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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Background
During October and early November 2002, the City of Loveland surveyed by mail a
random sample of 379 adult Loveland residents.

The project had several key objectives. One primary objective was to continue the City’s
efforts to measure and monitor residents’ ratings of the quality and effectiveness of core
City services and quality of life. Other evaluation objectives included measuring
residents’ perceptions of safety, the performance of City employees and Councilors,
overall customer service efforts and growth management efforts. Issue objectives
focused on measuring residents’ perceptions of the top issues facing Loveland, their
suggestions for expanding or reducing programs and services, their views on the need
for open land, parks and recreation trails, and their support or opposition to specific
efforts. Communication objectives included measuring how much information residents
want, their media preferences and Internet usage. Finally, the survey measured several
demographic variables, consistent with prior surveys, to determine how well the data
represent the adult population of Loveland.

This report presents the survey results.

Survey Methods

Perhaps the most significant change in 2002 from prior years’ surveys is in the sampling
and data collection methods employed to obtain a more representative sample of adult
Loveland residents. The 2002 survey used a combination of telephone and paper-based
mail data collection methods, with several callback attempts to non-responses, in order
to obtain a sample of responses as close in age distribution as possible to the adult
population of Loveland as measured by the 2000 Census.

The sample was selected by using random digit dialing (RDD). Interviewers then called
the selected telephone numbers, qualified the individuals as to age and residency within
Loveland, asked them if they would participate in the survey, and gathered name and
mailing address and demographic information from those who agreed. The response
rate was 64 percent of 923 qualified phone numbers, or a sample of 590 individuals that
received questionnaires. As many as seven callback attempts were necessary to
achieve this response rate.

A numbering system tracked questionnaires and responses by individuals.
Approximately two weeks after mailing questionnaires, interviewers began calling
individuals that had not completed and returned questionnaires, asking them to complete
the survey and mail it. Some 93 individuals required a second mailing of the
questionnaire, with follow-up calls to ensure that they received the questionnaire. The
final number of completed questionnaires totaled 379, with a 64 percent response to the
mailing. Net response to the original telephone sample was 41 percent.

The 95 percent confidence interval, or sampling margin of error, for this sample as a
whole, is a maximum of +/- 5.02 percentage points for measures of proportion'. The

! Sampling margin of error is calculated at a proportion estimate (p) of 50% using the following
formula: 1.96 (sqrt(p(1-p)/n)). The finite correction factor is applied to the result of this formula to
arrive at the adjusted sampling margin of error. Finite correction factor: sqrt[(N-n)/(N-1)].
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confidence interval is used to infer statistics for the population from the results of
surveying this sample. For example, if 50 percent of respondents answered “yes” to a
particular question, the 95 percent confidence interval for this response would be from
44.98 percent to 55.02 percent (50 percent, +/- 5.02 percentage points), and we would
infer that between 45 percent and 55 percent of the population would answer “yes” to
this same question.

The sample provides a valid representation of Loveland’s adult population, in terms of
age, length of residency and geography. Nevertheless, some sample weighting by age
group was required to achieve an exact representation of the adult population. Sample
weighting ensures that the opinions of various demographic groups are represented in
the same proportions that they are found in the population, eliminating any bias that may
be due to over-representation or under-representation of particular groups in the sample.
The section of this report entitled “Sample Demographic Characteristics” shows the
distribution of the sample by age category, compared to the distribution of the adult
population by age, and the weighting factors applied to responses from each age
category.

All of the information presented in this report is based on weighted sample data, with the
exception of tables that describe the demographic characteristics of the survey sample.
Data from the 1999, 2000 and 2001 surveys were also weighted by age distribution,
using data from the 2000 Census, to permit valid comparisons between the 2002 survey
and prior years. Data prior to 1999 were not available and were not weighted.

Responses to most of the survey questions were on a five-point scale. In most cases,
results are presented and analysis is based on the proportion of responses for each
scale point. In many cases, five-point scale averages are converted to a 100-point scale
to make comparisons. In these cases, a value of zero equals the lowest rating, 50
equals the mid-point, and 100 equals the highest rating.

A more detailed discussion of the methods employed for this survey is provided in a
separate document.

Key Findings
Below is a summary of the survey findings, organized by topic. The body of this report
provides more detailed information in each topic area.

Overall Quality

@

+ Residents’ opinions of quality of life in Loveland improved considerably from 2001,
and opinions in 2002 compare favorably to levels in the late 1990s. The mean or
average rating increased nearly seven points from that of 2001 to a mean of 82.8,
which is well above a solid rating of “good”.

+ Ratings for overall quality of City services are in the “good” range, and also show
considerable improvement from levels in 2001. The mean quality rating increased by
6.2 points this year to 78.3.

+ An added question in 2002 asked respondents to rate the overall quality of the City’s

customer service efforts. The majority of residents rate these efforts as “good”, with

a mean rating of 77, also in the “good” range.

2002 Loveland Community Survey
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City Service Delivery

« All of the 22 service, program and facility items measured this year show scores
above 50, or above “average”. Most are above 75, or a solid “good” rating.

+ Most items with scores below 75 are related to transportation.

« Every program, service or facility that was evaluated both in 2002 and in 2001 shows
improvement in its mean quality rating.

Evaluations

+ One question asked respondents to rate the overall performance of City of Loveland
employees, regardless of when or if they may have had contact with an employee.
The majority rate performance as “good”, with a mean rating that is also “good”.

« A set of questions asked residents who have had recent contact with a City of
Loveland employee to rate the employee’s performance. Slightly more than 70
percent of residents have had recent contact with an employee. Mean ratings by
these residents indicate a very high level of performance by employees in serving
residents.

+» The survey used a similar approach to assess how residents view City Council’s
performance in serving residents. A general question asked all respondents to rate
the overall responsiveness of Loveland’s elected officials. Most residents rate
responsiveness as “good” or “very good”, with a mean rating that is above “average”,
but below a solid “good”.

« A set of questions, asked only of respondents who had contact with an elected
member of Loveland City Council during the last 12 months, asked them to evaluate
the Councilor’'s performance based on their most recent contact. Only about 22
percent of respondents have had recent contact with a Councilor. Mean ratings by
these residents indicate performance that is above “average”, but below a solid
“good” rating.

« The survey asked respondents to rate the City’s overall efforts to manage growth.
Residents seem to be equally divided in their opinions of how the City performs in
this area. The mean rating indicates performance that is below average.

«» The survey asked residents to indicate how safe they feel at home, walking alone at
night in their neighborhoods and in Loveland overall. The vast majority feels safe at
home and overall. Although still a large majority, fewer residents feel safe walking
alone at night in their neighborhoods. Feelings of safety in 2002 compare favorably
to prior years.

Issues

+ Growth and traffic remain the most frequently cited top issues facing Loveland.
Changes that have occurred since the last survey in 2001 have made availability of
water and economic issues, such as jobs and the cost of living, much more
prominent. Crime and downtown revitalization also appear on the list this year.

« A question asked respondents to suggest new programs or services. The most
frequently mentioned were programs geared toward youth, and new recreation
programs and facilities. It is also noteworthy that some respondents suggested
water storage facilities and programs aimed at helping residents conserve water
(classes on xeriscaping, for example).

+» Another question asked residents to suggest programs or services that the City
should expand. The most frequently mentioned were trails, parks and recreation
facilities, followed by public transit and recycling.

% Very few residents suggested that the City reduce or eliminate any programs or
services.
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A statistically significant majority of residents believes that more open land is needed
in Loveland.

In contrast, less than a majority of residents believes that “more” or “much more”
space is needed for parks. More than one-half of the residents in the survey sample
believe that the amount of space devoted to parks is “adequate as is”.

It is unclear from the survey results whether a majority of residents thinks that more
space is needed for recreation trails. Although 52.4 percent of the residents
surveyed believe that more space is needed, the actual percentage in the population
of adult residents (taking into account the sampling margin of error) may be
anywhere between 47.4 percent and 57.4 percent.

Respondents indicated their level of support or opposition to several efforts. These
included:

Efforts to find a new use for the old fairgrounds site

Expansion of youth activities and facilities

Efforts to revitalize Downtown Loveland

Mandatory measures to conserve water

Expansion of the Chilson Recreation Center

Efforts to attract and recruit new types of retail businesses to Loveland
Efforts to include affordable housing in new developments

. Efforts to attract and recruit new industrial and commercial firms to Loveland
Results show varying levels of support for the efforts above, but all of them are
supported by a statistically reliable majority of residents.

ONOOAWN

Communications

Most residents are satisfied with the level of information that they receive about City
of Loveland government

Most residents prefer to receive information about City of Loveland government
through the newspaper or the newsletter.

About 76 percent of residents use the Internet at least one day per week. Nearly
one-half, of those who use the Internet, use it daily. Only 15 percent all residents
never use the Internet.

More residents access the Internet at home, than at any other location.

2002 Loveland Community Survey
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OVERALL QUALITY

Three questions measured residents’ overall view of Loveland. Two of these questions,
regarding overall quality of life and overall quality of services provided by the City of
Loveland, were included in previous years’ surveys and are continued in 2002. A
question measuring overall quality of the City’s customer service efforts is new for 2002.

Quality of Life in Loveland

Residents’ opinions of quality of life in Loveland improved considerably from 2001, and
opinions in 2002 compare favorably to levels in the late 1990s. The mean or average
rating increased nearly seven points from 2001, a statistically significant improvement.
Furthermore, the proportion of respondents that rate overall quality of life as “good” or
“‘very good” increased by nearly 12 percentage points from 2001. None of the
respondents in 2002 rated overall quality of life as “bad” or “very bad”.

Figures 1-3 show how residents rated quality of life, and how these ratings compare to
prior years.

Overall Quality of Life

(Percent of Residents and Mean Ratings Comparison)

Figure 1
100 —
90 —

81.6 82.3 82.4 82.0 82.8

80 76.0
70 —
60 —
55.1
50 —
40 — 38.1
30
20
s
% Very % Good % Equal %Bad % Very 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002
Good Bad Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean

Rating Rating Rating Rating Rating Rating
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Overall Quality of Life
(Response Summary 1994-2002)

Figure 2
1994 1995| 1996 1997| 1998| 1999| 2000/ 2001| 2002
Very Good | 25%| 28%| 35%| 37%| 37%| 39%| 38%| 29%| 38%
Good 72%| 69%| 56%| 55%| 56%| 54%| 54%| 52%| 55%
Equal 0%| 3%| 8% 7%| 7%| 5% 6%| 13%| 7%
Bad 3%| 1% 2% 1%| 0%| 2%| 1%| 4%| 0%
Very Bad 0%| 0%| 0% 0%|] 0%| 0% 1%| 2%| 0%
Overall Quality of Life
(Percent Good/Very Good)
Figure 3
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Good/Very Good/Very Good/Very Good/Very Good/Very Good/Very Good/Very Good/Very Good/Very
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Overall Quality of City Services

Ratings for overall quality of City services are solidly in the “good” range, and also show
considerable improvement from levels in 2001, but not to the levels achieved in 1999
and 2000. The mean quality rating increased by 6.2 points this year, and the proportion
of respondents that rated overall quality of services as “good” or “very good” increased
by 9.4 percentage points. This improvement is statistically significant.

Figures 4-6 show how residents rated overall quality of services, and how these ratings
compare to prior years.

Overall Quality of Services
(Percent of Residents and Mean Rating Comparison)

Figure 4
100
90—
80 79.6 80.1 78.3
75.1 75.0
721
70—
60—
50—
40—
30—
20
11.0
10 I
o o2 o)
% Very % Good % Equal %Bad % Very 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002
Good Bad Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean

Rating Rating Rating Rating Rating Rating
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Overall Quality of Services
(Response Summary 1994-2002)

Figure 5

1994 1995] 1996] 1997| 1998| 1999| 2000| 2001| 2002

Very Good | 14%| 0%]| 32%| 18%| 18%| 27%| 33%| 19%| 24%

Good 59%| 93%| 59%| 71%| 65%| 67%| 57%| 61%| 65%
Equal 18%| 4%| 8%| 10%| 16%| 6% 7%| 12%| 11%
Bad 7% 3% 1% 0%| 1% 1%| 2%| 7% 0%

Very Bad 2%| 0%| 1%] 0%| 0% 0% 0% 1%| 0%

Overall Quality of Services
(Percent Good/Very Good)

Figure 6
100% —
93.0% 91.0% 93.3%
0% 90.1%
89.0 .99
90%] % 88.9%
83.0%
79.5%
80%
1|73.0%

70%
60%
50%
40%
30%
20%
10%
0%

1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002

Good/Very Good/Very Good/Very Good/Very Good/Very Good/Very Good/Very Good/Very Good/Very

Good Good Good Good Good Good Good Good Good
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Overall Quality of City Customer Service Efforts

An added question in 2002 asked respondents to rate the overall quality of the City’s
customer service efforts. The majority of residents rate these efforts as “good”, with an
average rating also in the “good” range. Figure 7 summarizes responses.

Overall Customer Service Efforts
(Percent of Residents and Mean Rating)

Figure 7

% Very Good % Good % Equal % Bad % Very Bad % Good/Very 2002 Mean

Good Rating
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CITY SERVICE DELIVERY

Quality and Effectiveness of City Services

Figure 8 shows residents’ ratings of the quality and effectiveness for 22 services,
programs and facilities. The table gives the proportion of survey respondents that
selected each rating point on a five-point scale, the proportion selecting “no opinion” and
the mean rating for each of the 22 items. Programs, services and facilities that fewer
residents use or have experienced show higher proportions of “no opinion” responses.
The “mean rating” for each item is the average rating by all respondents that offered
opinions, converted to a 100-point scale. On a 100-point scale, a score of 0 is “very
bad”, 50 is “average”; 75 is “good”, and 100 is “very good”.

All of the items show scores above 50, or above “average”. Most are above 75, or a
solid “good” rating. Figure 9 consists of two graphs that show the programs, services
and facilities in rating order. The top graph shows items with scores of 75 or higher
(solidly “good”). The lower graph shows items with scores above 50 or “average”, but
below 75 or “good”. Most items with scores below 75 are related to transportation.

Figure 10 compares 2002 mean ratings with historical ratings, and shows the amount
and direction of change between 2002 and 2001. Every program, service or facility that
was evaluated in 2002 and in 2001 shows improvement in its mean quality rating.

2002 Loveland Community Survey
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Quality and Effectiveness Rating of City Services
(Percent of Residents and Mean Ratings)

Figure 8

Very Good |Equal (Bad |Very No Mean

Good Bad Opinion [Rating
Fire Department's EMR 31%| 33%| 3%| 0% 0% 33% 85.8
Electric service reliability 43%| 45%| 7%| 0% 0% 5% 84.0
Fire fighting services 31%| 44%| 4%| 0% 0% 21% 83.8
Golf courses 19%| 29%| 3%| 0% 0% 50% 83.0
Maintenance of City 32%| 41%| 7%| 0% 0% 20% 82.8
recreational trails
Loveland Museum/Gallery 26%| 35%| 5%| 0% 0% 33% 82.5
Maintenance of City parks 37%| 53%| 7%| 1% 0% 3% 82.3
Rialto Theater 23%| 33%| 4%| 1% 0% 40% 82.3
Loveland Public Library 31%| 44%| 8%| 2% 0% 16% 81.0
City trash collection 36%| 49%| 7%| 2% 1% 5% 80.8
Chilson Recreation/Senior 29%| 42%| 8%| 1% 0% 19% 80.5
Center
Drinking water quality 32%| 52%| 11%| 3% 0% 2% 78.8
Recreation programs/classes 20%| 39%| 8%| 1% 0% 31% 78.3
City recycling program 34%| 41%| 14%| 4% 1% 6% 77.3
Police services 21%| 47%| 15%| 2% 0% 15% 75.8
Snow removal on roadways 10%| 54%| 22%| 7% 2% 4% 66.5
Mosquito control 14%| 42%| 19%| 8% 3% 14% 66.0
Sandless de-icing of roadways 7%| 50%| 23%| 6% 2% 11% 65.3
Bus service 4%| 18%| 10%| 3% 1% 64% 65.0
Code enforcement 4%| 28%| 21%| 6% 2% 40% 60.8
Maintenance of street surfaces 3%| 38%| 40%| 15% 3% 1% 55.5
Traffic flow on Loveland 4%| 33%| 40%| 19% 4% 2% 53.8
streets
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Quality and Effectiveness Rating of City Services
(Comparison by Mean Ratings)

Figure 9

Snow removal on Mosquito control ~ Sandless de- Bus service Code Maintenance of  Traffic flow on
roadways icing of roadways enforcement street surfaces Loveland streets
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Quality and Effectiveness Rating of City Services
(Historical Comparison of Mean Ratings)

Figure 10

1994 1995|1996 1997| 1998] 1999| 2000|{ 2001| 2002| Change
Emerg. Medical Response| N/A [ 73.0|86.3 {83.7|85.8(70.5|78.1(73.4| 85.8| +12.4
Electric service reliability | N/A | NJA | N/A | N/A | N/A|78.5(80.5|76.1| 84.0f +7.9
Fire fighting services 81.873.0|83.8|83.3|85.2|70.8|74.8|73.1| 83.8 +10.7
Golf courses 71.4169.5|78.2|79.7| N/A |64.1|67.6|70.5| 83.0 +12.5
Maintenance of City 75.8(70.3|80.3|79.4(755|71.2(73.1|73.1| 82.8 +9.7
recreational trails
Loveland Museum/Gallery | 76.5 [ 67.7 | 79.7 | 80.8 | 71.5]|69.4 | 75.8| 73.9| 82.5| +8.6
Maintenance of City parks | 77.180.8 |83.9|81.5(79.9|76.1|79.3|72.2| 82.3| +10.1
Rialto Theater N/A | N/A| N/A | N/A| N/A |60.8(65.9(66.6| 82.3] +15.7
Loveland Public Library 83.6|74.2186.1|83.4|77.9|76.5|80.0/79.3| 81.0f +1.7
Trash collection N/A | N/A | N/A | N/A | N/A |77.1|74.7(69.9| 80.8] +10.9
Chilson Recreation/Senior | 76.4|80.8(84.0 (81.7|76.1(74.4|75.2|72.7| 80.5| +7.8
Center
Drinking water quality N/A|N/A|77.8|73.3|/73.9(75.0(76.2(76.4| 78.8] +2.4
Recreation N/A | N/A | N/A | N/A|N/A|67.4[72.0{69.2| 78.3] +9.1
programs/classes
Recycling program N/A175.0|81.2|81.3|77.4|76.9|/76.4(66.4| 77.3] +10.9
Police services 74.1159.4176.2|76.3|70.4|168.0/70.9|67.8| 75.8/ +8.0
Snow removal N/A | 58.8|68.7 |65.6|65.4(65.8(68.0[65.0| 66.5| +1.5
Mosquito control N/A 141.5|51.4|43.4|37.7|43.3(46.7(49.3| 66.0| +16.7
Sandless de-icing N/A | N/A | N/A | N/A | N/A | N/A | N/A | N/A | 65.3 N/A
Bus service N/A | N/A | N/A | N/A | N/A |54.8|63.3(56.4| 65.0/ +8.6
Code enforcement N/A | NJA | N/A | N/A | NJA| N/A | N/A | N/A'| 60.8 N/A
Street maintenance 56.1142.8159.2|154.9148.3|53.0|57.1|44.7| 55.5| +10.8
Traffic flow N/A | N/A | N/A | N/A | N/A | N/A | N/A | N/A | 53.8 N/A
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EVALUATIONS

City Staff Evaluations

The survey used two types of questions to assess how residents view employees’
performance. One was a general question that asked all respondents to rate the overall
performance of City of Loveland employees (Figure 11). Another was a set of questions,
asked only of respondents who had contact with a City of Loveland employee during the
last 12 months (Figure 12 and Figure 13). These respondents were asked to evaluate
the employee’s performance from their most recent contact. The set of questions was
designed to measure the quality of service employees provide on five attributes
(courtesy, helpfulness, promptness, knowledge/competency and professionalism). In
the field of service quality measurement, these attributes are generally accepted as the
critical dimensions of customer service quality.

Figure 11 shows how all residents rate the overall performance of City of Loveland
employees, regardless of when or if they may have had contact with an employee. The
majority rate performance as “good”, with a mean rating that is also “good”.

Figures 12 and 13 show how residents who have had recent contact with a City of
Loveland employee rate the employee’s performance. Slightly more than 70 percent of
residents have had recent contact with an employee. Mean ratings by these residents
for each attribute and an average of the mean ratings for all five attributes indicate a very
high level of performance by employees in serving residents.
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Overall Performance of City Employees
(Percent of All Residents and Mean Rating by All Residents)

Figure 11

% Very Good % Good % Equal % Bad % Very Bad Mean Score
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Employee Evaluations
(Percent of Residents with Contact during Last 12 Months)

Figure 12
Very Good |Good |Equal |Bad [Very Bad |No No
Opinion |Contact

Courtesy 34.1%| 31.4%| 3.3%]| 0.5% 0.0% 1.3% 29.4%
Helpfulness 32.2%| 28.9%| 5.4%| 2.3% 0.3% 1.6% 29.4%
Promptness 28.5%)| 30.8%| 6.8%| 1.3% 0.8% 2.5% 29.4%
Knowledge/ 26.6%)| 32.8%| 7.4%| 1.5% 0.0% 2.3% 29.4%
competency

Professionalism 28.6%)| 32.9%| 5.6%| 0.7% 0.8% 2.0% 29.4%

Figure 13

100.0—

90.0—

80.0—

70.0—

60.0—
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40.0

30.0—
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Loveland City Council Evaluations

The survey used a similar approach to assess how residents view City Council’s
performance in serving residents. One question asked all respondents to rate the
overall responsiveness of Loveland’s elected officials (Figure 14). A set of questions,
asked only of respondents who had contact with an elected member of Loveland City
Council during the last 12 months (Figure 15 and Figure 16), asked them to evaluate the
Councilor’s performance based on their most recent contact. This set of questions was
designed to measure performance on five attributes (courtesy, helpfulness, promptness,
knowledge/competency and professionalism).

Figure 14 shows how all residents rate the overall responsiveness of City of Loveland
elected officials, regardless of when or if they may have had contact with an elected
official. Most residents rate responsiveness as “good” or “very good”, with a mean rating
that is above “average”, but below a solid “good”.

Figures 15 and 16 show how residents who have had recent contact with an elected
member of Loveland City Council rate the Councilor’'s performance. Only about 22
percent (84 respondents) of residents have had recent contact with a Councilor. Mean
ratings by these residents for each attribute and an average of the mean ratings for all
five attributes indicate performance that is above “average”, but below a solid “good”
rating.
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Overall Responsiveness of Elected Officials
(Percent of All Residents and Mean Rating by All Residents)

Figure 14

% Very Good % Good % Equal % Bad % Very Bad Mean Score
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City Council Evaluations
(Percent of Residents with Contact during Last 12 Months)

Figure 15
Very Good| Good | Equal | Bad |Very Bad|No Opinion No

Contact

Courtesy 6.2%| 8.2%| 2.1%| 1.1% 0.2% 3.8% 78.4%

Helpfulness 5.2%| 6.1%| 3.6%| 1.5% 0.8% 4.3% 78.4%

Promptness 5.6%]| 6.1%| 3.4%| 1.3% 0.5% 4.7% 78.4%

Knowledge/ 4.5%| 7.0%| 3.8%| 0.9% 1.1% 4.3% 78.4%

Competency

Professionalism 5.5%]| 6.8%| 3.9%| 1.0% 0.5% 3.8% 78.4%

Figure 16
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Managing Growth

The survey asked respondents to rate the City’s overall efforts to manage growth.
Residents seem to be equally divided in their opinions of how the City performs in
managing growth. The mean rating in Figure 17 indicates performance that is below

average.

Overall Efforts to Manage Growth

(Percent of Residents and Mean Ratings)

Figure 17

% Very Good % Good % Equal % Bad % Very Bad Mean Score
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Safety

The survey asked residents to indicate how safe they feel at home, walking alone at
night in their neighborhoods and in Loveland overall. As Figure 18 shows, the vast
majority feels safe at home and overall. Although still a large majority, fewer residents
feel safe walking alone at night in their neighborhoods.

Prior year’s surveys asked residents to rate their feeling of safety on a five-point, “very
bad” to “very good” scale, in the context of walking alone in Loveland at night. Changes
in the rating scale and in the questions themselves make it difficult to directly compare
feelings of safety in 2002 with those of prior years. Nevertheless, feelings of safety in
2002 compare favorably with the 14-16 percent of respondents in Figure 19 that rated
feeling of safety as “bad” or “very bad” in recent years.

Feeling of Safety

(Percent of Residents)

Figure 18
‘ W Very Safe OSafe M Equal BUnsafe OVery Unsafe
70%
60% |59%)
51%
0% a7
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40%

30% +

20%

10% -

Home Walking alone at night in neighborhood Overall, in Loveland
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Feeling of Safety Historical Ratings
Figure 19
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ISSUES

Top Issues Facing Loveland Today

Figure 20 shows the top issues that residents believe face Loveland today. Issues are
ranked by the number of times respondents mentioned them.

Growth and traffic remain the most frequently cited issues. Changes that have occurred
since the last survey in 2001 have made availability of water and economic issues, such
as jobs and the cost of living, much more prominent. Crime and downtown revitalization
also appear on the list this year.

Top 10 Issues Facing Loveland
(By Number of Mentions)

Figure 20
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Suggestions for New or Expanded Programs and Services

Figure 21 shows the categories of new programs and services that residents suggest the
City offer. Categories are ranked by the number of times respondents mentioned them.
To keep the number of mentions for each category in perspective, it is important to note
that even the top-ranked category was mentioned by only 10 percent of the 379 survey
respondents.

The most frequently mentioned were programs geared toward youth, and new recreation
programs and facilities. It is also noteworthy that some respondents suggested water
storage facilities and programs aimed at helping residents conserve water (classes on
xeriscaping, for example).

New Programs/Services
(By Number of Mentions)

Figure 21
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Figure 22 shows the categories of programs and services that residents suggest the City
expand. Categories here are also ranked by the number of times respondents
mentioned them. Again, to keep the number of mentions for each category in
perspective, it is important to note that each category was mentioned by less than 10
percent of the 379 survey respondents.

The most frequently mentioned were trails, parks and recreation facilities, followed by
public transit and recycling. Suggestions for recycling most often mentioned recycling of
cardboard. Suggestions for expanded youth sports often mentioned programs geared
toward underprivileged children, or including younger children in organized sports
programs.

Expand Programs/Services
(By Number of Mentions)

Figure 22
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Suggestions for Reducing or Eliminating Programs and Services

Very few residents suggested that the City reduce or eliminate any programs or
services. Although not a program or service, a few respondents suggested that the City
reduce growth. Figure 23 and Figure 24 show the suggestions that respondents
provided by the number of times they were mentioned.

Reduce Programs/Services
(By Number of Mentions)

Figure 23
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Eliminate Programs/Services
(By Number of Mentions)

Figure 24
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Space Dedicated to Open Land, Parks and Recreation Trails

The survey asked respondents to evaluate the amount of space dedicated to open land,
parks and recreation trails by indicating whether more or less space is needed for each
of the three. Figure 25 shows the proportion of responses for each response category,
and Figure 26 shows the proportion of respondents that selected “need more” or “need
much more” for each of open land, parks and recreation trails. Responses of “no
opinion” can be important in evaluating public response to issues, and they are
considered here in evaluating whether or not a clear majority favors adding more space
for open land, parks or recreation trails.

Figure 26 indicates that a statistically significant majority of residents believes more
open land is needed in Loveland. Taking into account the sampling margin of error,
between 57 percent and 66.8 percent of residents believe “more” or “much more” open
land is needed.

In contrast, less than a majority of residents believes that “more” or “much more” space
is needed for parks. Taking into account the sampling margin of error, between 37.1
percent and 47.1 percent of residents think more land is needed for parks. More than
one-half of the residents in the survey sample believe that the amount of space devoted
to parks is “adequate as is”.

It is unclear whether a majority of residents thinks that more space is needed for
recreation trails. Although 52.4 percent of the residents surveyed believe more space is
needed, the actual percentage in the population of adult residents may be anywhere
between 47.4 percent and 57.4 percent.
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Need for More Space
(Percent of Residents)

Figure 25
Need Much Need |Adequate as| Need Need Much No
More More Is Less Less Opinion
Open Land 18.9%| 43.0% 29.9% 1.6% 0.9% 5.6%
Parks 8.2%| 33.9% 51.7% 1.3% 0.2% 4.7%
Recreation 12.2%| 40.2% 37.6% 1.4% 1.1% 7.6%
Trails
Need for More Space
(Percent Need More/Need Much More)
Figure 26

Open Land Parks

Recreation Trails

2002 Loveland Community Survey
Page 29




Support for Efforts

The survey also asked respondents to indicate their support or opposition to several
efforts listed in Figure 27. Figure 27 shows the proportion of responses for each
response category, and Figure 28 shows that proportion of respondents that selected
“support” or “strongly support” for each item. Again, responses of “no opinion” can be
important in evaluating public response to issues, and they are considered here in
evaluating whether or not a clear majority supports a particular effort.

Figure 28 shows varying levels of support for the efforts evaluated in this survey, but all
of them are supported by a statistically reliable majority of residents.

Support
(Percent of Residents)

Figure 27

Strongly Support |Equal |Oppose |Strongly No Opinion

Support Oppose
Efforts to find a new 29.3%| 51.5%| 11.9% 1.8% 0.2% 5.3%
use for the old
fairgrounds site
Expansion of youth 33.0%| 44.2%| 14.8% 1.4% 0.4% 6.2%
activities and facilities
Efforts to revitalize 35.8%| 38.1%| 16.3%| 4.3% 3.3% 21%
Downtown Loveland
Mandatory measures 27.7%| 41.5%| 22.4%| 5.0% 2.0% 1.5%
to conserve water
Expansion of the 24.4%| 40.4%| 20.7%| 3.5% 0.9% 10.1%
Chilson Recreation
Center
Efforts to attract and 21.1%| 43.0%| 23.8%| 6.7% 2.5% 2.8%
recruit new types of
retail businesses to
Loveland
Efforts to include 28.6%| 35.0%| 21.8%| 6.5% 4.8% 3.3%
affordable housing in
new developments
Efforts to attract and 23.6%| 32.3%| 24.9%| 9.3% 4.8% 4.9%

recruit new industrial
and commercial firms
to Loveland
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Support
(Percent Support/Strongly Support)

Figure 28
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COMMUNICATIONS

Amount of Information

Most residents are satisfied with the level of information that they receive about City of

Loveland government. However, a notable percentage of them would like to receive
more information.

Satisfaction with Level of Information
(Percent of Residents)

Figure 29

Want much more Want more OK as is

Want less Want much less
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Media Preferences
Most residents prefer to receive information about City of Loveland government through
the newspaper or the newsletter.

Preferred Media for Receiving Information about Loveland City

Government
(Percent that Use or would Use)

Figure 30
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Internet Usage

As shown in Figure 31, about 76 percent of residents use the Internet at least one day
per week. Only 15 percent of residents never use the Internet. Nearly one-half, of those

who use the Internet, use it daily

Figure 32 shows that more residents access the Internet at home, than at any other
location. Most residents who access the Internet at work also use it at home.

Frequency of Internet Usage

(Percent of Residents)

Figure 31

Never
15%

Less than 1 day/week
9%
1-2 days/week
7%

3-4 days/week
14%

5-6 days/week
14%

Daily
1%
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Where Internet is Accessed
(Percent of Residents)

Figure 32

Home Work Other
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SAMPLE DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS

This section describes the demographic characteristics of the survey sample. It also
shows how application of age-group weighting factors changes the proportional
representation of responses by work location, length of residency in Loveland and area
of residency in Loveland.

Age

Figure 33 shows how the age distribution of the survey sample compares to the 2000
Census figures for Loveland. The sample is a valid representation of the population, but
the weighting factors shown in Figure 33 were applied to the survey data in order to
achieve a more exact representation.

When these weighting factors are applied to the survey sample, the age distribution of
the sample is the same as the age distribution of Loveland’s adult population as
measured by the 2000 Census, and responses to survey questions are more
representative of the opinions and characteristics of Loveland’s adult population. To
elaborate, individuals in the 18-24 and 25-44 age groups are somewhat under-
represented in the sample, while individuals in the 45-64 and 65 or older age groups are
somewhat over-represented. Multiplying the individual responses from each age group
by their respective weighting factors makes their responses proportional to their
representation in the population.

Age Distribution of Sample Compared to 2000 Census of

Loveland
Figure 33
2002
Survey Sample 2000 Weighting Factors

Age Number| Percent Census Applied

18-24 14 3.7% 10.7% 2.8919
25-44 144| 38.0% 41.9% 1.1026
45-64 132 34.8% 30.3% 0.8707
65+ 89| 23.5% 17.1% 0.7277
Totals 379| 100.0% 100.0%
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Location of Work

Figure 34 shows the distribution of individuals in the survey sample by where they work.
The data in Figure 34 are not weighted. Figure 35 shows the distribution of responses
by work location, after the age-group weighting factors have been applied to the survey
data. Figure 35 uses weighted data to provide a more representative picture of where
Loveland residents work.

Survey Respondents by Work Location
(Responses not Weighted)

Figure 34
Location Nearest Work Number | Percent of Sample
Loveland 165 43.5%
Denver/Boulder/Longmont 48 12.7%
Fort Collins 31 8.2%
Greeley 12 3.2%
Other 2 0.5%
Not employed outside of the home 121 31.9%
Totals 379 100.0%
Where Loveland Residents Work
(Age-Group Weighting Factors Applied to Responses)
Figure 35

Not employed outside of
the home
26%

Other /
Greeley
4%
Fort Collins
9%

Denver/Boulder/
Longmont
14%

Loveland
46%
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Length of Residency

Figure 36 shows the distribution of individuals in the survey sample by the number of
years they have lived in Loveland. The data in Figure 36 are not weighted. Figure 37
shows how the views of residents are proportionally represented by length of residency
after age-group weighting factors have been applied to the data.

Survey Respondents by Length of Residency
(Responses not Weighted)

Figure 36

Length of Residency in Loveland Number | Percent of Sample
1 year or less 17 4.5%
1-2 years 31 8.2%
3-5 years 70 18.5%
6-10 years 69 18.2%
More than 10 years 192 50.7%
Totals 379 100.0%

Representation of Views by Length of Residency
(Age-Group Weighting Factors Applied to Responses)

Figure 37

1 Year or less
5%
1-2 Years
9%

3-5 Years

M han 10 Y
ore than 10 Years 19%

49%

6-10 Years
18%
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Area of Residency

Figure 38 shows the distribution of individuals in the survey sample by where they live in
Loveland. The data in Figure 38 are not weighted. Figure 39 shows how the views of
each geographic quadrant of Loveland are proportionally represented after age-group
weighting factors have been applied to the data.

Survey Respondents by Quadrant
(Responses not Weighted)

Figure 38
Quadrant of Residence Number | Percent of Sample
Northwest 112 29.6%
Northeast 90 23.7%
Southwest 134 35.4%
Southeast 43 11.3%
Totals 379 100.0%

Representation of Views by Quadrant
(Age-Group Weighting Factors Applied to Responses)
Figure 39

Northeast
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Southeast
11%

Northwest
31%

Southwest
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SURVEY INSTRUMENT
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Please tell us how safe you feel in Loveland.

Circle the number that best reflects your opinion. Circle 0 for “no opinion.”

EQUALLY
VERY SAFE & VERY No
SAFE SAFE  UNSAFE  UNSAFE UNSAFE OPINION
23. How safe do you feel at home? 5 4 3 2 1 0
24. How safe do you feel walking
alone at night in your 5 4 3 2 1 0
neighborhood?
25. Overall, how safe do you feel in 5 4 3 2 1 0

Loveland?

Thinking about your most recent contact with a City of Loveland employee, please
rate the employee’s performance in each of the five areas below.

Please v" the box below and skip to the next question if you have had no contact with a City of
Loveland employee during the past 12 months.

EQUALLY

VERY GOOD & VERY No
NO CONTACT ] 9 Goob GoobD BAD BAD BAD  OPINION
26. Courtesy 5 4 3 2 1 0
27. Helpfulness 5 4 3 2 1 0
28. Promptness 5 4 3 2 1 0
29. Knowledge/competency 5 4 3 2 1 0
30. Professionalism 5 4 3 2 1 0

Thinking about your most recent contact with an elected member of Loveland City
Council, please rate the Councilor’s performance in each of the five areas below.

Please v the box below and skip to the next question if you have had no contact with an elected
member of Loveland City Council during the past 12 months.

EQUALLY
VERY GOOD & VERY No
NO CONTACT ] 9 Goob GooD BAD BAD BAD  OPINION
31. Courtesy 5 4 3 2 1 0
32. Helpfulness 5 4 3 2 1 0
33. Promptness 5 4 3 2 1 0
34. Knowledge/competency 5 4 3 2 1 0
35. Professionalism 5 4 3 2 1 0
Please tell us how you rate Loveland overall.
Circle the number that best reflects your opinion. Circle 0 for “no opinion.”
EQUALLY

VERY GOoD & VERY No

Goob  GooD BAD BAD BAD  OPINION
36. Overall quality of life in Loveland 5 4 3 2 1 0
37. Overall quality of City services 5 4 3 2 1 0
38. Overall quality of City customer 5 4 3 2 1 0

service efforts
39. Overall performance of City 5 4 3 2 1 0
employees

40. Overall responsiveness of 5 4 3 2 1 0

elected officials

41. Overall efforts to manage growth 5 4 3 2 1 0




42. What do you consider to be the top three issues facing Loveland today?

1. 2.

3.

43. What new programs or services do you
suggest that the City offer?

1.
2,

45. What existing programs or services do
you suggest that the City reduce?

1.
2,

44. What existing programs or services do
you suggest that the City expand?

1.
2.

46. What existing programs or services do
you suggest that the City eliminate?

1.
2.

Please tell us how you feel about the amount of space in Loveland dedicated to

each of the following.

Circle the number that best reflects your opinion. Circle 0 for “no opinion.”

NEED NEED
MucH NEED ADEQUATE NEED MucH No
MORE MORE Asls LEss LEss OPINION
47. Open land 5 4 3 2 1 0
48. Parks 5 4 3 2 1 0
49. Recreational trails 5 4 3 2 1 0
Please tell us how strongly you would support or oppose each item below.
Circle the number that best reflects your opinion. Circle 0 for “no opinion.”
EQUALLY
SUPPORT
STRONGLY & STRONGLY No
SUPPORT SUPPORT OPPOSE OPPOSE OPPOSE OPINION
50. Efforts to attract and recruit
new industrial and commercial 5 4 3 2 1 0
firms to Loveland
51. Efforts to attract and recruit
new types of retail business to 5 4 3 2 1 0
Loveland
52. Efforts to revitalize Downtown 5 4 3 5 1 0
Loveland
53. Efforts to find a new use for
the old fairgrounds site 5 4 3 2 1 0
54. Efforts to include affordable
. 5 4 3 2 1 0
housing in new developments
55. Expans_lgl? of youth activities 5 4 3 > 1 0
and facilities
56. Expans[on of the Chilson 5 4 3 2 1 0
Recreation Center
57. Mandatory measures to 5 4 3 5 1 0

conserve water




58. How satisfied are you with the level of information you receive about City of Loveland

government?

Circle the number that best reflects your opinion. Circle 0 for “no opinion.”

WANT WANT OK WANT WANT MUCH No
MUCH MORE MoRE AsIs LESS LESS OPINION
5 4 3 2 1 0

How would you like to receive information about Loveland City Government?
Please v the box beside each source that you use now or would use.

59. O , City Web site

60.J . Newsletter | 61.

a, Email 62. O . Cable television

63. O , Attend meetings

64. ] . Newspaper

65. O , Other (pl

specify)

How many days per week do you typically use the Internet?

Circle the number that best reflects how often you typically use the Internet at each location.

5-6 DAYS 3-4DAYS 1-2 DAYS LESSTHAN1
EACH EACH EACH DAY EACH
DAILY WEEK WEEK WEEK WEEK NEVER
66. Home 5 4 3 2 1 0
67. Work 5 4 3 2 1 0
68. Somewhere other 5 4 3 2 1 0

than home or work

69. Which one of these locations is nearest to where you work?

a, Loveland a, Greeley a, Denver/Boulder/Longmont
a, Not applicable (not employed outside of the
Q , Fort Collins | O , Wyoming Q , Other home or retired)

70. How long have you lived in the Loveland area?

4 1yearorless

2 1-2 years

3 3-5 years

[0 4 6-10 years

1 s More than 10 years

71. What age range are you in?

a, 18-24 years

a, 25-44 years

a, 45-64 years

a, 65 years and over

72. Using the intersection of Hwy 287 and Hwy 34 as the boundaries, in what part of town do

you live?

d 1 Northwest

a, Northeast

a, Southwest

a, Southeast

73. Would you like to tell us anything else?

If you would like a follow-up call from a City employee in response to your comments, please
write your name and a daytime phone number here:

Name

Phone

Thank you for participating in the survey. Please return this questionnaire in the postage-paid

envelope to:

City of Loveland
Public Information
500 East Third Street
Loveland, Colorado 80537
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