either Avery pooro or Abel ow average. o0 Mo st

Afexcellentd response opt i onemMprisech87% af ragponsea amorgn

eastside residents and 87.9% of responses amongsidestesidents.

Wh e n as k svater quality conditigh® r espondents we

t

re slight/l

even though relatively few considered water quality toitheeevery poor or below average (Figure

17). Amongeast i de residents the most common response
fexcellento (27.3%), whi-populatedhveestern pbriiom of theycounty t h e
most frequently indicatt t hat t hey consi der water quality t

averageo (37.7%)
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Figure 16. Citizens' Ratings of A}ir Quality Conditions
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Figure 17. Citizens' Ratings of Water Quality Conditions
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Re s p o n s e s the availabifitydof suitablefiemployment opportunities for local residents

(Figure 18) revealed a tendency for residentsto conside hi s aspect of | ocal I
averageo or 0 awideandgvesbidelbegidemso THose dvangin eastern Summit
County were most | ikely to select the fAbel ow a\

portionsoft he county were most | ikely to rate empl oy

Figure 18. Citizens' Ratings of Employment Opportunities for
Local Residents

60.0%

50.0%

40.0%

m East Side
m West Side

30.0%

20.0%

County Total

VAN AN 4
'S&')&')ﬁ
o o o

10.0%

Very Poor Below Average Average Above Average Excellent

Respondent s O6availabitity of dpweloped rectedtien cénters and facifitieswe r e

more positive among westde residents than among those living in eagiertions of Summit

County (Figure 19). Among westde residents most respondents considered the availability of such
facilities to be either fiabove averageo (46. 2 %)
were most likely torate theavaib i | i ty of recreation facilities .
aver ageo ( Bife.residents were Alsogdnerally more positive in their assessment of the

fiavailability of public use trail systems for walking and biking ( Fi gur eofa®ey; 58 . 6 %

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

systems to be fexcel |-sidetesidentssélactedethataasporyse ¢ption.8 % o f
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Figure 19. Citizens' Ratings of Availability of Recreation

Centers and Facilities
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Figure 20. Citizens' Ratings of Availability of Trail Systems
70.0% 3%

60.0%

50.0%

m East Side
H West Side

40.0%

30.0%
m County Total

20.0%

10.0%

0.0% -

Very Poor Below Average Average Above Average Excellent

21




Wh e n a s k el availability af pudic bis transportation systems ( Fi gur-e 21) ,

side respondents were generally very positive, with nearhhati€48%) of respondents indicating

such services a#ntdiffaxd8I12l. g”d) 0 rand ngne hem as fa
respol ent s from the countyds east side rated publ
surprising since such systems are currently available only in the Park City/Snyderville Basin areas of

western Summit County.

Figure 21. Citizens' Ratings of Availability of Public Bus
Transportation Systems
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Figure 22 summarizes responsea guestion that asked Summit County residents to rate the

fiavailability of countyoperated clinics to address public healthneetls I n bot h porti or

only a small minority of respondents rated the availability of such clinics as being heltaga.
Residents of the countydés east side were most |
Responses among westle residents were somewhat more positive overall, with nearly 40% of

residents rating availability of countperatedhdat h ¢l i ni ¢cs as fAabove aver

this as fNHexcellent. o
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Figure 22. Citizens' Ratings of Availability of County Public
Health Clinics
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Responses to a genwaementalimealthprogramsg thasdoowvidetfor fi

monitoring and protection of air and water quality wer e gener al |-gideandvest | ar

side residents (Figure 23). In both areas the most common response was that such programs are
Afaverageo i n Summit -Sdewesidents, and48% énlongasads residentsp s t
Countywide, there were very few respondents who indidhggdhey consider such programs to be

Afvery poor. o

Wh e n a s k e davadldbiltyuof seniohcéizeri centers and senior services programs

about onenalf of both easside and wesside respondents indicated that they consider such services to

be aoferfiaged quality (Figure 24). On bal ance

more likelythaneast i de resi dents to rate senior centers

al

r

e

12.7%, respectively), while easide residents were morellkey t o rat e these condi

averageo (23.6%) than were those I|living in the
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Figure 23. Citizens' Ratings of Environmental Health (Air and
Water Quality) Progams
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Figure 24. Citizens' Ratings of the Availability of Senior Citizen
Centers and Programs
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County residentso6 r espon gffecdiveness ofdhe goundysobd on a

department in maintaining and plowjiroade r eveal ed rel atively Ilittle

eastside or wesside residents (Figure 25). Only a combined 18.7% of responses frosideast
residents and 13.5% of responses from the west
caegories. In both areas respondents were most likely to rate the effectiveness of the road department
as either fAaverageo (38.8% east side; 32.2% we:

west side).

Figure 25. Citizens' Ratings of Effectiveness of the County
Road Department
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Rat i nthesavadabilityfof countysupported library facilities and serviges al s o pr od u c

very few responses in the fAvery poor o wide ibel o0\
residents the most common responses was that |
av er 89® dNVegside residents were slightly more positive overall in their evaluations of county

|l i brary services, with 34.5% of respondents r at

fabove average. o
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Figure 26. Citizens' Ratings of the Availability of County
Supported Library Services
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Figure 27 highlights responses to asfiion that asked survey participants to rate the

fipbrovision of recycling programs as o0parAtmemfg tehaes

side residents, about one in four respondents expressed some degree of dissatisfaction with recycling
servics by selecting either the Avery pooro (8. 2%)
Overonet hi rd (36.7%) rated such -feuehr(27.6%)eatedthesnasiav er :
fabove av esidagadents werd\soraetvhat more posiiverall in their assessments of the
countyos recycl i #iogrth(R26%) gf suaveygarticipantse from westere Summit
County selected the fiaveraged response categor)

~

either Aaboveldwartagpgeod or Aexc
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Figure 27. Citizens' Ratings of the Provision of Waste Recycling
Programs
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The final question i n t hi avalsabdityofansadeguate ed r e s |
supply of affordable housitgg i n Summit County (Figure 28). Ov

among easside and wesside residents, angvealed some degree of concern cowmtye about

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

af fordabl e housing conditions as fAaverage. o0 At
324%west side) residents considered the avail abi

and more than one in ten (12.3% east side; 11. ¢
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Figure 28. Citizens' Ratings of the Availability of Affordable
Housing
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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 performand-irst, respondents were asked to provide their

as s e s s meavdrall guility bflservicés provided by county government As indicat e

29, a combined 15.8% of eastle residents considered the quality of services provided by the county

to be either fAvery poor o0 ogi didh erl osni daevretrsa greqg me wd
pooro response and fewer than 5% rated county ¢
the county a majority of respondents rated the qualityrofsé ces provi ded by t he
(60.2% among east side residents, and 54.7% among west side residents). Overall, those living in
western Summit County were considerably more likely thansdstresidents to rate county services

as fNhabage. aver
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Figure 29. Citizens' Ratings of the Overall Quality of Services
Provided by Summit County Government
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The next survey quest i onoveaa Jalaedf serecey) faciittte nt s |

and programs you receive from the county in return for what you pay in taxes andfees

Approximately onehalf of both easside and wesside reglents indicated that they consider the value

of services received for what they pay in taxe:
westside residents were considerably more likely to rate the value received in county services as either
fabe averageod or Aexcellentd (39.6% in combinat

the county (20.3%).
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Figure 30. Citizens' Ratings of the Value of County Services
Relative to Taxes and Fees
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Rat i nthesavadabilityiof information about Summit County services, facilities and

RN

program® ( Fi gur e 3 1 )tendergyaamang both eastie lnel diestade residents to
characterize this aspect of county government :
both areas of the county selecting that response option. In combination, approximately 30% of west
side residents and 17% of eagle 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

a s k i n gThe dfforts of Suinmit County gemnment to keep you informed about local issues and

event¢ ( Fi gure 32). I n both portions of the cou

category, and somewhat higher overall ratings were evident amongidesesidents.
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Figure 31. Citizens' Ratings of the Availability of Information
About County Services
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Figure 32. Citizens' Ratings of the Effectiveness of County
Government in Providing Information About Issues and Events
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Whenas ked t oSuvemmiltuaGoeunmt ybés fiscal responsi bi

address the most important needs of county residemnts mo s t residents in both

portions of the county rated t(Fgurs33n $Atghesame of | 0 «
time, westside residents were considerably more likelythang®astd er s t o r ate the ¢
responsibility as better than average, while-sai# residents were more likely than weisters to

select the abdl dowemayepage0 response options.

Figure 33. Citizens' Ratings of the Fiscal Responsibility of
Summit County Government
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Figure 34 summarizes responsesthérespoasivegngssst i Ot

of county government to citizen inpud Once again the most -sidemmon |

and westside residentsws t o rate this aspect of county gov
substantial minority of responses fromesast de r esi dents f el |l into the
Avery poor o (12 .-sideomesidentstwergconsideeably more \iKelysiie the
responsiveness of county gover nmesideresidentsi above :
(8.7%).
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Figure 34. Citizens' Ratings of the Responsiveness of County
Government to Citizen Input
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Survey participant s quaktyasd agallabildy ofardokmatbn anthe r at e

countydé WwEbgsr &e 35 ptheasisle (6¥a3popand weside (63.3%l

respondents rated the countyds wesideresidenteands 1 aVv

21%ofeass i de resi dents provided ratings of fnabove

guestion.
Figure 35. Citizens' Ratings of Quality and Availability of
Information on the County's Web Site
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Location Preferences for County OfficesWith the county seat located in Coalville, most

county offices are currently located in the eastern portion of Su@wuity In recent years some
offices have been relocated to other parts of Summit County, parljctiie Park City area where
population is more heavily concentrated. Survey participants were asked to indicate how they feel

a b o theé ways in which county government offices and services are located within particular areas of

Summit County 0 Aated in Riglre 36, a substantial majority (62.2%) of ekt 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%) eas

side residents. Among eastle residents, there was fairlybrdach s ed support for th
situationo in which most offices are |-sdeated i
respondents expressed a preference for having morgyauftines located in Coalville (21.5%), or in

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

(21.7%).

Figure 36. Preferences Regarding the Location of County
Government and Services
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Recent gperiences with county government officéBhe next series of survey questions

focusedomr esi dent s recent experiences in contactin
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 saiddbeyohtacted 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 countyodés planning/ zoning/ buil-ddeng per mi
respondents reporting contact with a county office and 28.3% ofsigkestespodents 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% &idast
residents who reported contactwéth county office) and the county

of westside respondents).

Following this initial question, respondents were asked a series of questions focusing on their
satisfaction with the county government office they had most tlgaamntacted to conduct business or
obtain information. As indicated in Figure 37, across both portions of Summit County most survey

participants \wareasy tbisofficesvésitoecahtashi t h RRespondents w

generally satisfied witfithe accuracy of the information or assistancet hey r ecei ved fr c

office they had contacted most recently (Figure 38), although neaHfporta of easside
respondents did express some level of dissatisfaction in response to that questibstantial
majority of respondents from both eagle andwess i de ar eas expremsed sat.

quickly the county staff in this office respondedt o t heir needs (Figure 39

satisfaction were also expressedwghsspect t o Ahow courteously you

of ficeo (Figure 40) and Ahow effectively your ¢
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Figure 37. Levels of Satisfaction with Ease of Contacting the
Most Recently Contacted County Office
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Figure 38. Levels of Satisfaction with Accuracy of Information
or Assistance From Most Recently Contacted County Office
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Figure 39. Levels of Satisfaction with How Quickly County Staff

Responded
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Figure 40. Levels of Satisfaction with Courteous Treatment by
Staff in County Offices
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Figure 41. Levels of Satisfaction with How Effectively Concerns
or Needs Were Addressed by County Offices
5. %.%
50.0% %
45.0% —
40.0% |
35.0% -
30.0% —  mEast Side
25.0% Zs PR S —
Y 055 Do e ~ mWest Side
| County Total
Very Dissatisfied Somewhat Neutral Somewhat  Very Satisfied
Dissatisfied Satisfied

On balance, responses teskequestions reveal generally high satisfaction among most
residentsvho had contacted@unty office. At the same time, about 26% of esite residents and
21% of westsidas expresedsome dissatisfaction with how effectively their needs were addressed.
Because the overall response patterns outlesdedo notindicatewhether dissatisfaction oceed
at a higher rate amorngosereporting contact with any particular county officddaional analyses
were conducted. Specifically, vgelected only those respondents who were very or somewhat
dissatisfied with how effectively their needs were addressesf{gure 41 abovegndlooked atthe
specific offices those dissatisfied indiu@s had contacted. Overall, among both-sakd and west
side respondents, about 28% of those reporting contact with any county office over the prootii
saidthar contact involvedhe planning and zoning department. However, 46% of-sidst
respondents and 47% of eastla's expressing dissatisfaction identified planning and zoning as the
office they had contactedBecausehe number of responses available to conduct this more fine
grained analysis is smathere is a need for caution in irgeeting 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 adehsed in the survagvolved 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 disagreemegithat

growth and development is causing a loss of important and valued characteristice adi t i onal |

associated with the area. As indicated in Figure 42, a substantial majority of residents in both eastern
and western portions of the county expressedeagent with this statement, and few disagreed. Over
onethird of eastside (34.3%)andwesti de (37.2%) residents said th
growth is causing a loss of valued county characteristics, with similar proportions indicatitgyhat t

Afsomewhat agree. o

Figure 42. Levels of Agreement that Rapid Growth is Causing
a Loss of Important and Valued Characteristics of the Area
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Given the high levels of concern expressed by county residents over the impacts of growth and

devel opment, it is not surpri si ng publepdidestd t hat

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

SummitCounty ( see Figure 43). I n both eastern and

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 Astrongly agreeo with the need for growth
westside residents (55.6%) than among ead¢ resident§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 heavilgveloped areas of western Summit County.

Figure 43. Levels of Agreement the Policies to Manage Growth
and Development are Needed
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A very similar responspattern was produced when survey participants were asked to consider

a st at e policies to maname grofith and development should emphasize the protection of

environmental quality, including clean air and water, even if this means some properimshean

developed 0 As indicated i n Fisidelandeveside respandentaj or i ty
expressed some level of agreement with this statement. Howevesidestsidents were far more

l' i kely to say they fst r-sidegdidgntsd3d.8%6).eAmain( theBeds)some h a n
evidence in responses to this question of higher levels of ambivalence about growth management
among residents of Summit Countyds east side, \
been consideraplless widespread than has occurred in recent years across western portions of the

county.

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