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| ntroduction to Online Results

® Research background and objectives

In May 2011, The Sports Management Group, on behalf of the City of Vacaville, California, commissioned Strategic Research Associates (SRA) to conduct
two surveys of Vacaville residents aged 18 and older. In thefirst, 400 City of Vacaville residents were interviewed by telephone about their views on local
recreation and park issues; the results from this survey were presented in January 2012. On January 23, 2012, the city posted a follow-up Internet survey,
using the telephone survey’s 65 questions (some slightly rewritten for online use), on its website and invited community residents to completeit. The last
responses from the online survey were accepted on February 10. This report summarizes the online survey’s results and compares them to outcomes from
the telephone survey.

The primary survey objectives were to measure current use of Vacaville park and recreation facilities, explore perceptions about the city’s existing park and
recreation system, evaluate the degrees of support for additional funding of some proposed park system changes, measure behaviors regarding Vacaville
recreation activities, and test voter reactions to potential tax extension proposals.

While the tel ephone survey sample was representative of the community — respondents were randomly selected and the results weighted so that gender-by-
age proportions in the sample would match those in the target population — the online sample isnot. Online respondents — much more likely than those in
the telephone sample to be frequent park users — selected themselves for participation rather than being randomly chosen. Inferential statistical tests and
margin-of-error calculations are not applicable to data generated by the online sample. (The relatively large online sample size does not diminish the self-
selectivity bias.)

® Notes on the conduct of an online survey with 306 respondents

0 Method: Usinglocal media, the City of Vacavilleinvited adult residents to participate in a survey posted on the city’ s website. Between January 23
and February 10, 2012, 313 surveys were completed online. Among them, 278 individual |P addresses were represented, indicating that some surveys
were submitted from the same household. Allowing (at the city’s request) a maximum of five submissions per household, seven interviews were
randomly eliminated from addresses exceeding the limitation, producing the final sample total of 306.

o Administration: SRA managed the collection, storage, and analysis of all online survey data.

O Weighting: Unlike the telephone survey sample, to which weights were applied to correct for sample imbal ances, the online sample was not weighted.

O Questionnaire: The online questionnaire employed the same 65 questions used in the telephone version. (A few of the questions were dightly

rewritten to work better in an online format.) Six questions were unaided, requiring respondents to answer in their own words rather than to choose
among alist of options. Because of skip patterns, some respondents were not required to answer every question.

Strategic Research Associates (Page 1)




| ntr oduction to Online Resultscont)

® Presentation of results

o Thisvolumeisdivided into sections. The presentation includes, in order, Contents of this Report, Introduction to Online Results, and Graphic
Summary. Appendices include a Verbatim Responses section listing word-for-word online responses to all unaided survey questions and a
Questionnaire section displaying an annotated copy of the questionnaire with baseline results.

O Regarding the charts displayed in the Graphic Summary:
- Responses to unaided questions were categorized and coded, with the coded results included in quantitative summaries.

- All percentages are shown rounded to integer digits to enhance ease of review and interpretation. Because of this rounding, totals may not
always seem to sum to 100%, but displayed values are nevertheless correct. Chart bar lengths reflect exact (unrounded) values, which is why
two bars marked with the same value may sometimes vary dightly in length. Chart labels shown in uppercase identify alist of response
optionsto a single question (or alist of background category measurements), while those in lowercase identify a set of different survey
guestions, the results for which are to be compared.

- Figures 1 in the Graphic Summary Preface (“ Summary of Respondent Background Characteristics”) provides summary background category
information, listing percent-of-total outcomes for categories representing gender, age, parental status, household income, location of residence,
and frequency of park system use. Figure 2 compares the composition of the online sample with the weighted telephone’s. Figures 36 to 43 in
the Graphic Summary Addendum (“ Respondent Background Characteristics’) provide additional background details.

- Graphic Summary Figures 3 through 35 describe the results of the online survey, with comparisons to telephone survey outcomes.

Strategic Research Associates (Page 2)
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Figure 1

Composition of Online Sample

Percent of Total Sample by Background Category

Basefor chart: Total online sample (n=306)

Per cent of Total Online Sample

TOTAL (n=306) 100%
MALES (n=123)
FEMALES (n=183)
18 TO 34 (n=47)
35TO 54 (n=177)
55 AND OLDER (n=82)
PARENT OF A CHILD AGED 17 OR YOUNGER (n=173)
NOT A PARENT OF A MINOR CHILD (n=130)
UNDER $50,000 HH INCOME (n=35)
$50,000 TO UNDER $100,000 HH INCOME (n=98)
$100,000 OR MORE HH INCOME (n=116)
RESIDESIN 95687 (n=159)
RESIDES IN 95688 (n=141)

VISITS PARK FACILITIES 4+ TIMES A MONTH (n=190) 62%
VISITSBETWEEN 1 TO 3 TIMES A MONTH (n=97)
VISITSLESS THAN ONCE A MONTH OR NEVER (n=19)
0% 100%

Percentages (and counts) exclude those not reporting information about parental status, household income, and location.

Notes

Inlate 2011, 410 City of Vacaville adult residents
were interviewed by telephone about their views on
local recreation and park issues. The results of this
survey were presented in January 2012. That same
month, the city posted a follow-up Internet survey,
using questions from the telephone survey, on its
website and invited community residents to complete
it. The resultsfrom 306 online respondents who did
so are described in this report.

Unlike the telephone survey sample, the online
sample is not representative — respondents selected
themselves rather than being randomly chosen — and
inferential statistical tests are not applicable to data
generated by it. (Therelatively large online sample
size does not diminish this bias.)

Online sub-sample sizes are listed at |eft for
categories representing gender, age, parental status,
annual household income, location of residence, and
frequency (within the past six months) of visiting
Vacaville's parks and recreation facilities.*

* For analysis of the telephone survey, weights were applied to
ensure that sample gender-by-age proportions would match those
in the target population's. Online survey results were not weighted.

iﬁ.ﬁ.[[i StrategicResearch



Figure 2

Comparison of Online and Telephone Sample Compositions

Percent of Total Sample Base by Background Category

Basefor chart: Total online (n=306) and telephone (n=410, weighted) samples

Per cent of Total Online and Telephone Samples

TOTAL

MALES

60% (n=183)
FEMALES 239% (=178)

18TO 34

58% (n=177)
SIUES 41% (n=166)

55 AND OLDER

57% (n=173)
PARENT OF A CHILD AGED 17 OR YOUNGER 40% (n=164)

42% (n=130
NOT A PARENT OF A MINOR CHILD 60% (n=246)

UNDER $50,000 HH INCOME

$50,000 TO UNDER $100,000 HH INCOME

$100,000 OR MORE HH INCOME

520 (n=159)

RESIDES IN 95687 62% (n=253)

RESIDES IN 95688

319% (n=127)

VISITS PARK FACILITIES 4+ TIMES A MONTH 62% (n=190)

32% (n=97)

VISITSBETWEEN 1 TO3 TIMESA MONTH 36% (n=147)

VISITSLESS THAN ONCE A MONTH OR NEVER 6% (n=19
33% (n=135)

0%

100%

100% (n=306)
100% (n=410)

B ONLINE

I TELEPHONE

Percentages (and counts) exclude those not reporting information about parental status, income, location, and park visiting frequency.

Notes

This chart compares the online sample's
demographic background composition with the
(weighted) telephone survey sample's. For example,
40% of online respondents were male and 60%,
female, compared with the telephone sample's 57%
and 43%.*

Asthe chart shows, online respondents were much
more likely than those in the telephone sample to be
frequent park users. (Online sample members were
twice as likely as their telephone survey counterparts
to report visiting Vacaville parks and recreation
facilities at least four timesamonth.) They were
also more likely to be female, middle-aged (aged 35
to 54), a parent or guardian of at least one child
living in Vacaville, and relatively affluent.**

* All telephone survey results shown in this report, including the
percentages in this paragraph, were calculated from weighted data.
The online sample was not weighted.

** Figures 36 to 43 in the Graphic Summary Addendum, showing
additional background measurement details, indicate that online
respondents were also more likely than telephone survey
respondents to be consistent voters and to participate in
recreational activities.

iﬁ.ﬂ.[[i StrategicResearch



Current Use of Vacaville Park and Recreation Facilities

Graphic Summary Section One




Qlc. Any Vacaville public park other than Lagoon Valley or Centennial Park

Figure 3

Recent Use of Vacaville Park and Recreation Facilities

Qla-m. ""Now, we're asking about your personal use of park and recreation facilities available within the City of Vacaville.
First, within the last six months, do you recall ever having personally visited any of the following locations?"'

Basefor chart: Total online sample (n=306) for each question

Percent Reporting " Yes' for Recent Visits

85%
Q1g. Any of the city’ s off-street hiking, biking, and jogging trails
Q1la. Lagoon Valley Park 73%

Q1m. Any city-operated community center

Q1k. Any of the city’sgroup picnic areas

Q1d. Any city-operated baseball or softball field

Q1b. Centennia Park

Qle. Any city-operated soccer field, including those in Centennial Park

Qli. The pool at Graham Aquatic Center 3% |
Q1f. Any city tennis courtii 32%
Q1j. The dog park a Lagoon Valley Parkﬁ 31% }
Q1h. Georgie Duke Sports Center or the gymnasium on Davis Streetii 30% }
Q1l. The McBride center to participate in senior activiti es! 16% } ‘
0% 10‘0%

The dashed line indicates the average outcome.

Notes

Online respondents identified, among the 13
ark-related locations listed, those visited within the
ast six months. The percentages having visited the
locations are shown, with bars color-coded to
indicate degrees of distance above or below the
dashed line (the average outcome). Thiswas
observed:

» Well above-average visiting rate (burgundy):
Eighty-five percent (85%? reported havin
recently visited a Vacaville public park other than
Lagoon Valley or Centennial Parks.

» Above-average visiting rates (turquoise):
Three-quarters (75%) had used the city's hiking,
biking, and jogging trails, 73%, Lagoon Valley
Park; and 68%, a city-operated community center.

» Averagevisiting rates (green): These four
locations placed in the middle of the
rank-ordering. Fifty-two percent (52%) had
visited a city roglp Picnic area; 51%, acity
baseball or softball field; 43%, Centennial Park;
and 41%, a city soccer field, including those in
Centennial Park.

Less than four in ten had visited any of the other five
locations.

The next chart compares these results to those from
the telephone survey.

@ sisegereann



R1c. Any Vacaville public park other than Lagoon Valley or Centennial Park

Figure 4

Recent Use of Vacaville Park and Recreation Facilities by Survey

Qla-m. ""Now, we're asking about your personal use of park and recreation facilities available within the City of Vacaville.
First, within the last six months, do you recall ever having personally visited any of the following locations?"*

Basefor chart:

Percent Reporting " Yes' for Recent Visits

Q1g. Any of the city’ s off-street hiking, biking, and jogging trails

3%

Qla Lagoon Valley Park

0,
Q1m. Any city-operated community center 200

Total online (n=306) and telephone (n=410, weighted) samples for each question

Q1k. Any of the city’ s group picnic areas S

0,
Q1d. Any city-operated baseball or softball field D

0,
Q1b. Centennial Park G800

0,
Qle. Any city-operated soccer field, including those in Centennial Park Ciid

0,
Q1i. The pool at Graham Aquatic Center S
Q1f. Any city tennis court €20
Qlj. The dog park at Lagoon Valley Park SIL0
”””””””””” 30%

Q1h. Georgie Duke Sports Center or the gymnasium on Davis Street

16%

Q1l. The McBride Center to participate in senior activities 15%
0

0%

100%

Notes

Online and telephone survey respondents produced
roughly similar visiting-rate rank-orderings, but
online respondents — more frequent park visitors, as
noted in Figure 2 — were likelier than their telephone
survey counterparts to have visited 12 of the 13
locationslisted.* (The one exception was for the

McBride Center.)
H ONLINE

* The chart's average visiting percentage over the 13 locations was
49% for the online survey and 31% for the telephone one.

I TELEPHONE

Items are rank-ordered using online percentages.

iﬂ.’t‘[ﬁ StrategicResearch



Figure 5

Frequency of Visiting Vacaville Park and Recreation Facilities by

Survey

Q2. ""Within the last six months, about how often have you visited any of the city's recreational facilities or parks? Four or
more times a month, two or three times a month, about once a month, or less than once a month?"

Basefor chart:

Total online (n=306) and telephone (n=410, weighted) samples

ONLINE (n=306)

TELEPHONE (n=410)

0%

Response Distributions

62%

31% 11% 1%

| | | | |
20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

FOUR OR B TwO OR THREE! ABOUT ONCEl LESSTHAN Bl NEVER DONT KNOW /
MORE TIMESA TIMESA A MONTH ONCEA REFUSED
MONTH MONTH MONTH

Segment percentages sum to 100% within each bar.

Notes

Among the 306 online respondents, a majority (62%)
said that, within the last six months, they had been
visiting Vacaville park and recreational facilities
"four or more times a month," while one-quarter
(20%) reported "two or three times amonth," and
17%, alower visiting rate. Only 1% had failed to
visit any of the 13 Vacaville park facility locations
tested in Q1la-m within the last six months.

As shown, telephone survey respondents were much

less likely than their online counterparts to report
frequent visits to Vacaville's facilities.

@ sisegereann



Basefor chart:

BASEBALL OR SOFTBALL

USING WALKING TRAILS
SOCCER

SWIMMING OR POOL ACTIVITIES
USING CYCLING OR BIKING TRAILS
HIKING

USING LAGOON VALLEY PARK
CITY PARK ACTIVITIES

DOG PARKS

USING ALAMO PARK

TENNIS

USING CENTENNIAL PARK
RUNNING

USING ANDREW'’S PARK
PICKLEBALL

BASKETBALL

CREEKWALK CONCERTS

YOUTH ACTIVITIES

THEATER

GOLF

SKATEBOARD PARK

FOOTBALL

THREE OAKS COMMUNITY CENTER
ICE SKATING

GYMNASTICS

USING MCBRIDE CENTER

USING VARIOUS LOCAL PARKS
CONCERTSOR MUSIC

OTHER

DON’'T KNOW / NO ANSWER

Figure 6

Favorite Vacaville-Area Recreational Activity

Q3. "What would you consider to be your personal favorite Vacaville-area recreational activity?"

Total online sample (n=306)

Categorization of Unaided Responses

14%

13%
11%
11%
10%
8%
%
4%
4%
4%
3%
3%
2%

2%
2%

1%
1%

1%
1%
1%
1%
1%
<0.5%
<0.5%
<0.5%
<0.5%

%
3%

21%
20%

0%

25%

Notes

Online respondents were asked to identify, unaided,
their favorite Vacaville-area recreational activity.*
Twenty-one percent (21%) cited baseball or softball;
20%, using the walking trails; 14%, soccer; 13%,
swimming or pool activities; 11%, using cycling or
biking trails; 11%, hiking; and 10%, using Lagoon
Valley Park. Other (categorized) responses are
listed.

The next chart examines differences in outcomes to
Q3 by survey

* The term "unaided" means that respondents were required to
answer in their own words from memory rather than choosing
among alist of options.

Percentages sum to more than 100% because some respondents gave more than one answer. Verbatim responses to Q3 are listed in this volume's appendix. i‘"l.[[r StrategicResearch



Figure 7

Favorite Vacaville-Area Recreational Activity by Survey

Q3. ""What would you consider to be your personal favorite Vacaville-area recreational activity?"

Basefor chart: Total online (n=306) and telephone (n=410, weighted) samples

Categorization of Most Frequently Cited Unaided Responses

BASEBALL OR SOFTBALL

USING WALKING TRAILS

SOCCER

SWIMMING OR POOL ACTIVITIES I ONLINE

USING CYCLING OR BIKING TRAILS

HIKING

USING LAGOON VALLEY PARK

CITY PARK ACTIVITIES

DOG PARK

USING ALAMO PARK

TENNIS 4% I TELEPHONE

USING CENTENNIAL PARK

RUNNING

USING ANDREW'’S PARK 5% ‘

0% 25%

Answers are rank-ordered using online percentages. Verbatim responsesto Q3 are listed in this volume's appendix.

Notes

Online respondents were much more likely than their
telephone survey counterparts to cite baseball or
softball, use of walking trails, soccer, swimming
activities, use of cycling or biking trails, hiking, dog
parks, and use of Centennial Park.

iﬂ.’t‘[ﬁ StrategicResearch



Perceptions About Vacaville's Existing
Park and Recreation System

Graphic Summary Section Two




Figure 8

Perceptions About Vacaville Park System Land Allocation

Q4a-c. "Vacaville has three basic categories of public parks and we would like to ask if you think there is the right amount of
land in each category available for Vacaville residents. . . . Do you think the total amount of land currently developed for each
in Vacaville is too much, about right, or too little?"

Basefor chart: Total online sample (n=306) for each question

L Notes
Response Distributions

- Online respondents judged whether the right amount

of land has been allocated to each of Vacaville's
three categories of public parks. Thiswas found:
Q4a. Neighborhood parks 23% % ¢ Neighborhood parks: Threein four (72%) said
the amount of land allocated is "about right,"
while 23% recommended more and 1%, less.

e Community parks. The magjority (60%) rated

themselves satisfied with the current allocation of
land, but 36% would add more and 2%, less.

Qab. Community parks 36% « Centennial Park: Forty-six percent (46%) said
the allocation is "about right," while 32% would
add more and 8%, less. Among 133 online

B respondents reporting (for Q1b) having recently

visited Centennial Park, 44% were happy with the
current amount of land allocation, while 50% said
itis"too little" and 4%, "too much."
Q4c. Centennial Park 32% 14%
The next chart compares these results to those from
the telephone survey.
| |

I I I I |
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

TOOLITTLE I ABOUT RIGHT I TOOMUCH DONT KNOW / NO
ANSWER

Segment percentages sum to 100% within each bar. l’“.ﬂr StrategicResearch



Figure 9

Perceptions About Vacaville Park System Land Allocation by
Survey

Q4a-c. "Vacaville has three basic categories of public parks and we would like to ask if you think there is the right amount of
land in each category available for Vacaville residents. . . . Do you think the total amount of land currently developed for each
in Vacaville is too much, about right, or too little?*"

Basefor chart: Total online (n=306) and telephone (n=410, weighted) samples for each question

Notes

Percent Reporting " Too Little"
Online respondents were twice as likely as
telephone's to say that "too little" land had been
allocated to community parks and to Centennial
Park, and marginally more likely to say the same
about neighborhood parks.

23%

Q4a. Neighborhood parks

B ONLINE

36%

Q4b. Community parks

I TELEPHONE

Q4c. Centennial Park

0% 50%
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Figure 10

Recommendations About Expanding Centennial Park

Q5. "The city is considering future expansion of Centennial Park. What suggestions, if any, would you make to the city about

how to improve or

Basefor chart: Total online sample (n=306)

add to Centennial Park?"

Categorization of Unaided Responses

BETTER/MORE BASEBALL AND SOFTBALL FIELDS
MORE SOCCER HELDS

ADD HIKING, BIKING AND/OR JOGGING TRAILS
AQUATICSFACILITIES OR SWIMMING POOLS

ADD NATURAL OPEN SPACE OR OTHER LANDSCAPING
A DOG PARK

MORE SAFETY AND SECURITY OR LIGHTING

NO CHANGE REQUIRED

BETTER RESTROOMS

ADD PARK BENCHES, SEATING OR PICNIC AREAS
TENNIS OR PICKLEBALL

MORE PLAYGROUNDS

IMPROVE PARKING

ADD A TRACK

BASKETBALL COURTS

A GYMNASIUM

ADD CONCESSIONS

BMX/SKATE PARKS

FOOTBALL HELDS

GOLF

DISC GOLF

MORE VARIETY OF ACTIVITIESOR FACILITIES
MORE WATER FOUNTAINS

MORE PRACTICE HELDS

MORE FAMILY-FRIENDLY ACTIVITIES

IMPROVE MARKETING OR PARK SIGNAGE

A HSHING POND

IMPROVE ACCESSIBILITY OR PUBLIC TRANSPORTATION
OTHER

DON'T KNOW / NO ANSWER

12%
11%
11%
9%
8%
7%
5%
5%
5%
5%

3%
3%
2%

2%

2%
2%
1%
1%

1%

1%

1%

1%
1%
1%
<0.5%
<0.5%

4%

Notes

18%

cited responses are listed in the chart.

compared in the next chart.

0%

24%
\
25%

Percentages sum to more than 100% because some respondents gave more than one answer

. Verbatim responses to Q5 are listed in this volume's appendix. i‘“.[[r Strategic

To improve Centennial Park, 18% recommending
adding or upgrading baseball or softball fields; 12%,
adding soccer fields; 11%, add hiking, biking or
jogging trails; 11%, adding aquatics facilities or
swimming pools; 9%, adding natural open space or
other landscaping; 8%, adding a dog park; and 8%,
improving safety and security. Other less frequently

Results from the online and telephone surveys are

Rese:aﬁ rch
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Figure 11

Recommendations About Expanding Centennial Park by Survey

Q5. "The city is considering future expansion of Centennial Park. What suggestions, if any, would you make to the city about

how to improve or add to Centennial Park?""

Basefor chart: Total online (n=306) and telephone (n=410, weighted) samples

Categorization of Most Frequently Cited Unaided Responses

18%

BETTER/MORE BASEBALL AND SOFTBALL FIELDS

MORE SOCCER HELDS

ADD HIKING, BIKING AND/OR JOGGING TRAILS

AQUATICSFACILITIES OR SWIMMING POOLS

ADD NATURAL OPEN SPACE OR OTHER LANDSCAPING B ONLINE

A DOG PARK

MORE SAFETY AND SECURITY OR LIGHTING

NO CHANGE REQUIRED

BETTER RESTROOMS
ADD PARK BENCHES, SEATING OR PICNIC AREAS

TENNIS OR PICKLEBALL

MORE PLAYGROUNDS
IMPROVE PARKING

EDATTEAGE 3% TELEPHONE

BASKETBALL COURTS

A GYMNASIUM
ADD CONCESSIONS
BMX/SKATE PARKS

0% 20%

Answers are rank-ordered using online percentages. Verbatim responsesto Q5 arelisted in this volume's appendix.

Notes

Online percentages were at |east ten percentage
points higher than telephone's for better/more
baseball and softball fields, more soccer fields, and
aquatics facilities. They were between four and five
points higher for adding trails, adding natural open
space, more safety and security, and tennis or
pickleball.




Figure 12

Overall Satisfaction with Vacaville Parks and Outdoor Recreation

Amenities

Q6a-c. ""How satisfied are you with each of the following? Very, moderately, not very or not at all satisfied?"*

Basefor chart: Total online sample (n=306) for each question

Response Distributions

p6a. Overall quality of Vacaville's parks and outdoor rec. amenities 33% -

Q6b. Maintenance of Vacaville's parks and outdoor rec. amenities 39% 1%
Q6c. Safety of Vacaville's parks and outdoor rec. amenities 37% -2%
} | | | }
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
VERY SATISFIED N MODERATELY [ NOT VERY l NOT ATALL DONT KNOW / NO
SATISFIED SATISHED SATISFIED ANSWER

Segment percentages sum to 100% within each bar.

Notes

Online respondents rated rate their level of
satisfaction with elements of Vacaville's current park
system, producing these outcomes:

* Theoverall quality of Vacaville's parks and
outdoor recreation amenities: One-third (33%)
rated themselves "very satisfied" and most of the
rest (55%), "moderately" so.

¢ The maintenance of Vacaville's parksand
outdoor recreation amenities. Four inten
(39%) said they were "very satisfied" and 46%,
"moderately.”

¢ Thesafety of Vacaville's parksand outdoor
recreation amenities: Thirty-seven percent
(37%) judged themselves "very satisfied," and
51%, "moderately."

The results were not as favorable as the ones
generated from the telephone sample, as the next
chart shows.

t“.'!- fi  StrategicResearch



Figure 13

Overall Satisfaction with Vacaville Parks and Outdoor Recreation
Amenities by Survey

Q6a-c. ""How satisfied are you with each of the following? Very, moderately, not very or not at all satisfied?""

Basefor chart: Total online (n=306) and telephone (n=410, weighted) samples for each question

Notes

Percent Reporting " Very Satisfied"
In each of the three satisfaction measurement areas,
online respondents — more likely to be frequent park
users — were less willing than telephone's to rate
themselves "very satisfied." Survey outcome
percentage point differences were especially large
for overal quality (17 points) and for maintenance

50% (15 points).
H ONLINE

Ba. Overall quality of Vacaville's parks and outdoor rec. amenities

Q6b. Maintenance of Vacaville' s parks and outdoor rec. amenities

54%

I TELEPHONE

Q6c. Safety of Vacaville's parks and outdoor rec. amenities

0% 100%




The Most Liked Characte

Figure 14

ristic of Vacaville's Parks and

Recreation Facilities

Q7. "Think for a second about Vacaville's parks and recreation facilities. In your own words, can you describe what you tend
to like most, if anything, about the city's parks and recreation facilities?"'

Basefor chart: Total online sample (n=306)

Categorization of Unaided Responses

WELL-MAINTAINED

EASILY ACCESSIBLE

CLEAN

WALKING OR HIKING TRAILS
VARIETY OF ACTIVITIES
ATTRACTIVE LANDSCAPING
SAFE ENVIRONMENT

NATURAL OPEN SPACE
PLAYGROUNDS FOR CHILDREN
FAMILY-FRIENDLY

BASEBALL OR SOFTBALL FELDS
GOOD RESTROOMS

PICNICS OR BBQ

DOG PARKS

POOLS

TENNIS COURTS OR PICKLEBALL
FRIENDLY STAFF

SOCCER

PLENTY OF BENCHES OR SEATING
GOOD LIGHTING

EASE OF PARKING

BASKETBALL COURTS

OTHER

DONT KNOW / NO ANSWER

12%
10%

8%
8%

4%

3%
2%
2%
2%
1%
1%
1%

1%

1%
1%

8%

%

Notes

Respondents were asked to identify, unaided, the
characteristic(s) liked most about Vacaville's park
system. Twenty-four percent (24%) noted the
well-maintained state of the park system; 19%, its
easy accessibility; 17%, its cleanliness; 12%, its
walking or hiking trails; and 10%, the variety of
activities. Lessfrequently cited answers are listed.

24%
19%
17%

The next chart compares these results to the
telephone survey's.

0%

25%

Percentages sum to more than 100% because some respondents gave more than one answer

. Verbatim responses to Q7 are listed in this volume's appendix. il"l.[[r StrategicResearch



Figure 15

The Most Liked Characteristic of Vacaville's Parks and
Recreation Facilities by Survey

Q7. "Think for a second about Vacaville's parks and recreation facilities. In your own words, can you describe what you tend
to like most, if anything, about the city's parks and recreation facilities?"'

Basefor chart: Total online (n=306) and telephone (n=410, weighted) samples

Categorization of Most Frequently Cited Unaided Responses

WELL-MAINTAINED

EASILY ACCESSIBLE [ | 24%
CLEAN

WALKING OR HIKING TRAILS

VARIETY OF ACTIVITIES

ATTRACTIVE LANDSCAPING

SAFE ENVIRONMENT

NATURAL OPEN SPACE

PLAYGROUNDS FOR CHILDREN

FAMILY-FRIENDLY

BASEBALL OR SOFTBALL FIELDS

GOOD RESTROOMS

PICNICS OR BBQ

DOG PARKS

POOLS

TENNIS COURTS OR PICKLEBALL

0% 25%

B ONLINE

I TELEPHONE

Answers are rank-ordered using online percentages. Verbatim responsesto Q7 arelisted in this volume's appendix.

Notes

Online and telephone survey respondents, asked to
identify what they liked most about Vacaville's park
system, produced only minor response distribution
differences. Online respondents were dightly more
likely than those from the telephone survey to cite
the park system's well-maintained state, variety of
activities, attractive landscaping, and baseball or
softball fields. Telephone survey respondents were
dightly more likely to note park system accessibility
and cleanliness.

iﬁ.ﬁ.[[i StrategicResearch



Figure 16

The Most Desirable Improvement or Addition

Q8. ""What one improvement or addition to Vacaville's parks and recreation facilities would you most like to see happen? And
this could be any type of land or building improvement."'

Basefor chart: Total online sample (n=306)

Categorization of Unaided Responses

BETTER OR MORE RESTROOMS

ADD/IMPROVE BASEBALL OR SOFTBALL FELDS
MORE HIKING, BIKING AND/OR JOGGING TRAILS

ADD AQUATICSFACILITIES

IMPROVE MAINTENANCE OR CLEANLINESS

ADD OTHER TEAM SPORTS FACILITIES

ADD NATURAL LANDSCAPES, TREES OR OPEN SPACES
ADD MORE NEIGHBORHOOD PARKS OR PLAY GROUNDS
BETTER LIGHTING

ADD/IMPROVE SOCCER HELDS

UPDATE AGING FACILITIES

MORE DOG PARKS

MORE COVERED AREAS OR INDOOR FACILITIES
BETTER SECURITY AND SAFETY

PICKLEBALL

IMPROVE LAGOON VALLEY PARK

MORE PARK BENCHES, SEATING OR PICNIC AREAS
MORE CONCESSION STANDS

MORE FAMILY-FRIENDLY ACTIVITIESOR PLAY AREAS
A GYMNASIUM

INCREASE VARIETY OF AVAILABLE ACTIVITIES

GOOD ASISOR MAINTAIN EXISTING SERVICES

ADD WATER FOUNTAINS OR FAUCETS

MORE BASKETBALL COURTS

OTHER

DONT KNOW / NO ANSWER

12%

%
%

5%
5%
5%
5%
4%

4%

4%

3%

3%

2%
1%
1%
1%
1%
1%
1%
<0.5%
3%
12%

16%

0%

20%

Notes

Like their telephone survey counterparts, online
respondents were most likely to recommend better or
more restrooms (16%). Twelve percent (12%)
wanted to add to or improve baseball or softball
fields; 8%, have more hiking, biking and/or jogging
trails; 7%, add aquatics facilities; 7%, improve
maintenance or cleanliness; 6%, add other team
sports facilities;, 5%, add natural landscapes, trees or
open spaces, 5%, add more neighborhood parks or
playgrounds; 5%, provide better lighting; and 5%,
add or improve soccer fields. Less frequently
mentioned answers are listed.

A comparison of these results with those from the
telephone survey follows next.

* These results — listing the one or two top-of-mind improvements
respondents could remember first, not necessarily the ones of most
interest or importance — vary from Figure 18's, listing average
ratings for 14 proposed park system changes.

Percentages sum to slightly more than 100% because some respondents gave more than one answer. Verbatim responsesto Q8 are listed in this volume's appendna‘[[i StrategicResearch



Figure 17

The Most Desirable Improvement or Addition by Survey

Q8. ""What one improvement or addition to Vacaville's parks and recreation facilities would you most like to see happen? And
this could be any type of land or building improvement."'

Basefor chart: Total online (n=306) and telephone (n=410, weighted) samples

Categorization of Most Frequently Cited Unaided Responses

16%
BETTER OR MORE RESTROOMS
17%

ADD/IMPROVE BASEBALL OR SOFTBALL FIELDS 12%

MORE HIKING, BIKING AND/OR JOGGING TRAILS B

%
ADD AQUATICSFACILITIES

IMPROVE MAINTENANCE OR CLEANLINESS W

ADD OTHER TEAM SPORTSFACILITIES G

ADD NATURAL LANDSCAPES, TREES OR OPEN SPACES 4

ADD MORE NEIGHBORHOOD PARKS OR PLAY GROUNDS S

BETTER LIGHTING 5%

ADD/IMPROVE SOCCER FIELDS 5%

4%
UPDATE AGING FACILITIES

4%
4%
4%

MORE DOG PARKS

MORE COVERED AREAS OR INDOOR FACILITIES
BETTER SECURITY AND SAFETY 2%

PICKLEBALL

B ONLINE

TELEPHONE

0%

20%

Answers are rank-ordered using online percentages. Verbatim responsesto Q8 are listed in this volume's appendix.

Notes

The dominant recommended-change responsein
both the online and telephone surveys was to
improve the quality and number of restrooms. (In
each sample, about onein six offered this
suggestion.) Online respondents, however, were
much more enthusiastic than their telephone survey
counterparts about recommending improvements to
baseball or softball fields, and alittle more
enthusiastic about adding trails, adding aguatic
facilities, improving maintenance or cleanliness,
adding fields for other team sports, and adding or
improving soccer fields.




Support for Additional Funding of Park System Changes

Graphic Summary Section Three




Figure 18

Levels of Support for Additional Public Funding of Park System

Changes (1)

Q9a-n. ""The City of Vacaville is collecting opinions about potential changes to the park system. These changes could require
additional public funding for purchasing land, construction, and maintenance. . . . Would you tend to strongly favor, mildly
favor, be neutral to, mildly oppose, or strongly oppose additional public funding to each of the following?**

Basefor chart: Total online sample (n=306), excluding "don't know's" for each question; sub-sample sizes are listed

Averageson a Five-Point Scale (with " 5" as" Strongly Favor™")

Q9I. Provide access to more natural open space for hiking, biking* (n=302) 4.23
Q9m. Expand and improve the city’ s bikeway system (n=302) 4.04

R9d. Add more gym space for basketball, volleyball, dance, fitness (n=299)

Q9i. Build a new multi-use recreation center to host tournaments* (n=301)

Q9n. Provide space for community gardens (n=298)

Q9e. Build another pool or aquatic center (n=300)

Q9. Add more baseball and softball fields (n=295)

Q9k. Provide more fenced dog parks (n=300)

Q9b. Add more soccer fields (n=295)

Q9c. Add more tennis courts (n=298)

QOf. Provide overnight camping areas (n=300) 2.78

Q9j. Build an additional senior center (n=294) 272

Q9g. Build another community center (n=299) 2.64

QOh. Build acity—owned and operated golf course (n=300) ‘ 2.62 ‘ ‘ ‘
I I I |
1 (Strongly oppose) 3 (Neutral) 5 (Strongly favor)

2 (Mildly oppose) 4 (Mildly favor)

The dashed line indicates the total sample average. An asterisk indicates a statement abridged from the questionnaire's wording.

Notes

Online respondents rated (using a five-point scale) their
degree of support or opposition to additional public
funding to support each of 14 potentia park system
changes. Average outcomes are listed, with bars
color-coded to show degrees of distance above or below
the dashed line (the grand average). This was observed:

« Highest average scores, relativeto other test items
(burgundy): Asagroup, respondents were
enthusiastic about providing access to more natural
open space for hiking biking, horseback riding and
other open-space activities, and expanding and
improving the city’s bikeway system. Asthe next chart
shows, more than seven in ten "strongly” or "mildly"
favored each.

* Relatively strong scores (turquoise): Three other
options —to add more ?ym space for basketball,
volleyball, dance, and fitness, to build a new multi-use
recreation center large enough to host indoor sports
tournaments, to provide space for community gardens —
received very favorable scores. Between 53% and 56%
said they "strongly" or mildly" favor each.

 Relatively average scores (green): Four options—to
build another poal or aguatlc center, to add more
baseball and softball fields, to provide more fenced dog
parks, and add more soccer fields — produced mid-rank
scores, with 37% to 46% favoring each.

Respondents were less likely to support additional funding
for bottom five options listed (with blue).

The next two charts expand on these online results, while
Figures 21 and 22 compare online and telephone survey

results.
iﬂ.ﬁ‘[ﬁ StrategicResearch



Figure 19

Levels of Support for Additional Public Funding of Park System

Changes (2)

Q9a-n. ""The City of Vacaville is collecting opinions about potential changes to the park system. These changes could require
additional public funding for purchasing land, construction, and maintenance. . . . Would you tend to strongly favor, mildly
favor, be neutral to, mildly oppose, or strongly oppose additional public funding to each of the following?**

Basefor chart: Total online sample (n=306) for each question

Per cent Opposing (Red) and Favoring (Blue) Additional Funding

Q9l. Provide access to more natural open space for hiking, biking*

5%

78%

Q9m. Expand and improve the city’ s bikeway system

8%

2%

Q9i. Build a new multi-use recreation center to host tournaments*

21%

56%

Q9d. Add more gym space for basketball, volleyball, dance, fitness

12%

53%

Q9n. Provide space for community gardens

19%

53%

Q9k. Provide more fenced dog parks

24%

46%

Q9e. Build another pool or aquatic center

25%

45%

Q9a. Add more baseball and softball fields

23%

43%

Q9b. Add more soccer fields

25%

37%

QOf. Provide overnight camping areas

41%

34%

Q9h. Build a city—owned and operated golf course

46%

27%

Q9c. Add more tennis courts

34%

22%

Q9g. Build another community center

41%

21%

Q9j. Build an additional senior center

100%

STRONGLY OR MILDLY OPPOSE

34%

18%

0%

STRONGLY OR MILDLY FAVOR

Notes

The blue bars, at |eft, display the percentages
"strongly" or "mildly" favoring public funding to
support the options listed, while those in red show
the opposite.

Online respondents were relatively supportive of the
nine highest-ranking options listed (through adding
more soccer fields), with "favor" percentages at least
10 points higher than those for "oppose." They
were, however, more likely to oppose than to favor
the five lowest-ranked options. providing overnight
camping areas, building a city-owned and operated
golf course, adding more tennis courts, building
another community center, and building an
additional senior center.

Online response distributions for Q9a-n are shown
next.




Figure 20

Levels of Support for Additional Public Funding of Park System
Changes (3)
Q9a-n. ""The City of Vacaville is collecting opinions about potential changes to the park system. These changes could require

additional public funding for purchasing land, construction, and maintenance. . . . Would you tend to strongly favor, mildly
favor, be neutral to, mildly oppose, or strongly oppose additional public funding to each of the following?**

Basefor chart: Total online sample (n=306) for each question

Response Distributions (with " Favor" and " Oppose" Per centages Highlighted)

Q9. Provide access to more natural open space for hiking, biking*

26%

Q9m. Expand and improve the city’s bikeway system

QO9i. Build a new multi-use recreation center to host tournaments*

Q9d. Add more gym space for basketbdl, volleyball, dance, and fitness

Q9n. Provide space for community gardens

Q9k. Provide more fenced dog parks

Q9e. Build another pool or aquatic center

Q9a. Add more basebal and softball fields

Q9b. Add more soccer fields

QOf. Provide overnight camping areas

Q9h. Build a city—owned and operated golf course

Q9c. Add more tennis courts

Q9g. Build another community center

Q9. Build an additional senior center

I
0% 20% 40% 60%

B STRONGLY MILDLY ¥l NEUTRAL MILDLY M STRONGLY DONT KNOW
FAVOR FAVOR OPPOSE OPPOSE / NO ANSWER

Segment percentages sum to 100% within each bar. The rank-ordering, matching the previous chart's, uses combined "strongly/mildly" favor percentages. #ﬂ.ﬂr StrategicResearch



Figure 21

Levels of Support for Additional Public Funding of Park System

Changes by Survey

Q9a-n. ""The City of Vacaville is collecting opinions about potential changes to the park system. These changes could require
additional public funding for purchasing land, construction, and maintenance. . . . Would you tend to strongly favor, mildly
favor, be neutral to, mildly oppose, or strongly oppose additional public funding to each of the following?**

Basefor chart:

Total online (n=306) and telephone (n=410, weighted) samples, excluding "don't know's" for each question; sub-sample sizes are listed

Averageson a Five-Point Scale (with " 5" as" Strongly Favor™")

Q. Provide access to more natural open space for hiking, biking*

Q9m. Expand and improve the city’ s bikeway system

62 (n=299)
3.30 (n=394)

55 (n=301)

Q9d. Add more gym space for basketball, volleyball, dance, fitness

Q9i. Build a new multi-use recreation center to host tournaments*

,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,, B ONLINE
8n. Provide space for community gardens 32&35‘(;(:”;5;8)
Q9. Build another pool or aguatic center 32‘?1%3:(33%00)
QSa. Add more basebal and sofball el [R———C @:%g;(”zzgf’)
Q8. Provide more fenced dog parks 3 3338](;3:9?5?0)
Q8. Add more soccer fields 3, Of (r122= gg;;%)
Q5. Aad more tennis courts 2_5'18(3”(:”;9288)
(Q9f. Provide overnight camping areas 0 2 '72_59:(?200) B TELEPHONE
Q9. Bl an ackitional srior conter [——— 2 72 g.‘gzz?:ls%)
9. Bild another community center 2'%&”512;93?39)
Q9h. Build acity—owned and operated golf course 22_5672&”::3%%?) ‘ ‘
1 (Strongly oppose) 3 (Neutral) 5 (Strong‘]ly favor)

2 (Mildly oppose)

4 (Mildly favor)

Items are rank-ordered using online percentages. An asterisk indicates a statement abridged from the questionnaire's wording.

Notes

Online respondents produced higher rating averages
than their telephone survey counterparts on 11 of the
14 tested items. The online-minus-telephone rating
gaps were widest for (in order of gap size) adding
more baseball and softball fields, providing access to
more natural open space, expanding the city’s
bikeway system, adding more gym space, and
building a new multi-use recreation center.

Online respondents were less enthusiastic than those
for telephone about building a senior center,
providing overnight camping areas, and building a
community center.

The next chart compares "favor" and "oppose’
outcomes produced by the two sample groups.

iﬂ.’t‘[ﬁ StrategicResearch



Figure 22

Levels of Support for Additional Public Funding of Park System

Changes by Survey (2)

Q9a-n. ""The City of Vacaville is collecting opinions about potential changes to the park system. These changes could require
additional public funding for purchasing land, construction, and maintenance. . . . Would you tend to strongly favor, mildly
favor, be neutral to, mildly oppose, or strongly oppose additional public funding to each of the following?**

Basefor chart: Total online (n=306) and telephone (n=410, weighted) samples for each question

Percent " Strongly” or "Mildly" Favoring Additional Funding

78%

Q. Provide access to more natural open space for hiking, biking*

Q9m. Expand and improve the city’ s bikeway system 2%
Q9i. Build a new multi-use recreation center to host tournaments* 56%
- 400999090 53%
9. Add more gym space for basketball, volleyball, dance, fitness | 4 B ONLINE
Q9n. Provide space for community gardens
e 0 ] 46%
Q9k. Provide more fenced dog parks 16%
] . 45%
Q9. Build another pool or aquatic center 26%
Qa Add more baseball and softball fields i
. I 3%
9. Add more soccer fietds 37%
QOf. Provide overnight camping areas 10%
Q9h. Build a city—owned and operated golf course 2220& F TELEPHONE
Q9c. Add more tennis courts
Q9g. Build another community center
Q9j. Build an additional senior center 7% ‘
|
0% 100%

Items are rank-ordered using online percentages. An asterisk indicates a statement abridged from the questionnaire's wording.

Notes

The "favor" percentage for online respondents was at
least nine points higher than telephone's for
providing access to more natural open space,
expanding the city’s bikeway system, and adding
more baseball and softball fields, while it was at least
eight points lower for building another community
center and building a senior center. Other, smaller
differences are shown.




Figure 23

Levels of Support for Other Types of Funding

Q1l6a-d. ""Do you tend to favor, be neutral to, or oppose allocating additional city funds to support each of the following?**

Basefor chart: Total online sample (n=306) for each question

Notes
Response Distributions (with " Favor" and " Oppose" Percentages Highlighted)

Among online respondents (as well as respondentsin

the telephone survey), those favoring the additional
public funding of each option greatly outnumbered
Q16d. Programs for disadvantaged youth 54% 12% 2% those opposed. Enthusiasm was still muted,
however, with less than half supporting each of three
lower-ranked programs.
Q16b. Pools and other facilities for aguatic programs 44% 0 16% 1%
Q16a Programs for seniors 41% () 14% 1%
Q16c. Vacavill€ s performing arts theater 40% % 16% 1%
| | | - |
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
FAVOR fl NEUTRAL OPPOSE DONT KNOW / NO
ANSWER

Segment percentages sum to 100% within each bar. Items are rank-ordered using "favor" percentages.




Figure 24

L_evels of Support for Other Types of Funding by Survey

Q1l6a-d. ""Do you tend to favor, be neutral to, or oppose allocating additional city funds to support each of the following?**

Basefor chart: Total online (n=306) and telephone (n=410, weighted) samples for each question

Notes

Per cent Favoring Additional Funding
Online respondents were less likely than those for

telephone to favor additional public funding for
54% programs for disadvantaged youth, programs for
seniors, and Vacaville' s performing arts theater.
65%
B ONLINE
44%
41%
Q16a. Programs for seniors
56%

I TELEPHONE

40%

Q16c. Vacaville' s performing arts theater
49%
0%

Answers are rank-ordered using online percentages. 1’“.![? StrategicResearch

Q16d. Programs for disadvantaged youth

Q16b. Pools and other facilities for aguatic programs

100%




Behaviors and Perceptions About Vacaville Recreation Activities

Graphic Summary Section Four




Figure 25

Engagement in City Recreational Activities by Survey

Q10. ""Are you aware that the City of Vacaville publishes and distributes the Community Services Department Event Guide,
listing all recreational programs offered by the city?""

Q1lla-b. "Within the last 12 months, do you recall doing any of the following?**

Q12. "Within the last twelve months, have you personally participated in any program, activity, or event offered by Vacaville's
Community Services Department?*

Basefor chart: Total online (n=306) and telephone (n=410, weighted) samples for each question

Notes

Percent Reporting " Yes'
Online respondents were more likely than those from
the telephone survey to claim awareness and use of
95% the Community Services Department Event Guide.
They were also more likely to have accessed the
city's web site to get recreational information and to
have participated in a city program, activity, or
event.

Q10. Awareness of the Community Services Department Event Guide

B ONLINE
92%
Q11a. Looking at a printed copy of the Event Guide

Q11b. Accessing the city’ sweb site to find information

I TELEPHONE

R12. Participating in a Community Services Dept. program, activity, event

0% 100%
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Figure 26

Participation by a Child in City Programs or Activities by Survey

Q14. ""Within the last twelve months, has at least one of your children aged 17 or younger participated in any program, activity,
or event offered by Vacaville's Community Services Department?**

Basefor chart: Parents or guardians of children aged 17 or younger; survey sub-sample sizes are listed

Notes

Percent Reporting " Yes'

Parents or guardians were asked if one or more of
their children had participated in any program,
activity, or event offered by Vacaville's Community
Services Department within the past 12 months.
Eight in ten (81%) of online respondents said "yes,"
versus 65% in the telephone survey.

ONLINE (n=173) 81%

TELEPHONE (n=164)

0% 100%




Figure 27

Recommendations for Recreational Activities the City Should

Offer

Q15. ""What recreational programs, activities, or events would you like the city to offer that it doesn't offer now?*

Basefor chart: Total online sample (n=306)

Categorization of Unaided Responses

MORE YOUTH ACTIVITIES OR PROGRAMS
BASEBALL OR SOFTBALL
SWIMMING
TENNISOR PICKLEBALL
YOGA OR OTHER FITNESSACTIVITIES
DANCE OR BALLET 4%
ARTS, CRAFTS, OR COOKING 3%
SOCCER 3%
INDOOR SPORTS 2%
BASKETBALL 2%
SENIOR PROGRAMS OR ACTIVITIES 2%
2%

8%
6%
5%
5%
4%

GARDENING
AFFORDABLE ACTIVITIES OR PROGRAMS 2%

HIKING TRAILS 1%

KARATE OR SELF DEFENSE 1%

MARATHON OR RUNNING 1%

CULTURAL EVENTS 1%
CONCERTS OR OPERA
1%
MAPS OR INFORMATION ABOUT PARKS OR PROGRAMS 1%
GYMNASTICS 1%
VOLLEYBALL 1%
GUN OR ARCHERY 1%
1%
1%
1%
1%
1%
1%
1%
<0.5%

FOOTBALL
HOCKEY
SKATING
FOREIGN OR SIGN LANGUAGE

BOWLING

SPECIAL NEEDS PROGRAMS OR ACTIVITIES
FISHING

OTHER

DON'T KNOW / NO ANSWER

12%

| ...44%

0%

|
15%

Notes

Asked to specify, unaided, the recreational programs,
activities, or eventsthey would like to see offered by
the city, 8% recommended adding youth activities or
programs, 6%, baseball or softball; 5%, swimming;
5%, tennis or pickleball; 4%, yoga or similar fitness
activities; and 4%, dance or ballet. The chart lists
other, less frequently mentioned answers.

The next chart compares these results to those from
the telephone survey.

Percentages sum to more than 100% because some respondents gave more than one answer. Verbatim responses to Q15 are listed in this volume's appendix. i‘"l.[[r StrategicResearch



Figure 28

Recommendations for Recreational Activities the City Should

Offer by Survey

Q15. ""What recreational programs, activities, or events would you like the city to offer that it doesn't offer now?*

Basefor chart: Total online (n=306) and telephone (n=410, weighted) samples

Categorization of Most Frequently Cited Unaided Responses

8%

YOUTH ACTIVITIES OR PROGRAMS

6%
BASEBALL OR SOFTBALL

<0.5%

SWIMMING 226

5%
,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,, 0 ONLINE
2%

TENNIS OR PICKLEBALL

YOGA OR OTHER PHYSICAL FITNESS

DANCE OR BALLET G

ARTS, CRAFTS, OR COOKING

SOCCER

INDOOR SPORTS

BASKETBALL

SENIOR PROGRAMS OR ACTIVITIES TELEPHONE

GOLF

AFFORDABLE ACTIVITIES OR PROGRAMS

GARDENING

0% 10%

Answers are rank-ordered using online percentages. Verbatim responsesto Q15 are listed in this volume's appendix.

Notes

As shown, online respondents — on average, likelier
than their telephone survey counterpartsto be
frequent park users — were better able to make
recommendations about additional programs,
activities, or events the city should be offering.




Voter Reactions to Potential Tax Extension Proposals

Graphic Summary Section Five




Figure 29

Perception Among Voters About Extending Measure | by Survey

Q18. ""In 1988, Vacaville voters approved Measure I, which authorized a general tax used to fund the construction of the Ulatis
Cultural Center complex, the ball fields at Arlington Park and Centennial Park, the operation of Vacaville's Performing Arts
Theater, and the on-going maintenance of streets. The tax will expire in 2013. Before then, the city may ask voters to extend
the general tax to maintain funding for existing and new community facilities and services. Would you tend to favor, be
neutral to, or oppose extending this tax measure?**

Basefor chart: Registered votersreporting, for D1, voting "always' or "most of the time"; survey sub-sample sizes are listed
P . L Notes
Response Distributions (with " Favor" and " Oppose" Highlighted)

_— Among the online sample's 245 consistent voters —
those registered to vote and voting "aways" or "most
of thetime" in Vacaville municipal elections (as
shown in Figure 39) — 75% said they would "favor"
extending the tax measure and 11%, "oppose" it.
Ten percent (10%) described themselves as

ONLINE CONSISTENT VOTERS (n=245) 75% /}JV/ 1% 4% "neutral."

/ Online consistent voters were 1.3 times more likely
than those in the telephone survey to support the
extension, and about half aslikely to report

s "oppose.”

2 7 i The next four charts list the reasons given by
7/ respondents for favoring or opposing the tax
/// extension.
/ /]
TELEPHONE CONSISTENT VOTERS (n=272) 58% % 23% 2%
// /]
/]
2/22/
| | | | |
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
FAVOR Y NEUTRAL OPPOSE DONT KNOW /
REFUSED

Segment percentages sum to 100% within each bar.




Figure 30

Reasons for Favoring Extension of Measure |

Q19. "And why do you say that you would likely favor extending this tax measure?*

Basefor chart: Registered voters voting "always" or "most of the time" and favoring extension for Q18 (n=184)

Categorization of Unaided Responses

NEED TO CONTINUE SERVICES ASTHEY HAVE BEEN PROVIDED (+)
MAKE FOR A BETTER, MORE VIBRANT COMMUNITY (+)

FACILITY AND INFRASTRUCTURE IMPROVEMENTS ARE IMPORTANT (+)
GOOD FOR KIDS AND FAMILIES (+)

ASLONGASTAX RATESDON'T INCREASE (+)

ALWAY S SUPPORT (MORE) COMMUNITY IMPROVEMENTS (+)

THE CITY ISDOING A GREAT JOB/WE HAVE A GREAT CITY (+)
CURRENTLY USE THE FACILITIES OR WOULD USE THE FACILITIES (+)
OTHER 2%

DON'T KNOW / NO ANSWER 2%

Notes

Consistent voters were asked to explain, unaided,
why they would "favor," "oppose," or "be neutral to"
the tax extension. This chart summarizesthe
answers given by online survey respondents
supporting the extension, while the next compares
these outcomes with the telephone sample's. Figure
32 and 33 examine reasons why some were less
enthusiastic about the extension.

35%

Among 184 online respondents favoring an
extension, 35% said that services need to be
continued as in the past; 24%, that the extension
would make for a better or more vibrant community;
22%, that facility and infrastructure improvements
are important; 9%, that the extension benefits
children and families; 8%, that they would favor it as
long as taxes do not increase; and 8%, that they
typically support community improvements. Several
other less frequently mentioned answers are listed.

0%

A"+" indicates an argument favoring the extension.

50%

Percentages sum to more than 100% because some respondents gave more than one answer. Verbatim responses to Q19 are listed in this volume's appendix. i‘“.[[r Strateg?cResearch
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Figure 31

Reasons for Favoring Extension of Measure | by Survey Year

Q19. ""And why do you say that you would likely favor extending this tax measure?*

Basefor chart: Registered voters voting "always" or "most of the time" and favoring extension for Q18 (n=184 for online; n=158, weighted, for telephone)

Categorization of Most Frequently Cited Unaided Responses

35%
NEED TO CONTINUE SERVICES ASTHEY HAVE BEEN PROVIDED (+)

MAKE FOR A BETTER, MORE VIBRANT COMMUNITY (+)

FACILITY AND INFRASTRUCTURE IMPROVEMENTS ARE IMPORTANT (+) r "o
GOOD FOR KIDS AND FAMILIES (+) '
ASLONG ASTAX RATES DONT INCREASE (+) '
ALWAY S SUPPORT (MORE) COMMUNITY IMPROVEMENTS (+) .7%
I TELEPHONE

THE CITY ISDOING A GREAT JOB/WE HAVE A GREAT CITY (+)
11%

I@
O\O

5%
CURRENTLY USE THE FACILITIES OR WOULD USE THE FACILITIES (+)
6%

0% 50%

X

A "+" indicatesan argument favoring the extension.

Answers are rank-ordered using online percentages V erbatim responses to Q19 are listed in this volume's appendix.

Notes

Online respondents supporting the extension were
much more likely than their telephone survey
counterparts to cite, as reasons, adesire to have
services continue asin the past and a belief that
facility and infrastructure improvements are
important. Other differences were relatively minor.
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Figure 32

Reasons for Not Favoring Extension of Measure |

Q19. ""And why do you say that you would likely <be neutral to /7 oppose> extending this tax measure?*

Basefor chart:

Categorization of Unaided Responses

NEED MORE INFORMATION (o)

TAXES COULD BE BETTER SPENT (-)

IRRESPONSIBLE SPENDING (-)

DONT WANT THE ADDED TAX BURDEN (-)

NOT ECONOMICALLY FEASIBLE OR ECONOMY DOESNT SUPPORT IT (-)
WOULD NOT USE THE FACILITY (-)

DEPENDS ON WHAT IT COSTS (0)

OTHER 2%

DONT KNOW / NO ANSWER 6%

Registered voters voting "always' or "most of the time" and neutral to or opposing extension for Q18 (n=50)

Notes

Among the online survey's 50 consistent voters not
supporting the tax extension, 24% reasoned that they
would need more information; 22%, that taxes could
be better spent elsewhere; 20%, that they were
concerned about irresponsible spending; 18%, that
they want to avoid an added tax burden; and 10%,
that the extension is not economically feasible under
current conditions. Less often cited answers are
listed.

24%

0%

A" 0" indicatesa " neutral" reason and " -" indicates an unfavorable one.

25%

Percentages sum to more than 100% because some respondents gave more than one answer. Verbatim responses to Q19 are listed in this volume's appendix. m.[h StrategicRese:arch



Figure 33

Reasons for Not Favoring Extension of Measure | by Survey

Q19. ""And why do you say that you would likely <be neutral to /7 oppose> extending this tax measure?*

Basefor chart: Registered voters voting "always" or "most of the time" and neutral to or opposing extension for Q18 (n=>50 for online; n=109, weighted, for telephone)

Categorization of Most Frequently Cited Unaided Responses
NEED MORE INFORMATION (o)

TAXES COULD BE BETTER SPENT (-)

0 ONLINE
IRRESPONSIBLE SPENDING (-)
DONT WANT THE ADDED TAX BURDEN (-)
31%
NOT ECONOMICALLY FEASIBLE OR ECONOMY DOESN'T SUPPORT IT (-)
WOULD NOT USE THE FACILITY (-)
I TELEPHONE

DEPENDS ON WHAT IT COSTS (0)

DEPENDS ON HOW IT ISMANAGED (0)

0% 35%

A" 0" indicatesa " neutral" reason and " -" indicates an unfavorable one.

Answers are rank-ordered using online percentages. Verbatim responsesto Q19 are listed in this volume's appendix.

Notes

Among those not supporting the tax extension,
online respondents were much more likely that
telephone's to cite, as justification for their position,
aneed for more information, a desire to spend taxes
more wisely, and adesire to avoid irresponsible
spending. Conversely, respondents in the telephone
survey were much likelier to say they want to avoid
an additional tax burden.

iﬂ.’t‘[ﬁ StrategicResearch



Figure 34

Anticipated Positions on Various Tax Extension Measures

Q20a-c. ""Would you tend to favor, be neutral to, or oppose a different measure that would help fund each of the following?**

Basefor chart: Registered voters voting "always' or "most of the time" and opposing extension for Q18 (n=26)

Notes

Response Distributions (with " Favor" and " Oppose" Percentages Highlighted)
- The 29 consistent votersin the online survey

opposing atax extension were asked how they would
react to a different measure covering, in turn, each of
the three areas listed. Only onein four (23%) said

Q20a. Parks maintenance 23% 7% 42% 8% they would support a measure incorporating parks
mai ntenance; fewer would support ones
incorporating street maintenance or flood water
detention basins.

The next chart compares these results to the
telephone survey's.
Q20c. Street maintenance 15% % 42% 8%
Q20b. Hood water detention basins 15% o 54% 8%
| | | | |
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
FAVOR fl NEUTRAL OPPOSE DONT KNOW / NO
ANSWER

Segment percentages sum to 100% within each bar. Items are rank-ordered using "favor" percentages.




Figure 35

Anticipated Positions on Various Tax Extension Measures by
Survey

Q20a-c. ""Would you tend to favor, be neutral to, or oppose a different measure that would help fund each of the following?*

Basefor chart: Registered voters voting "always' or "most of the time" and opposing extension for Q18 (n=26 for online; n=63, weighted, for telephone)

Notes

Per cent Favoring Each Measure

Among those answering this question — 26 online
and 63 telephone survey respondents, all consistent
voters opposing the proposed tax extension —those
from the online sample were more likely than
telephone's to favor a measure addressing park
maintenance, while the reverse was true for measures
incorporating street maintenance or flood water

B ONLINE detention basins.*

Q20a. Parks maintenance

* The small sub-samples make conclusions about Q20a-c
unreliable.

Q20c. Street maintenance

37%

I TELEPHONE

Q20b. Hood water detention basins

0% 50%

The item rank-ordering matches the previous chart's. 1’“.![? StrategicResearch



Respondent Background Characteristics

Graphic Summary Addendum
(Additional Background Measurement Results)




Basefor chart:

Figure 36

Gender and Age by Survey

S1. "First, what is your gender?*'
S3. ""Please indicate your age category."

Total online (n=306) and telephone (n=410, weighted) samples

ONLINE (n=306)

TELEPHONE (n=410)

Response Distributions

36%

13% 18%

14%

13%

0%

B MALES18TO
34 54

B MALES35TO

\ \
60% 80%

20% 40%

MALES 55 B FEMALES18 FEMALES 35
AND OLDER TO 34 TO54

FEMALES 55
AND OLDER

\
100%

Segment percentages sum to 100% within each bar.
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Figure 37

Length of Time Residing in Vacaville by Survey

S4. ""How long have you lived in the city of Vacaville? Less than six months, six months to less than two years, two years to

less than five years, or five years or more?"'

Basefor chart: Total online (n=306) and telephone (n=410, weighted) samples

Response Distributions

ONLINE (n=306) 3%

TELEPHONE (n=410) | 7%

| | |
I I I
20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

0%

SIX MONTHSTO LESSTHAN TWO B TWO YEARSTOLESSTHAN FIVE [ FIVE YEARS OR MORE
YEARS YEARS

Segment percentages sum to 100% within each bar.

Notes

Interviewees were required to have lived in
Vacaville for at least six months.
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Figure 38

Parental Status by Survey

Q13a-b. ""Are you the parent or guardian of at least one child aged as listed and currently living in Vacaville? Yes or no?

Basefor chart: Total online (n=306) and telephone (n=410, weighted) samples

Response Distributions

43%

Q13a. 12 or younger Bl ONLINE

Q13b. 13t0 17 B TELEPHONE

0% 50%




Basefor chart:

Figure 39

Frequency of Voting by Survey

D1. ""How often do you vote in City of Vacaville municipal elections? Always, most of the time, sometimes, or not very often?"

Those reporting, for Q17, being currently registered to vote; survey sub-sample sizes are listed

ONLINE (n=270)

TELEPHONE (n=340)

ALWAYS

Response Distributions

71% 1%

50%

20%

I I I |
40% 60% 80% 100%

B MOSTOFTHETIME [ SOMETIMES B NOT VERY OFTEN DON'T KNOW / REFUSED

Segment percentages sum to 100% within each bar.

Notes

For both surveys, consistent voters were defined to
be those voting either "always" or "most of the
time."
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Figure 40

Relative Participation in Recreational Activities by Survey

D2. "*Compared to other adults you know, do you think you participate in recreational activities of any type much more often, a
little more often, at about the same rate, a little less often, or much less often than average?**

Basefor chart: Total online (n=306) and telephone (n=410, weighted) samples

ONLINE (n=306) 26%

Response Distributions

RATE

TELEPHONE (n=410) 11%
| | | | |
0% 20% 40% 60% 80%
MUCH MORE B ALITTLE [l AT ABOUT Bl ALITTLE B MUCH LESS DONT KNOW
OFTEN MORE OFTEN THE SAME LESS OFTEN OFTEN / REFUSED

|
100%

Segment percentages sum to 100% within each bar.
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Figure 41

Location of Residence by Survey

D3. "What is the zip code of your primary home?*

Basefor chart: Total online (n=306) and telephone (n=410, weighted) samples
Response Distributions
ONLINE (n=306) 52%
TELEPHONE (n=410) 62%
| | |
0% 20% 40% 60%
95687 B 95688 [T 95696/ OTHER I DONT KNOW /
REFUSED

Segment percentages sum to 100% within each bar.



Figure 42

Number of Adults in the Household by Survey

D4. "*"How many adults aged 18 or older, including yourself, currently live in your household? Just yourself, two, three, or four
or more?"

Basefor chart: Total online (n=306) and telephone (n=410, weighted) samples

Response Distributions

ONLINE (n=306) 8%

TELEPHONE (n=410) 10%

o

|
\ \ \ \ \
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

JUST YOURSELF B Two I THREE B FOUR ORMORE I REFUSED

Segment percentages sum to 100% within each bar.




Figure 43

Total Annual Household Income by Survey

D5. "What Is the total annual household income for all members in your household, aged 18 and over?*

Basefor chart: Total online (n=306) and telephone (n=410, weighted) samples
Response Distributions
ONLINE (n=306) 13% 19%
TELEPHONE (n=410) 9% 15% 18%
| | | |
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
UNDER B $25000TO $50,000TO M $75000TO M $100,000 OR DON'T KNOW
$25,000 UNDER UNDER UNDER MORE / REFUSED
$50,000 $75,000 $100,000

Segment percentages sum to 100% within each bar. #ﬂ.ﬂr StrategicResearch



