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2010 DirectionFinder® Survey
Executive Summary Report

Overview and Methodology

ETC Institute administered the DirectionFinder® Survey for the third time with residents
of the City of Riverside, Missouri. The first survey was conducted in 2006, establishing a
baseline of citizen satisfaction with the delivery of major city services and priorities for
the City’s ongoing planning process. It was conducted again in 2008 and 2010.  Also
conducted, for the third, time was a survey of businesses in the City.

Resident Survey. The seven-page survey was mailed to all known resident addresses
within the City limits of Riverside. It took an average of 15 to 20 minutes to complete.
It was administered by mail and phone to a random sample of 401 residents during June
and July of 2010. The overall results of the survey have a precision of at least +/-5% at
the 95% level of confidence.

This report contains:

an executive summary of the methodology and major findings

charts depicting the overall results of both the resident and business surveys

GIS maps showing the physical distribution of the resident survey respondents

benchmarking data that shows how the resident survey results for Riverside

compare to communities in the Metropolitan Kansas City area

e importance-satisfaction analysis to help the City use the resident survey data to set
priorities

e tabular data for the overall results to each question of the surveys

e copies of the survey instruments.

Interpretation of “Don’t Know” Responses: The percentage of persons who gave “don’t
know” responses is important because it often reflects the level of utilization of City
services. For graphing purposes, the percentage of “don’t know” responses has been
excluded to facilitate valid comparisons with other communities and the results of the
2006, 2008, and 2010 surveys. The percentage of “don’t know” responses for each
question is provided in the Tabular Data Section of this report. When the “don’t know”
responses have been excluded, the text of this report will indicate that the responses have
been excluded with the phrase “who had an opinion.”
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GIS maps: In order to better understand how well services are being delivered by the
City, ETC Institute geocoded the home address of respondents to the survey. Maps that
show the results of the survey based on the location of the respondents’ home are
provided in Section 1 of this report. The following map shows the physical distribution
of survey respondents based on the location of their residence.

Survey Respondents and Clipped/Merged CBGs

2010 City of Riverside Citizen Survey

Business Survey. In addition to a random sample of residents, a survey was also
administered to a separate sample of community business leaders. A total of 51 business
owners or managers completed the survey. The results of the community leader survey
are shown separately in Sections 6, 7, and 8 of this report.

Major Findings

= Residents were generally satisfied with the overall quality of services provided
by the City of Riverside. Most of the residents surveyed who had and opinion were
satisfied with the quality of police services (91%, up from 90% in 2008), the overall
quality of fire services (90%, up from 83% in 2008), the quality parks and recreation
(88%, up from 85% in 2008), and the quality of ambulance services (85%, up from
83% in 2008). TRENDS: Significant increases were realized in the area of fire
services and codes and ordinances. A significant decrease was realized with the
flow of traffic and congestion management.

= Services that residents thought were most important for the City to provide. The
three major areas that residents thought were most important for the City to
emphasize over the next two years were: (1) overall flow of traffic and congestion
management, (2) maintenance of City streets/buildings/facilities, and (3) effectiveness
of community planning/development.
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Public Safety Services The highest levels of satisfaction with public safety services,
based upon the combined percentage of “very satisfied” and “satisfied” responses
from residents who had an opinion, police response to emergency (89%, up from 87%
in 2008), fire department response to emergencies (87%, not asked in 2008), and the
City efforts to prevent crime (85%, up from 83% in 2008). Residents were least
satisfied, relative to the other issues, with the quality of animal control. TRENDS:
Significant increases were realized in the areas of the quality of emergency
management and ambulance personnel response to emergencies. The two public
safety services that residents thought were most important for the City to emphasize
over the next two years were: (1) the City’s overall efforts to prevent crime, and (2)
the visibility of police in neighborhoods.

City Maintenance. The highest levels of satisfaction with City maintenance, based
upon the combined percentage of “very satisfied” and “satisfied” responses from
residents who had an opinion, were snow removal on major City streets (92%, also
92% in 2006), the maintenance of City buildings (89%, up from 86% in 2006), and
the maintenance of major City streets (88%, up from 85% in 2006). Respondents
were least satisfied with the maintenance and preservation of downtown Riverside,
but the satisfaction percentage this year was 76%, up from 58% in 2008. TRENDS:
Significant increases were realized in the areas of the maintenance of water and
waste water systems, the maintenance of stormwater drainage system, the
cleanliness of streets and public areas, the maintenance of streets in your
neighborhood, the maintenance of sidewalks in the City, and the maintenance of
downtown Riverside. The two areas of City maintenance that residents thought
were most important for the City to emphasize over the next two years were: (1) the
maintenance of streets in their neighborhood, and (2) maintenance and preservation of
downtown Riverside

Parks and Recreation. The highest levels of satisfaction with parks and recreation
services, based upon the combined percentage of “very satisfied” and “satisfied”
responses from residents who had an opinion, were the maintenance of City parks and
park equipment (90%, up from 89% in 2008), the number of walking and biking trails
(84%, up from 54% in 2008), and the number of City parks (83%, up from 67% in
2008). Respondents were least satisfied with the City’s adult athletic programs,
although at 61%, it was up from 50% in 2008). TRENDS: Significant increases
were realized in every area of parks and recreation. The two areas of parks and
recreation that residents thought were most important for the City to emphasize over
the next two years were: (1) maintenance of City parks and equipment, and (2) the
number of walking and biking trails.

Water, Sewer_and Trash Utilities. The highest levels of satisfaction with water,
sewer and trash utilities, based upon the combined percentage of “very satisfied” and
“satisfied” responses of residents who had an opinion, was the overall value of trash
service (89%, up from 86% in 2008), the overall satisfaction with recycling services
(79%, up from 76% in 2008), and the drainage of rainwater off City streets (79%, up
from 78% in 2008). Residents were least satisfied with what they were charged for
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water/sewer/trash service (52%, down from 60% in 2008). TRENDS: There were
no significant increases in this category and one significant decrease in what
residents are charged for water/sewer trash service.

Code Enforcement. The highest levels of satisfaction with code enforcement, based
upon the combined percentage of “very satisfied” and “satisfied” responses of
residents who had an opinion, was the enforcing the clean-up of litter and debris
(69%, up from 56% in 2008), the mowing of grass/weeds on private property (66%,
up from 51% in 2008), and the enforcing of sign regulations (64%, up from 57% in
2008). TRENDS: Significant increases were realized in every area of code
enforcement. The two areas of code enforcement that residents thought were most
important for the City to emphasize over the next two years were: (1) enforcing clean
up of litter and debris and (2) residential property maintenance in neighborhoods.

Shopping for Goods and Services in Riverside. When asked about various goods
and services and how often residents purchased them in Riverside, respondents
answered ‘always” or “sometimes” to the purchase of gasoline (85%, down from 88%
in 2008), groceries (65%, up from 59% in 2008), and restaurants (62%, up from 56%
in 2008). The goods and services purchased least often in Riverside, were sporting
goods (6%, down from 7% in 2008) and major appliances (6%, down from 8% in
2008).

What residents like BEST about Riverside. Residents were given an opportunity
to state what they liked best about Riverside. The amenities most often mentioned
by residents were: 1) the proximity of Riverside to Kansas City and surrounding
areas, 2), the sense of community and the small town friendliness of Riverside
residents, 3) the feeling of safety in neighborhoods, and 4) the appreciation of the
many improvements to the community.

What residents like LEAST about Riverside. Residents were given an opportunity
to state what they liked least about Riverside.  The dissatisfactions most often
mentioned by residents were: 1) the poor quality of some businesses and the poor
appearance of businesses and residences, and 2) the lack of many goods and services.

Other Findings:

93% of those surveyed rated Riverside as an excellent or good place to live (up from
91% in 2008).

Affordability and types of housing were most important to residents reason for
deciding on a place to live and their needs were being met in Riverside. They
indicated that their needs were not being met in the areas of access to quality
shopping and employment opportunities.
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Business Findings

Businesses are generally satisfied with City Services. The highest levels of satisfaction
with City services, based upon the combined percentage of “very satisfied” and
“satisfied” responses of business owners and managers who had an opinion, was with
parks and recreation services (100% from 74% in 2008), police services (95%, down
from 96% in 2008), and fire services (95%, up from 88% in 2008). They were least
satisfied with City planning and development (76%, but that was up from 73% in 2008).
Even the lowest rated services, were not low percentages. The two services that were
most important to businesses were police services and fire services. TRENDS:
Significant increases were realized in parks and recreation, cleanliness in public
areas, City’s stormwater runoff and stormwater management, and fire services.

e 82% (up from 78% in 2008) felt that Riverside was a “business friendly” community.

e 80% (up from 62% in 2008) felt that the tax structure for the City of Riverside was
fair.

e Reasons that have the most impact on a businesses decision to stay in Riverside were
the access to highways, availability of telecommunications, and low crime rate.

e In 2008, the largest percentage of employees of businesses in Riverside (42%) come
from Missouri outside of Platte County. While it is still the largest source, the
percentage is up to 47% in 2010.

e The customer base for Riverside businesses is from Missouri outside Platte County
(31%), and Platte County outside Riverside (23%).

e Businesses rated the labor pool in Riverside with a low presence of substance abuse at
76%, compared to 19% in both previous years, and significant positive increases in
productivity of the workforce, work ethic, stability of City’s labor force, and
availability of labor.

e When asked about perceptions of the City of Riverside, businesses rated the overall
quality of life in the City at 88% (up from 66% in 2008), the quality of education at
88% (up from 70% in 2008), the overall image of the City at 86% (up from 75% in
2008), and the overall quality of services provided at 90% (up from 82% in 2008).

e Responding to “How helpful would a regional transportation system be to your ability
to attract employees?” 30% said that it would be very or somewhat helpful (down
from 40% in 2008), 55% said it would not be helpful, and 15% did not know.

e Nearly all experiences doing business with the City of Riverside were rated as
positive.
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2010 Riverside Resident Survey Results

Q1. Overall Satisfaction With City and Other Services
by Major Category

by percentage of respondents who rated the item as a 1 to 5 on a 5-point scale

Overall quality of police services | 38% ki"/(*?
Overall quality of fire services I 33% |8%zi
Overall quality of City parks and recreation I 36% | ll%zi
Overall quality of ambulance services ‘ ‘ | ‘ 31% ‘ I 13% +
Overall quality of customer service | 38% | 13% Iﬂ‘%
Effectiveness of communication with the public ‘ : I 59% ‘ ! 12% FD/
Maintenance of City streets/buildings/facilities | 34% | 12% b%
Quality storm water runoff/stormwater management ‘ | 4‘1% ‘ | 14% |4%
Overall flow of traffic and congestion management I 45% l 14% | 11%
Effectiveness of community planning/development : I ‘ 38'3/(; l ‘18% |7%
Overall quality of water/sewer utilities | 37% | 16% | 11%
Enforcement of codes and ordinances | 35% | 21% | 12%
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

M@ Very Satisfied (5) EASatisfied (4) COINeutral (3) EDissatisfied (1/2) |

Source: ETC Institute DirectionFinder - Resident (2010 - Riverside, MO)

Q2. City Services and Other ServicesThat Should Receive
the Most Emphasis Over the Next Two Years
by Major Category

by percentage of respondents who selected the item as one of their top three choices

Overall flow of traffic and congestion management 29%

Maintenance of City streets/buildings/facilities 28%

Effectiveness of community planning/development 26%

Enforcement of codes and ordinances 23%

Overall quality of police services 22%
Overall quality of water/sewer utilities 20%
Overall quality of City parks and recreation
Effectiveness of communication with the public
Overall quality of fire services

Quality storm water runoff/stormwater management

|
19%
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
Overall quality of customer service :
|
|

5% !
0% 20% 40%
|-1st Choice E2nd Choice [3rd Choice|
Source: ETC Institute DirectionFinder - Resident (2010 - Riverside, MO)

Overall quality of ambulance services

Charts and Graphs
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2010 Riverside Resident Survey Results

(Q1.) Overall Satisfaction With City Services
by Major Category
2010, 2008, 2006

by percentage of respondents who rated the item as a 4 or 5 on a 5-point scale

[ 1 833%,

Overall quality of police services —9&%

131

Overall qualityloficustomer/service — gét%

I 1819
Overall quality of fire services o

[ ] /5%

Overall quality of water/sewer utilities —15 %

1 749

Overall quality of City parks and recreation ﬂ%%

I 1 72%

Overall quality of ambulance services ﬁﬁ%é)%

1 69%

Quality of storm water runoff/stormwater managemen ﬂoﬁz%
q . . . . 1 64%
0,
Eticctivenessioiicommunicatoniviiliclpubiic ﬂf B3%

. . ’ 63
Effectiveness of community planning/development Lo ré%%a

1 58%

Enforcement of building/property maintenance [NoT ASKED IN 2008 or 2010

1 ER'Jn

Maintenance of City streets/buildings/facilities q?%ﬂ%
Overall flow of traffic and congestion management Wﬁw 3%
NOT ASKED IN 2006 !

Enforcement of codes and ordinances 2000 o !

0%  20% 40% 60%  80% 100%
|[E92006 12008 W2010]

Source: ETC Institute DirectionFinder - Resident (2010 - Riverside, MO) Tre_nds

Q3. Perception Residents Have of the City

by percentage of respondents who rated the item as a 1 to 5 on a 5-point scale

Overall quality of life in the City 49% 10%

Overall feeling of safety 40% 12% 49

Value you receive for tax dollars/fees A7% 13% 49

Overall image of the city 49% 16% BN

Overall appearance of the City 45% 16% |7%

How City is managing/planning growth/development 40% 19% (7%

0% 20% 40% 60% 80%  100%

E@Very Satisfied (5) ASatisfied (4) CINeutral (3) EDissatisfied (1/2) |

Source: ETC Institute DirectionFinder - Resident (2010 - Riverside, MO)
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2010 Riverside Resident Survey Results

(Q3.) Perception Residents Have of the City

2010, 2008, 2006

by percentage of respondents who rated the item as a 4 or 5 on a 5-point scale

Overall quality of life in the City

Value you receive for tax dollars/fees

How City is managing/planning growth/development

Overall image of the city

Overall appearance of the City

- ; . T
| 719
85%
89%
|
| 68% |
81%
84%
| |
| 629 [
78%
74%
| |
| 49% ! [
69% |
179%
|
| 429% !
65% |
7"7%
not asked in 2006 ! ! !
Overall feeling of safety 87%
84%

0%

Source: ETC Institute DirectionFinder - Resident (2010 - Riverside, MO)

20% 40% 60% 80%
|E92006 C12008 2010

“Trends

100%

Q4. Satisfaction with Various Aspects of
Public Safety Services

by percentage of respondents who rated the item as a 1 to 5 on a 5-point scale

Police personnel response to emergencies

Fire department response to emergencies

City's overall efforts to prevent crime

Enforcement of local traffic laws

Visibility of police in neighborhoods

Ambulance personnel response to emergencies

Visibility of police in retail areas

Quality of emergency management

Quality of animal control

0%

‘ 33% 9%
‘ 33% I 12%1‘0
I = [
I = [
‘ 37% llo% 6%
‘ 33% I 15%
‘ 44% l 15% }4%
“ 39“’/0 17% B4
I ‘ 36% ‘ ‘ 20% ‘ 14%
40% 60% 80% 100%

[MVery Satisfied (5) Satisfied (4) CINeutral (3) EDissatisfied (l/2)|

Source: ETC Institute DirectionFinder - Resident (2010 - Riverside, MO)
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2010 Riverside Resident Survey Results

Q5. Public Safety Services That Should Receive the Most
Emphasis Over the Next Two Years by Major Category

by percentage of respondents who selected the item as one of their top three choices

City's overall efforts to prevent crime 36:%
Visibility of police in neighborhoods 31% i
Quality of animal control i
Quality of emergency management i
|
Visibility of police in retail areas lb% :
| |
Fire department response to emergencies 17:% i
Police personnel response to emergencies 17:% i
Enforcement of local traffic laws 16%% i
| |
Ambulance personnel response to emergencies 15% :
| |

0% 20% 40% 60%

|-1st Choice E2nd Choice [13rd Choice|

Source: ETC Institute DirectionFinder - Resident (2010 - Riverside, MO)

(Q4.) Satisfaction with Various Aspects of
Public Safety Services
2010, 2008, 2006

by percentage of respondents who rated the item as a 4 or 5 on a 5-point scale

. o 1 82%
Police personnel response to emergencies 7%
89%
I T [ 1'79%
Visibility of police in neighborhoods %
84%
| 1 77%

3%
85%

3%
85%

City's overall efforts to prevent crime

l

1 77%

Enforcement of local traffic laws

l

] 076%
80%

Quality of emergency management

|

1 72%

Visibility of police in retail areas J
82%

[

1 72%
{

Ambulance personnel response to emergencies 82%
()

|

A ) ] 49% . ‘
Quality of animal control

Fire department response to emergencies |lotasked in2006 or 2008

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
|[E92006 12008 W2010 |

Source: ETC Institute DirectionFinder - Resident (2010 - Riverside, MO) Tre_nds
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2010 Riverside Resident Survey Results

Q6. Satisfaction with Various Aspects of
City Maintenance

by percentage of respondents who rated the item as a 1 to 5 on a 5-point scale

Snow removal on major City streets | 32% F"/+
Maintenance of City buildings | 40% llO%lI'

Maintenance of major City streets | 45% ’8%}!

Overall cleanliness of streets/public areas | 45% I 9%

Maintenance of City street signs/traffic signals | 47% |10%|4%
Snow removal on neighborhood streets | ‘ | ‘ 30% ‘ |8% 7%
Maintenance of streets in your neighborhood | 42% |8%| 9%
Maintenance of storm water drainage system ‘ | ‘ 43% I 15% #%
Maintenance of sidewalks in the City | 23% | 14% o
Maintenance of City's water and wastewater systems ‘ | ‘ 41%‘ I ‘18% 6%
Maintenance/preservation of downtown | 42% I 18% |6%

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

[@Very Satisfied (5) (ASatisfied (4) CINeutral (3) EDissatisfied (1/2) |

Source: ETC Institute DirectionFinder - Resident (2010 - Riverside, MO)

Q7. City Maintenance Issues That Should Receive the
Most Emphasis Over the Next Two Years
by Major Category

by percentage of respondents who selected the item as one of their top three choices

Maintenance of streets in your neighborhood
Maintenance/preservation of downtown 24%

Maintenance of major City streets 24%

Snow removal on neighborhood streets 23%

Maintenance of City's water and wastewater systems
Snow removal on major City streets

Maintenance of sidewalks in the City

Overall cleanliness of streets/public areas

Maintenance of storm water drainage system

Maintenance of City street signs/traffic signals

|
Maintenance of City buildings 6% 1
Il

0% 10% 20% 30% 40%

|-1st Choice B2nd Choice [3rd Choice|
Source: ETC Institute DirectionFinder - Resident (2010 - Riverside, MO)
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2010 Riverside Resident Survey Results

(Q6.) Satisfaction with Various Aspects of
City Maintenance - 2010, 2008, 2006

by percentage of respondents who rated the item as a 4 or 5 on a 5-point scale (excluding don't knows)

[ 1 83%

Snow removal on major City streets 8%060

I 1'79%

Maintenance of City buildings 69
y B ————-

[ 1 62% |

Maintenance of sidewalks in the City H\
79%

1 61%

[
e e e e ——— ()
: 889

| ] 55%

B e e ——
0

. . | ] 45% | |
Maintenance/preservation of downtown 0

76%
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
|[E92006 12008 W2010 |

Source: ETC Institute DirectionFinder - Resident (2010 - Riverside, MO) Tre_nds

Q8. Satisfaction with Various Aspects of
City Communications

by percentage of respondents who rated the item as a 1 to 5 on a 5-point scale

Information about City programs/services A1% 14% 6%
The content of City's newsletter 42% 16% 49
City efforts to inform about local issues 42% 15% 6%
Overall user-friendliness of the City's webpage 38% 28% b
Public involvement in local decision-making 39% 26% 11%
Information provided through social media sites 36% 34% 699

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

[@Very Satisfied (5) 2Satisfied (4) CINeutral (3) EDissatisfied (1/2) |

Source: ETC Institute DirectionFinder - Resident (2010 - Riverside, MO)
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2010 Riverside Resident Survey Results

(Q8.) Satisfaction with Various Aspects of
City Communications - 2010, 2008, 2006

by percentage of respondents who rated the item as a 4 or 5 on a 5-point scale (excluding don't knows)

| 63% ‘

Information about City programs/services

City efforts to inform about local issues 72%:
:79%
Overall friendliness of the City's webpage 69%
68%

Public involvement in local decision-making 58%
62%

not asked in 2006 | ‘

|
The content of City's newsletter 179%

179%
| | | |
I | |
Information provided through social media sites |10t asked in 2006 or 2008 |
e
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

|[E92006 12008 W2010 |

“Trends

Source: ETC Institute DirectionFinder - Resident (2010 - Riverside, MO)

Q9. Satisfaction with Various Aspects of
Parks and Recreation in Riverside

by percentage of respondents who rated the item as a 1 to 5 on a 5-point scale (excluding don't knows)

Maintenance of City parks/parks equipment I 42% | 8%49
Number of walking and biking trails ‘ | | ;11% ‘ ‘ 11% p%
The number of City parks | 43% I 12% F"/
Fees that are charged for recreation programs 39% | 26% |4'%
Ease of registering for programs 38% ‘ 26% %
City Swimming Pool | ‘ 38% ‘ | Zi% | 9%
Programs for Seniors 33% | 30‘;/0 |6%
Outdoor athletic fields I 35% I 24% | 13%
The City's youth athletic programs | 36% ‘ 27% | 12%
The City's adult athletic programs I 36% | 30% | 10%
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

[EVery Satisfied (5) ASatisfied (4) CINeutral (3) EDissatisfied (1/2)

Source: ETC Institute DirectionFinder - Resident (2010 - Riverside, MO)
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2010 Riverside Resident Survey Results

Q10. Parks/Recreation Issues That Should Receive the
Most Emphasis Over the Next Two Years
by Major Category

by percentage of respondents who selected the item as one of their top three choices

Maintenance of City parks/parks equipment 31%
Number of walking and biking trails
The City's youth athletic programs
Programs for Seniors

City Swimming Pool

The number of City parks

Outdoor athletic fields

The City's adult athletic programs

Fees that are charged for recreation programs

8%

Ease of registering for programs

0% 10% 20% 30% 40%

|-1st Choice B2nd Choice &13rd Choice|
Source: ETC Institute DirectionFinder - Resident (2010 - Riverside, MO)

(Q9.) Satisfaction with Various Aspects of
Parks and Recreation in Riverside - 2010, 2008, 2006

by percentage of respondents who rated the item as a 4 or 5 on a 5-point scale

. . . I 1.79%
Maintenance of City parks/parks equipment 1) 90%
0

I 1 70% !

The number of City parks d 83%

0
I 1 63% |

Walking and biking trails ’ 84%

0
. . . [ ] 56% |
R T — RS

I ] 54
Programs for Seniors Hﬁ 63% i
Ease of registering for programs | L33 o, ‘
O O O — 0%
I 1 51%
Outdoor athietic fields ﬂw 63% |
Fees that are charged for recreation programs | L51% ‘0 :
¢ O ———_7 19
The City's adult athletic programs | La%. o, : :
Y O | ———— 610, |
The City's youth athletic programs | — | |
y's you prog 61%
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

|[E92006 C12008 m2010 |

Source: ETC Institute DirectionFinder - Resident (2010 - Riverside, MO) Tre_nds
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2010 Riverside Resident Survey Results

Q11. Satisfaction with Various Aspects of
Water,Sewer and Trash Utilities

by percentage of respondents who rated the item as a 1 to 5 on a 5-point scale

Overall value of trash service 37% 9%
Overall satisfaction with recycling service 33% 10%|11%
Drainage of rain water off City streets 45% 14% (7%
Adequacy of the City's waste water collection 40% 19% 6%
Water pressure in your home 41% 12% | 13%
1 1
Clarity and taste of the tap water in your home 40% 14% | 13%
T T
What you are charged for water/sewer/trash service 30% 21% 27%

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
[EVery Satisfied (5) (Satisfied (4) CINeutral (3) EDissatisfied (1/2)|

Source: ETC Institute DirectionFinder - Resident (2010 - Riverside, MO)

(Q11.) Satisfaction with Various Aspects of
Water,Sewer and Trash Utilities - 2010, 2008, 2006

by percentage of respondents who rated the item as a 4 or 5 on a 5-point scale (excluding don't knows)

X I
Overall value of trash service 6%

L L L 89%
. [ 1 76%
Water pressure in your home 4%
75%
. ) [ 1 74%
Clarity and taste of the tap water in your home 9?07%0
(]
. . . I 173%
Drainage of rain water off City streets ?8%
19%
. . [ 172%
Adequacy of the City's waste water collection %
76%

[
Overall satisfaction with recycling service °/§
9%

How easy your water bill is to understand [not asked in 2008 or 2010 | |
| | |

The timeliness of your water bill [not asked in 2008 or 2010 |
| | |

The accuracy of your water bill [0t asked in 2008 or 2010 |
nhot asked in 2008 or 2010

|

l

1 67% :
|

: ] 62% :
60% |
0 !

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

|[E92006 12008 W2010 |

Source: ETC Institute DirectionFinder - Resident (2010 - Riverside, MO) Tre_nds

What you are charged for water/sewer/trash service
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2010 Riverside Resident Survey Results

Q12. Satisfaction with Various Aspects of

by percentage of respondents who rated the item as a 1 to 5 on a 5-point scale (excluding don't knows)

Enforcing the clean up of litter and debris 42% 20% 11%
Mowing of grass/weeds on private property 38% 21% 13%
Enforcing sign regulations 36% 28% 7%
Residential property maintenance in neighborhoods 36% 23% 15%
Enforcing the maintenance of business property 36% 26% 15%

Source: ETC Institute DirectionFinder - Resident (2010 - Riverside, MO)

Code Enforcement in Riverside

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

[@Very Satisfied (5) (ASatisfied (4) CINeutral (3) EDissatisfied (1/2) |

Q13. Code Enforcement Issues That Should Receive the

Enforcing the clean up of litter and debris 44%
Residential property maintenance in neighborhoods 41%
Mowing and trimming of weeds 40%
|
|
Enforcing the maintenance of business property 32% :
|
|
|
|
Enforcing sign regulations :
|
|
0% 20% 40% 60%

Source: ETC Institute DirectionFinder - Resident (2010 - Riverside, MO)

Most Emphasis Over the Next Two Years
by Major Category

by percentage of respondents who selected the item as one of their top three choices

|-1st Choice B2nd Choice E13rd Choice|

Charts and Graphs
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2010 Riverside Resident Survey Results

(Q13.) Satisfaction with Various Aspects of
Code Enforcement in Riverside - 2010, 2008, 2006

by percentage of respondents who rated the item as a 4 or 5 on a 5-point scale

T
| 58%
Enforcing sign regulations 517%

64%

|

|
| 54%
Residential property maintenance in neighborhoods 52% |

62%

|

| 52% !
Enforcing the clean up of litter and debris 56%

69%

|

51%
Mowing and trimming of weeds 51% !

66%

| 519 |

Enforcing the maintenance of business property 48% :

59%
|

|

0% 20% 40% 60% 80%
|E12006 12008 W2010]

Source: ETC Institute DirectionFinder - Resident (2010 - Riverside, MO) Tre_nds

Q14. Have you contacted or visited the City of Riverside
concerning a question, problem or complaint
No during the past year?

by percentage of respondents

If Yes, Rate the Quality of Customer
\ Service You Received

They were easy to contact 25% ~BUrY
They were courteous and polite 17% bAl%
They did what they said they would do 16% |7%| 20%
They gave prompt, accurate/complete answers 19% |11%| 17%
Jhey helped resolve an issue to satisfaction 12%)8%| 23%

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

|EIAIways (5) E@Usually (4) OSometimes (3) ESeldom/Never (1/2) |
Source: ETC Institute DirectionFinder - Resident (2010 - Riverside, MO)
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2010 Riverside Resident Survey Results

(Q14.) Quality of Customer Service You Received
From City Employees - 2010, 2008, 2006
by percentage of respondents who rated the item as a 4 or 5 on a 5-point scale

% 40% 60%
|E92006 12008 W2010]

0% % 100%
ionFinder - Resident (2010 - Riverside, MO) Tre_nds

Q15. Satisfaction with Recent Improvements and
Initiatives in the City of Riverside
ercentage of respondents who rated the 5-point scale

.
—

A
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

|EVery Satisfied (5) ESatisfied (4) CNeutral (3) EIDis ed (1/2) |

ionFinder - Resident (2010 - Riverside, MO)

Charts and Graphs Page 12



2010 Riverside Resident Survey Results

Gasoline

Groceries

Restaurants

Plants and gardening supplies
Hardware and building supplies
Automobile parts or services
Pharmacy items

Doctor or Dentist

Hair care

Books, CD's, DVD's

Other home electronics
Clothing

Dry cleaning

Furniture

Office supplies

Sporting goods

Major appliances

Q16. How often do you shop for these goods
and services in Riverside?

by percentage of respondents who rated the item as a 1 to 4 on a 4-point scale (excluding “don’t knows”)

20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Source: ETC Institute DirectionFinder - Resident (2010 - Riverside, MO)

|-Always (4) @Sometimes (3) |

Groceries

Hardware & Building Supplies
Clothing

Restaurants

Books, CD's, DVD's

Other Home Electronics
Furniture

Major Appliances

Plants & Gardening Supplies
Automobile Parts or Services
Pharmacy

Office Supplies

Hair Care

Sporting Goods

Doctor or Dentist

Dry Cleaning

Gasoline

Ql16a. Why do you go outside Riverside to purchase
the following items/goods?

by percentage of respondents who indicated they "seldom" or "never" purchase the following

20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

0%

items in Riverside

N 2@ 188%
U] 73%
1 170%
| 170%,
1 167% |
[ 166%
1 163%
v | 162%
V) 60%
~ 1 159%%
[ 158%
N 157%
| 15p%
[ 153%
[ 152%
v [ 147% |
V777 41% | ‘

|-Better Selection I Cheaper Elsewhere |

Source: ETC Institute DirectionFinder - Resident (2010 - Riverside, MO)

Charts and Graphs




2010 Riverside Resident Survey Results

Q17. Level of Agreement with Various Issues

by percentage of respondents who rated the item as a 1 to 5 on a 5-point scale )

Riverside needs more dining options 40% 40% 12% | 8%
Need more higher paying employment opportunities 37‘;& | 42°‘A) ‘ 16% iSO
Be proactive at preserving water in lakes/streams 4‘15% ‘ ‘ ?;4% | 17% +°
New/renovated commercial areas need higher design 36% | 34% ‘ 22% 8%
I want to be able to live and work in Riverside 4‘15% ‘ ‘ 24“/; l 24‘1% 8%
Riverside should attract more large retail stores 39;% |‘ 27% ‘ ‘ 18%‘ ‘ 16%
Encourage the development of office centers 22% | 34% I 29% ‘ 15%
Need for more commerical/industrial development | 14% ‘ 23% ‘ 31% ‘ 32%
Riverside needs more hotels | 13% ig% | 32% | 3‘6%

0% 20% 40% 60% 80%  100%

EStrongly Agree (5) EJAgree (4) CINeutral (3) EDisagree (2/1)|

Source: ETC Institute DirectionFinder - Resident (2010 - Riverside, MO)

(Q17.) Level of Agreement on Various Issues
2010, 2008, 2006

by percentage of respondents who rated the item as a 4 or 5 on a 5-point scale

1.79%

Be proactive at preserving water in lakes/streams %

(]
178%
179%
80%
1 78%
79%

I
S

Riverside needs more dining options

|

New/renovated commercial areas need higher design

!
175%

Need more higher paying employment opportunities 7785/(13/
| (]

] 69% !

|
| want to be able to live and work in Riverside 68% |
69%!

|
Encourage the development of office centers

|
Riverside should attract more large retail stores 70%
66%
%

Need for more commerical/industrial development

|\,
OO
S

Riverside needs more hotels

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
|E92006 12008 W2010]

Trends
Source: ETC Institute DirectionFinder - Resident (2010 - Riverside, MO)
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2010 Riverside Resident Survey Results

Q18. How do you think the City's efforts to promote
economic development in the community should change
over the next five years?

by percentage of respondents

2006 2010

Somewhat Greater
Much Greater 35%
35%

Much Greater
29%

Somewhat Greater
39%

Don't know
Stay the Same 13%
Don't Know 21%
Stay the Same 13%

11% Be Reduced

2%
Be Reduced
3%

Source: ETC Institute DirectionFinder - Resident (2010 - Riverside, MO)

Q19. How supportive are you of having the city use
Incentives to attract new businesses or expand existing
business in Riverside?

by percentage of respondents

2006 2010

Very Supportive Very Supportive
38% 41%

Somewhat Supportive
32% .
Somewhat Supportive

34%

Not provided

Not provided
1%

1%
Not Sure Not Supportive Not Sure

19% 10% 17% Not Supportive
7%

Source: ETC Institute DirectionFinder - Resident (2010 - Riverside, MO)

Charts and Graphs Page 15



2010 Riverside Resident Survey Results

Q20. Should the City Focus its economic development
efforts on creating a downtownor developing
the land near 1-635 and Highway 9 (Horizons)

by percentage of respondents

No preference
31%

Create Downtown
35%

34%

Develop land near
1-635 and Highway 9
(Horizons)

Source: ETC Institute DirectionFinder - Resident (2010 - Riverside, MO)

Q21. Which of the following types of housing do you feel
are best-suited for Riverside?

by percentage of respondents (multiple choices could be made)

Single Family ($150,000-$249,999)

Single Family (less than $150,000)

Senior Housing

Apartment/duplexes

Single Family ($250,000 plus)

|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
| |
| |
| |
| |
| |
| |
| |
| |
| |
| |
| |
| |
| |
| |
| |
l l
0% 20% 40% 60% 80%

Source: ETC Institute DirectionFinder - Resident (2010 - Riverside, MO)

Charts and Graphs
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2010 Riverside Resident Survey Results

Q22. Ratings of Various Aspects of the City of Riverside

by percentage of respondents who rated the item as a 1 to 5 on a 5-point scale (excluding don't knows)

As a place to live 46% 47% 69 Ia
As a place to raise children 44% 41% 13%
As a place to retire 39% 31% 16% 14%
As a place where you would buy your next home 36% 33% 20% 11%
As a place to work 24% 23% 27% 26%

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

mEExcellent (5) EZZGood (4) CINeutral (3) EBelow Average/Poor (2/1) |

Source: ETC Institute DirectionFinder - Resident (2010 - Riverside, MO)

(Q22.) Ratings of Various Aspects of Riverside
2010, 2008, 2006

by percentage of respondents who rated the item as a 4 or 5 on a 5-point scale (excluding don't knows)

‘ | 84%

As a place to live 91%
93%

|
| 74%

As a place to raise children 87%
_ 85%
l
As a place to retire 74:%
_ 70%;

As a place where you would buy your next home 7§%
69% |
|
|
|
As a place to work 56% |
47% |
Il Il

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
|E12006 12008 W2010

Source: ETC Institute DirectionFinder - Resident (2010 - Riverside, MO)

Charts and Graphs Page 17



2010 Riverside Resident Survey Results

Q23. Reasons for Deciding to Live in Riverside

by percentage of respondents who rated the item as a 1 to 4 on a 4-point scale

Affordability of housing ‘ 27% 5%0/6%

Types of housing | 30% 6%| 7%

Proximity to Kansas City 31% 5%| 11%

Sense of community 33% 8% | 8%

Proximity to jobs/employment I 27% ‘ 6%| 11%
Quality of public schools | 11% ‘ 7‘% 15%
Affordable shopping/merchandise ‘ 36% ‘ 9% 16%
Access to quality shopping | 35% ‘ 9% 16%
Family and friends are nearby 32% ‘ 9% 17%

Employment opportunities in Riverside | 30% ‘ 18% ‘ 30%
0%  20%  40%  60%  80%  100%

@Very Important (4) EZ2Somewhat Important (3) CINot Sure (2) EUnimportant (1) |

Source: ETC Institute DirectionFinder - Resident (2010 - Riverside, MO)

Proximity to Kansas City

Quiality of public schools

Sense of community

Affordability of housing

Types of housing

Family and friends are nearby
Proximity to jobs/employment
Affordable shopping/merchandise
Access to quality shopping

Employment opportunities in Riverside 53%
Il

57%
|

Q23a. Percentage of Residents Who Felt Their Needs
Were Being Met in Riverside

by percentage of respondents who said “Yes”

40%

0%  20% 60%

Source: ETC Institute DirectionFinder - Resident (2010 - Riverside, MO)

80%

100%

120%

Charts and Graphs
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2010 Riverside Resident Survey Results

Q24. Which THREE Reasons Will Have the Most Impact
on Respondent’s Decision to Stay in Riverside for the Next
10 Years

by percentage of respondents who selected the item as one of their top three choices

Affordability of housing
Sense of community
Proximity to Kansas City
Quality of public schools
Family and friends are nearby
Proximity to jobs/employment
Types of housing
Access to quality shopping
Affordable shopping/merchandise
Employment opportunities in Riverside
0% 60%

|-1st Choice E2nd Choice C3rd Choice|

Source: ETC Institute DirectionFinder - Resident (2010 - Riverside, MO)

Q24. Reasons for Deciding to Live in Riverside
2010, 2008, 2006

by percentage of respondents who rated the item as a 3 or 4 on a 4-point scale (excluding don't knows)

|
Affordability of housing 8%/%
(]

| 1 85%

TP O S o 160
0

| 1 83%

Proximity to Kansas City 89%
%
|
B 0 O . e ——— 0
0
| | 77%

B = ———
0

|
Quiality of public schools o 85%
(]

|
Access to quality shopping 5%0?%
()

. . | 169%
Family and friends are nearby

Affordable shopping/merchandise

A A A A !
Employment opportunites in Riverside 7 ‘
() I

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
[E2006 12008 W2010]

Source: ETC Institute DirectionFinder (2010 - Riverside, MO) Tre_nds

Charts and Graphs
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2010 Riverside Resident Survey Results

Q25. Do you have access to the Internet at home?

by percentage of respondents

Q25a. How likely would you be to pay for
City Services over the Internet?

Very likely
35%

Somewhat likely
18%

No
24%

Yes
76%

Not provided
15%

Not likely
32%

Source: ETC Institute DirectionFinder - Resident (2010 - Riverside, MO)

Q26. Approximately How Many Years Have You
Lived in the City of Riverside?

by percentage of respondents

Five years or less
30%

6-10 years
10%

11-15 years
123,2 Not provided
13%
16-20 years 50+ years
9% 3%

21-30 years

11% 31-40 years 41-50 years

6% 6%

Source: ETC Institute DirectionFinder - Resident (2010 - Riverside, MO)

Charts and Graphs Page 20



2010 Riverside Resident Survey Results

Q27. Agreement with Various
Residential Issues in Riverside

by percentage of respondents who rated the item as a 1 to 5 on a 5-point scale

The school district is a benefit to neighborhood 57% ‘ 30% % )60/
My neighborhood is safe 42% I 43% I 12%
Neighborhood residents have respect for each other 37% | 43% ‘ 13% [7%
| am optimistic about my neighborhoods future 33%; ‘ ‘ 42% ‘ ‘ ‘18% %
Expect an increase in my homes value over 5 years 27% ‘ | ‘ A1% ‘ l 2;% ‘ 9%
Neighborhood rental properties are well maintained 20% | 34% | 30% ‘ 16%
Some homes in neighborhood need better maintenance 17% ‘ 25% ‘ 25% ‘ 34%
My neighborhood needs to be improved 8%| 22‘% | | 30% | 46%
| am concerned over drug problems in neighborhood | 9% 15%‘ 21% | ‘ | 55% |

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

@ Strongly Agree (5) ZAgree (4) CINeutral (3) EDisagree (2/1) |

Source: ETC Institute DirectionFinder - Resident (2010 - Riverside, MO)

Q28. The Reasons that Will Impact the Decision to Stay in
Riverside Over the Next Ten Years by Major Category

by percentage of respondents who selected the item as one of their top three choices

My neighborhood is safe

Neighborhood residents have respect for each other
| am optimistic about my neighborhoods future

The school district is a benefit to neighborhood
Expect an increase in my homes value over 5 years
Neighborhood rental properties are well maintained

My neighborhood needs to be improved

13% |
|
12% ,

Some homes in neighborhood need better maintenance

I am concerned over drug problems in neighborhood

0% 20% 40% 60%
|-1st Choice E2nd Choice [E3rd Choice|

Source: ETC Institute DirectionFinder - Resident (2010 - Riverside, MO)

Charts and Graphs
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2010 Riverside Resident Survey Results

(Q27.) Agreement with Various Issues
About Life in Riverside
2010, 2008, 2006

by percentage of respondents who rated the item as a 4 or 5 on a 5-point scale (excluding don't knows)

. . 180%
1y el eiee] B —'égg%
g - 177%
Neighborhood residents have respect for each other 68;:
(]
] 74%
The school district is a benefit to nelghborhood %
87%
- . [ 167% i
| am optimistic about my neighborhoods future _177 gﬁ)
(]
. . [ 163% !
Expect an increase in my homes value over 5 years 70%!
68% |
. . ) | 1519 !
Some homes in neighborhood need better maintenance :
|
My neighborhood needs to be improved :
|
Neighborhood rental properties are well maintained :
|
| am concerned over drug problems in neighborhood :
|
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

|E92006 12008 2010 |

Source: ETC Institute DirectionFinder - Resident (2010 - Riverside, MO) Tre_nds

Q31. Demographics: Age of Respondents

by percentage of respondents

35-44 years

45-54 years 14%
18%

Under 35 years

13%
Not provided
55-64 years 7%
22%

65+
26%

Source: ETC Institute DirectionFinder - Resident (2010 - Riverside, MO)

Charts and Graphs
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2010 Riverside Resident Survey Results

Q32. Demographics: Ages of Household Occupants

by percentage of persons in households
Ages 20-24 Ages 10-14
4% 4%

Ages 15-19 Ages 5-9
4% &0

Ages 25-34
8%

Under age 5
Ages 35-44 8%

13%

Ages 75+

8%
Ages 45-54
17% Ages 65-74
13%
Ages 55-64
17%

Source: ETC Institute DirectionFinder - Resident (2010 - Riverside, MO)

Q33. Demographics: Do You Own Or Rent Current

Residence?

by percentage of respondents

Own
63%

Rent
35%

Source: ETC Institute DirectionFinder - Resident (2010 - Riverside, MO)

Not provided
2%

Charts and Graphs

Page 23



2010 Riverside Resident Survey Results

Q34. Demographics: Total Annual Household Income

by percentage of respondents

Not provided $100,000 or more
11% 13%

$60,000-$99,999
20%

Under $30,000
31%

$30,000-$59,999
25%

Source: ETC Institute DirectionFinder - Resident (2010 - Riverside, MO)

Q35. Demographics: Gender of the Respondents

by percentage of respondents

Female
57%

Male
43%

Source: ETC Institute DirectionFinder - Resident (2010 - Riverside, MO)

Charts and Graphs Page 24



GIS Maps: 2010 Riverside, MO DirectionFinder Surve

Interpreting the Maps

The maps on the following pages show the mean ratings for several
questions on the survey by Census Block Group. A Census Block Group is
an area defined by the U.S. Census Bureau, which is generally smaller than a
zip code but larger than a neighborhood.

If all areas on a map are the same color, then residents generally feel the
same about that issue regardless of the location of their home.

=
_l
M
0
O
>0
m
—
Z
()
_l
I
M
>
O
Vg

When reading the maps, please use the following color scheme as a guide:

o [BZAVRICIN[CIZRN=INE]= shades indicate POSITIVE ratings. Shades of
blue generally indicate satisfaction with a service.

e OFF-WHITE shades indicate NEUTRAL ratings. Shades of neutral
generally indicate that residents thought the quality of service delivery is
adequate.

o [(OIRVANN[€]ZFIZI=I®] shades indicate NEGATIVE ratings. Shades of
orange/red generally indicate dissatisfaction with a service.

ETC Institute (July 2010) Page 1



GIS Maps: 2010 Riverside, MO DirectionFinder Survey

Survey Respondents and Clipped/Merged CBGs

2010 City of Riverside Citizen .Survey

Q1a Quality of police services

| LEGEND

- Mean rating
on a 5-point scale, where: 5

- 1.0-1.8 Very Dissatisfied
1.8-2.6 Dissatisfied
2.6-3.4 Neutral
3.4-4.2 Satisfied

2010 City of Riverside Community Survey B +.2-5.0 very satisfied
%SS% Other (no responses)

. Shading reflects the mean rating for all respondents by Census Block Group.
*Selected CBGs were merged based on respondent distribution

ETC Institute (July 2010) Page 2



GIS Maps: 2010 Riverside, MO DirectionFinder Survey

Q1b Quality of fire services

| LEGEND

Mean rating
on a 5-point scale, where: 5

- 1.0-1.8 Very Dissatisfied
1.8-2.6 Dissatisfied
2.6-3.4 Neutral
3.4-4.2 Satisfied

2010 City of Riverside Community Survey I 2.2-5.0 very satisfied

/-] other (no responses)

. Shading reflects the mean rating for al respondents by Census Block Group.

*Selected CBGs were merged based on respondent distribution

Q1c Quality of ambulance services

| LEGEND

Mean rating
on a 5-point scale, where: 5

- 1.0-1.8 Very Dissatisfied
1.8-2.6 Dissatisfied

e -

2.6-3.4 Neutral
3.4-4.2 Satisfied

2010 City of Riverside Community Survey B +.2-5.0 very satisfied
%SS% Other (no responses)

. Shading reflects the mean rating for all respondents by Census Block Group.

*Selected CBGs were merged based on respondent distribution

ETC Institute (July 2010)

Page 3



GIS Maps: 2010 Riverside, MO DirectionFinder Survey

Q1d Quiality of parks and recreation programs

| LEGEND

2010 City of Riverside Community Survey

. Shading reflects the mean rating for al respondents by Census Block Group.
*Selected CBGs were merged based on respondent distribution

Mean rating
on a 5-point scale, where: 5

- 1.0-1.8 Very Dissatisfied
1.8-2.6 Dissatisfied
2.6-3.4 Neutral
3.4-4.2 Satisfied

I 2.2-5.0 Very Satisfied

§§8§§§ Other (no responses)

Q1e Maintenance of streets and buildings

e -

| LEGEND

Mean rating
on a 5-point scale, where: 5

- 1.0-1.8 Very Dissatisfied
1.8-2.6 Dissatisfied
2.6-3.4 Neutral
3.4-4.2 Satisfied

2010 City of Riverside Community Survey

. Shading reflects the mean rating for all respondents by Census Block Group.
*Selected CBGs were merged based on respondent distribution

I 4.2-5.0 Very satisfied
%SS% Other (no responses)

ETC Institute (July 2010)
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GIS Maps: 2010 Riverside, MO DirectionFinder Survey

LEGEND

Mean rating
on a 5-point scale, where: 5

- 1.0-1.8 Very Dissatisfied

[ 18-26Dissatisfied
l:l 2.6-3.4 Neutral
[ 3.4-4.2satisfied

2010 Cltyﬂ’f Rlverslde Cﬂ’mmunlty Survey

S!wmnmeflecfs the mean ratlng forall respvnﬂems by Census Brock Gmup’
- *Selected CBGs were merged based on respondent distribution

I 2.2-5.0 Very satisfied
- Other (no responses)

LEGEND ;e
Mean rating “‘*g d
on a 5-point scale, where: 5

- 1.0-1.8 Very Dissatisfied

[ 18-2.6Dissatisfied
| 26-34Neutral
[ 3.4-42satisfied

shsmnureﬂeﬂs the meen rsnng forall rapbnﬂems by Census Blbck Gmu;f

I 2.2-5.0 Very satisfied
| Other (no responses)

- *Selected CBGs were merged based on respondent distribution

ETC Institute (July 2010)
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GIS Maps: 2010 Riverside, MO DirectionFinder Survey

Q1h Customer service from city employees

| LEGEND

2010 City of Riverside Community Survey

. Shading reflects the mean rating for al respondents by Census Block Group.

*Selected CBGs were merged based on respondent distribution

Mean rating
on a 5-point scale, where: 5

- 1.0-1.8 Very Dissatisfied
1.8-2.6 Dissatisfied
2.6-3.4 Neutral
3.4-4.2 Satisfied

I 2.2-5.0 Very Satisfied

§§8§§§ Other (no responses)

Q1i Effectiveness of city communication

e -

Mean rating
on a 5-point scale, where: 5

- 1.0-1.8 Very Dissatisfied
1.8-2.6 Dissatisfied
2.6-3.4 Neutral
3.4-4.2 Satisfied

2010 City of Riverside Community Survey

. Shading reflects the mean rating for all respondents by Census Block Group.

*Selected CBGs were merged based on respondent distribution

I 4.2-5.0 Very satisfied
%SS% Other (no responses)

LEGEND }
“_*_..

ETC Institute (July 2010)
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GIS Maps: 2010 Riverside, MO DirectionFinder Survey

inlj COmmuniity: planning and fdevelopmenﬁ._ ':

LEGEND

Mean rating
on a 5-point scale, where: 5

- 1.0-1.8 Very Dissatisfied

[ 18-26Dissatisfied
Y o l:l 2.6-3.4 Neutral

e {
L 9% ] 2 [ 3.4-4.2satisfied g

2010 City of Riverside Community Survey Bl s250versisteo

Other (no responses)

. Shading reflects the mean rating for all respondents by Census Block Group.
”‘Selegwd CBGs were merged based on respondent distribution

% Qlk City runoff,_a{nd stormwate} managemeh_t':

LEGEND }

Mean rating “‘*‘g

on a 5-point scale, where: 5

- 1.0-1.8 Very Dissatisfied

[ 18-2.6Dissatisfied
| 26-34Neutral

S . | [ 3.4-425atisfied k
2010 City of Riverside Community Survey 4.2:5.0 Very satisfied

Other (no responses)

e

. Shading reflects the mean rating for all respondents by Census Block Group.
*Selected CBGs were merged based on respondent distribution

ETC Institute (July 2010) Page 7



GIS Maps: 2010 Riverside, MO DirectionFinder Survey

30 2010 Cltyﬂ’f Rlverslde Co‘mmunlty Sur\fey
_“ S!wmnureﬂecs the mean ratlng forall responﬂems by Census Block Group.
- - *Selected CBGs were merged based on respondent distribution B P

LEGEND Ko
Mean rating w*—z
on a 5-point scale, where: 5

- 1.0-1.8 Very Dissatisfied

[ 18-26Dissatisfied
l:l 2.6-3.4 Neutral
[ 3.4-4.2satisfied
I 2.2-5.0 Very satisfied
- Other (no responses)

- 1.0-1.8 Very Dissatisfied

[ 18-2.6Dissatisfied
| 26-34Neutral
- 3.4-4.2 Satisfied

g 2010 Cltyfff Rlver5|de Co‘mmunlty Survey
a7 _“ shsalnmeﬂems the mean ranng forall rspnnﬂems by Census Block Group.
. ‘Sel;cted CCBGs were merged based on respam!ent distribution LBt I

- 4.2-5.0 Very Satisfied
~ Other (no responses)

A
LEGEND ;e
Mean rating “‘*‘g
on a 5-point scale, where: 5

ETC Institute (July 2010)
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GIS Maps: 2010 Riverside, MO DirectionFinder Survey

~ Q3b Value you receive from tax dollars =

LEGEND

Mean rating w*—z
on a 5-point scale, where: 5
- 1.0-1.8 Very Dissatisfied

[ 18-26Dissatisfied
l:l 2.6-3.4 Neutral
[ 3.4-4.2satisfied

st 2010 City of Riverside Co’mmunlty Survey 4.25.0 Very Satisfied
ST . Shading reflects the mean rating for al espondents by Census Block Group. Other (no responses)
- J "Selgmd CCBGs were merged based on respondent distribution

Q3¢ How weII City'-is"planirj'i':ng growth ,_f":

LEGEND
Mean rating “‘*‘g
on a 5-point scale, where: 5

- 1.0-1.8 Very Dissatisfied
[ 18-2.6Dissatisfied
| 26-34Neutral
s [ 3.4-425atisfied

~ 2010City of Riverside Community Survey 4:2:5.0 Very Satisied

. Shading reflects the mean rating for all respondents by Census Block Group. Other (no responses)

‘Selgmed CCBGs were merged based on respmmem distribution

ETC Institute (July 2010)
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GIS Maps: 2010 Riverside, MO DirectionFinder Survey

Q3d Quiality of life in city

LEGEND

Mean rating
on a 5-point scale, where: 5

- 1.0-1.8 Very Dissatisfied
[ 1.8-2.6 Dissatisfied
o 2.6-3.4 Neutral
e f {
3 [ 3.4-4.2 satisfied

T ;. { |
2010 City of Riverside Community Survey I 4.2-5.0 Very satisfied
. Shading reflects the mean rating for all respondents by Census Block Group. 338%5 Other (no responses)
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%SS% Other (no responses)

. Shading reflects the mean rating for all respondents by Census Block Group.
*Selected CBGs were merged based on respondent distribution
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Q3f Feeling of safety in the City

2010 City of Riverside Community Survey

. Shading reflects the mean rating for all respondents by Census Block Group.
*Selected CBGs were merged based on respondent distribution
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| 3.4-42satisfied
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. Shading reflects the mean rating for all respondents by Census Block Group.
*Selected CBGs were merged based on respondent distribution
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Q4b Visibility of police in retail areas

2010 City of Riverside Community Survey

. Shading reflects the mean rating for all respondents by Census Block Group.
*Selected CBGs were merged based on respondent distribution
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. Shading reflects the mean rating for all respondents by Census Block Group.
*Selected CBGs were merged based on respondent distribution
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Q4d Enforcement of traffic laws
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2010 City of Riverside Community Survey
. Shading reflects the mean rating for all respondents by Census Block Group.
*Selected CBGs were merged based on respondent distribution
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. Shading reflects the mean rating for all respondents by Census Block Group.
*Selected CBGs were merged based on respondent distribution
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QA4f Fire response to emergencies

2010 City of Riverside Community Survey

. Shading reflects the mean rating for all respondents by Census Block Group.
*Selected CBGs were merged based on respondent distribution
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. Shading reflects the mean rating for all respondents by Census Block Group.
*Selected CBGs were merged based on respondent distribution
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Q4h Quality of emergency management
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2010 City of Riveréide Community Survéy

. Shading reflects the mean rating for all respondents by Census Block Group.
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*Selected CBGs were merged based on respondent distribution
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*Selected CBGs were merged based on respondent distribution
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Q6a Maintenance major City streets

i -

2010 City of Riverside Community Survey
. Shading reflects the mean rating for all respondents by Census Block Group.
*Selected CBGs were merged based on respondent distribution
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. Shading reflects the mean rating for all respondents by Census Block Group.
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5 "QGC Maintenénce sidewalks in the City "
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2010 City of Riverside Community Survey
) . Shading reflects the mean rating for all respondents by Census Block Group.
"‘Selegmed CBGs were merged based on respgndem distribution

LEGEND

Mean rating
on a 5-point scale, where: 5

- 1.0-1.8 Very Dissatisfied

[ 18-26Dissatisfied
l:l 2.6-3.4 Neutral
[ 3.4-4.2satisfied
I 2.2-5.0 Very satisfied
- Other (no responses)

V_Q6d Maintenahce streetrsigns' and traffic ;

e

LEGEND

Mean rating
on a 5-point scale, where: 5

- 1.0-1.8 Very Dissatisfied

[ 18-2.6Dissatisfied
| 26-34Neutral
[ 3.4-42satisfied

. Shading reflects the mean rating for all respondents by Census Block Group.
*Selected CBGs were merged based on respondent distribution

2010 City of Riveréide Corhmunity Survéy

I 2.2-5.0 Very satisfied
| Other (no responses)

ETC Institute (July 2010)

Page 17



GIS Maps: 2010 Riverside, MO DirectionFinder Survey

Q6e Maintenance and preservation of downtown
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2010 City of Riverside Community Survey
. Shading reflects the mean rating for all respondents by Census Block Group.
*Selected CBGs were merged based on respondent distribution
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Q6f Maintenance of city buildings

—~

EE————
N

g

LEGEND

Mean rating
on a 5-point scale, where: 5

- 1.0-1.8 Very Dissatisfied

[ | 1.8-2.6 Dissatisfied
2.6-3.4 Neutral

| 3.4-42satisfied

2010 City of Riverside Community Survey
. Shading reflects the mean rating for all respondents by Census Block Group.
*Selected CBGs were merged based on respondent distribution
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Q6g Snow removal off major city streets

| LEGEND

2010 City of Riverside Community Survey

. Shading reflects the mean rating for al respondents by Census Block Group.
*Selected CBGs were merged based on respondent distribution
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. Shading reflects the mean rating for all respondents by Census Block Group.
*Selected CBGs were merged based on respondent distribution
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Q6i Cleanliness of City streets
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. Shading reflects the mean rating for al respondents by Census Block Group.

*Selected CBGs were merged based on respondent distribution
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. Shading reflects the mean rating for all respondents by Census Block Group.
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Q6k Mai‘ntenance of Cify's’ water and wastewater s))stem-
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2010 City of Riverside Community Survey
) . Shading reflects the mean. rating for all respondents by Census Elock Group. 2
*Selegmd CBGs were merged based on resp_undem distribution
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. Shading reflects the mean| rating for all respondents by Census Block Group.

*Selected CBGs were merged based on respondent distribution
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. Shading reflects the mean rating for all respondents by Census Block Group.
*Selegmd CBGs were merged based on resp_undem distribution

Q8v Level of public invofvement
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) . Shading reflects the mean| rating for all respondents by Census Block Group.
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~ Q8d User-friendliness of City website
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) . Shading reflects the mean. rating for all respondents by Census Elock Group. 2
*Sele;ﬁed CBGs were merged based on resppndem distribution
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Q8f Information through social media
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2010 City of Riveréide Community Survéy

. Shading reflects the mean rating for all respondents by Census Block Group.
*Selected CBGs were merged based on respondent distribution
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. Shading reflects the mean rating for all respondents by Census Block Group.
*Selected CBGs were merged based on respondent distribution
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Q9b Number of walking and biking trails
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. Shading reflects the mean rating for all respondents by Census Block Group.
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- *Selected CBGs were merged based on respondent distribution
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Q11d Adequacy of waste water collection
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- *Selected CBGs were merged based on respondent distribution
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Q12e Enforcing sign regulations
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. Shading reflects the mean rating for all respondents by Census Block Group.
*Selected CBGs were merged based on respondent distribution

LEGEND

Mean rating
on a 5-point scale, where: 5

- 1.0-1.8 Very Dissatisfied

[ 1.8-2.6 Dissatisfied
2.6-3.4 Neutral
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§§8§§§ Other (no responses)

Q15a Cliffview Bridge Improvements
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LEGEND

Mean rating
on a 5-point scale, where: 5

- 1.0-1.8 Very Dissatisfied

[ | 1.8-2.6 Dissatisfied

2.6-3.4 Neutral
| 3.4-42satisfied

2010 City of Riveréide Community Survéy

. Shading reflects the mean rating for all respondents by Census Block Group.

*Selected CBGs were merged based on respondent distribution
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%SS% Other (no responses)
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GIS Maps: 2010 Riverside, MO DirectionFinder Survey

Q15b Vivion Road West Improvements

LEGEND

Mean rating
on a 5-point scale, where: 5

- 1.0-1.8 Very Dissatisfied
1.8-2.6 Dissatisfied
2.6-3.4 Neutral
3.4-4.2 Satisfied

2010 City of Riverside Community Survey I 2.2-5.0 very satisfied

/-] other (no responses)

. Shading reflects the mean rating for al respondents by Census Block Group.

*Selected CBGs were merged based on respondent distribution

Q15c Welcome Plaza

| LEGEND

Mean rating
on a 5-point scale, where: 5

- 1.0-1.8 Very Dissatisfied
1.8-2.6 Dissatisfied

e -

2.6-3.4 Neutral
3.4-4.2 Satisfied

2010 City of Riverside Community Survey B +.2-5.0 very satisfied
%SS% Other (no responses)

. Shading reflects the mean rating for all respondents by Census Block Group.

*Selected CBGs were merged based on respondent distribution
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GIS Maps: 2010 Riverside, MO DirectionFinder Survey

Q15d Argosy Casino Parkway

LEGEND

Mean rating
on a 5-point scale, where: 5

- 1.0-1.8 Very Dissatisfied
1.8-2.6 Dissatisfied
2.6-3.4 Neutral
3.4-4.2 Satisfied

2010 City of Riverside Community Survey I 2.2-5.0 very satisfied

/-] other (no responses)

. Shading reflects the mean rating for al respondents by Census Block Group.

*Selected CBGs were merged based on respondent distribution

Q15e Healthy Citizens Initiative

| LEGEND

Mean rating
on a 5-point scale, where: 5

- 1.0-1.8 Very Dissatisfied
1.8-2.6 Dissatisfied

e -

2.6-3.4 Neutral
3.4-4.2 Satisfied

2010 City of Riverside Community Survey B +.2-5.0 very satisfied
%SS% Other (no responses)

. Shading reflects the mean rating for all respondents by Census Block Group.

*Selected CBGs were merged based on respondent distribution
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GIS Maps: 2010 Riverside, MO DirectionFinder Survey

Q27a My neighborhood need to be improved

el

2010 City of Riverside Community Survey

. Shading reflects the mean rating for all respondents by Census Block Group.
*Selected CBGs were merged based on respondent distribution

9
LEGEND I
Mean rating i *‘ x
on a 5-point scale, where: £

- 1.0-1.8 Strongly Disagree
1.8-2.6 Disagree
2.6-3.4 Neutral
3.4-4.2 Agree

- 4.2-5.0 Strongly Agree
Other (no responses)

Q27b Some housing in my neighborhood needs to be better maintained.

el

@
LEGEND »
Mean rating ko *‘ x
on a 5-point scale, where: 5

- 1.0-1.8 Strongly Disagree
1.8-2.6 Disagree
2.6-3.4 Neutral
3.4-4.2 Agree

2010 City of Riverside Community Survey

. Shading reflects the mean rating for all respondents by Census Block Group.
*Selected CBGs were merged based on respondent distribution
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GIS Maps: 2010 Riverside, MO DirectionFinder Survey

Q27e School district is a benefit
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Q27f My neighborhood is safe
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2010 City of Riverside Community Survey
) . Shading reflects the mean| rating for all respondents by Census Block Group. &
*Selected CBGs were merged based on respondent distribution
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DirectionFinder® Survey
Year 2010 Benchmarking Summary Report

Overview

ETC Institute's DirectionFinder® program was originally developed in 1999 to help community
leaders in Kansas and Missouri use statistically valid community survey data as a tool for making
better decisions.

Since November 1999, the survey has been administered in more than 200 cities and counties in 39
states. This report contains benchmarking data from three sources: (1) a national survey that was
administered by ETC Institute to a random sample of more than 4,300 U.S. residents in March 2010,
(2) a survey that was administered to 437 residents in the Kansas/Missouri Region in March 2010;
and 3) surveys that have been administered by ETC Institute in 40 communities in Kansas and
Missouri between January 2008 and May 2010. The Kansas City area communities represented in
this report include:

SISATVNY ONITIVINHONAL

e Blue Springs, Missouri e Lenexa, Kansas

e Bonner Springs, Kansas e Liberty, Missouri

e Butler, Missouri e Merriam, Kansas

e Clayton, Missouri e Mission, Kansas

e Columbia, Missouri e Olathe, Kansas

e Excelsior Springs, Missouri e Overland Park, Kansas
e Gardner, Kansas e Platte City, Missouri

e Gladstone, Missouri e Pleasant Hill, Missouri
e Grandview, Missouri e Raymore, Missouri

¢ Independence, Missouri e Raytown, Missouri

e Johnson County, Kansas e Roeland Park, Kansas
e Kansas City, Missouri e Shawnee, Kansas

e Lawrence, Kansas e Spring Hill, Kansas

e Leawood, Kansas e StJoseph

e Lee's Summit, Missouri e Unified Government

Local and National Benchmarks. The first set of charts on the following pages show how the
overall results for Riverside compare to the average level of satisfaction for the metropolitan Kansas
City area and the national average based on the results of a 2010 survey that was administered by
ETC Institute to a random sample of 4,377 U.S. residents.

Benchmarks - 2010 Riverside Page 1
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Kansas City Metro Benchmarks. The second set of charts show the highest, lowest, and average
(mean) levels of satisfaction in the 40 communities listed above for more than 30 areas of service
delivery. The mean rating is shown as a vertical line, which indicates the average level of
satisfaction for the metropolitan Kansas City area. The actual ratings for Riverside are listed to the

right of each chart. The dot on each bar shows how the results for Riverside compare to the other
communities in the Kansas City area where the DirectionFinder® survey has been administered.

VNV ONINdVINHONAA
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National Benchmarks

Note: The benchmarking data contained in this report is

protected intellectual property. Any reproduction of

the benchmarking information in this report by persons

or organizations not directly affiliated with the City of

St. Joseph is not authorized without written consent from

ETC Institute.

Overall Satisfaction with Various City Services
Riverside vs. Kansas/Missouri Region vs. the U.S

by percentage of respondents who rated the item 4 or 5 on a 5-point scale
where 5 was "very satisfied" and 1 was "very dissatisfied" (excluding don't knows)

83%
City communication with the public 50% |
46% | !

76%

Management of traffic flow & congestion 64% !
54% |

82%
Stormwater management 65% |
63% I
T T T |

88%
Parks/recreation programs & facilities 75%

72%,

83%
Customer service 50% : :
56% |
|
66% !
Enforcement of codes & ordinances 47% :
51% ! :

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

|-Riverside W Kansas/Missouri Region [JU.S. |

Source: 2010 ETC Institute
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Satisfaction with Issues that Influence
Perceptions of the City
Riverside vs. Kansas/Missouri Region vs. the U.S

by percentage of respondents who rated the item 4 or 5 on a 5-point scale
where 5 was "very satisfied" and 1 was "very dissatisfied" (excluding don't knows)

84%

Value received for City tax dollars/fees

Overall image of the community

71%
|

89%
Overall quality of life in the City 7%
80%

|

17%
Overall appearance of the City 70% :
70% |
L I I I |

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Source: 2010 ETC Institute HERiverside EKansas/Missouri Region CJU.S.

Overall Satisfaction with Public Safety
Riverside vs. Kansas/Missouri Region vs. the U.S

by percentage of respondents who rated the item 4 or 5 on a 5-point scale
where 5 was "very satisfied" and 1 was "very dissatisfied" (excluding don't knows)

Visibility of police in neighborhoods

Visibility of police in retail areas

Crime prevention

Enforcement of local traffic laws

Animal control

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

ERiverside MKansas/Missouri Region CJU.S.

Source: 2010 ETC Institute
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Overall Satisfaction with City Maintenance
Riverside vs. Kansas/Missouri Region vs. the U.S

by percentage of respondents who rated the item 4 or 5 on a 5-point scale
where 5 was "very satisfied" and 1 was "very di isfied" (excluding don't knows)

Maintenance of major City streets

Maintenance of neighborhood streets

Maintenance of sidewalks

Maintenance of City street signs/traffic signals

Snow removal on major City streets

86%
Snow removal on neighborhood streets

89%
67% |
_165% |

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Overall cleanliness of streets & public areas

|-Riverside WKansas/Missouri Region CJU.S. |

Source: 2010 ETC Institute

Overall Satisfaction with Parks and Recreation
Riverside vs. Kansas/Missouri Region vs. the U.S

by percentage of respondents who rated the item 4 or 5 on a 5-point scale
where 5 was "very satisfied" and 1 was "very dissatisfied" (excluding don't knows)

Maintenance of City parks/parks equipment

Number of City parks

Number of walking/biking trails

City swimming pools

Outdoor athletic fields

69%,
|

(]

City's youth athletic programs 70%

9%,

City's adult athletic programs

Ease of registering for programs

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100% 120%

|-Riverside W Kansas/Missouri Region CJU.S.

Source: 2010 ETC Institute

Benchmarks - 2010 Riverside Page 5



Overall Satisfaction with Code Enforcement
Riverside vs. Kansas/Missouri Region vs. the U.S

by percentage of respondents who rated the item 4 or 5 on a 5-point scale
where 5 was "very satisfied" and 1 was "very di isfied" (excluding don't knows)

Clean-up of litter/debris on private property

66%

Enforcing mowing of grass/weeds on private prop.

49% :
I

Residential property maint. in neighborhoods 48%

48% :
I

|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
:
62% |
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|

64%
Enforcement of sign regulations 159%
57%
L I I | |
0% 20% 40% 60% 80%

M Riverside MKansas/Missouri Region JU.S.

Source: 2010 ETC Institute

100%

Kansas City Area
Benchmarks

Source: 2010 ETC Institute
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in the Kansas City Area in 2010

by percentage of respondents who rated the item as a 4 or 5 on a 5-point scale

Overall Satisfaction With City Services

(ORiverside, MO

Police and Fire Services

|

|

|

|

|

|
Parks and recreation 31%
| | |
| | |

| |
Enforcement of City Codes/ordinances 28% * 73%
| | | |

| | \
579 I
| | |
|
l
| | | |
Customer service 32% *} 86%
l
Effectiveness of communication with the public 25% 3%

| | | |

Maintenance of streets/buildings/fac. | 18% *)83%
| | | |

Stormwater runoff/management 31% #}84%

969

D79

LOW----n- MEAN-------- HIGH
Source: 2010 ETC Institute

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

091%

0 88%

83%

83%

82%

—66%

82%

Perceptions that Kansas City Area Residents
Have of the City in Which They Live in 2010
by percentage of respondents who rated the item as a 4 or 5 on a 5-point scale
ORiverside, MO
| | | |
l l l l
|
Overall image of the City 22% 96%|79%
|
| | | |
| | | |
| | | |
| | | |
l l l l
|
Overall quality of life in the City 29% 97% 89%
|
| | | |
| | | |
| | | |
| | | |
| | | |
l l l l
|
Value received for tax dollars/fees 24% 84% 84%
*Riverside set a new : : : :
high - Value received | | | |
for city tax dollars and I I L L
foes went from Bl to. 0%  20%  40%  60%  80%  100%
Source: 2010 ETC Institute LOW----moev MEAN-------- HIGH
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Satisfaction with Maintenance Services Provided
by Cities in the Kansas City Area in 2010

by percentage of respondents who rated the item as a 4 or 5 on a 5-point scale

(ORiverside, MO

| | | |
420 N W 05% 89%
: | | |
|
Maintenance of major City Streets | 229 #_ 93% |88%
1 1 ‘ ‘
Maintenance of street signs/traffic signals ! 52% * 91p6 | 86%
1 1
Maintenance/preservation of downtown 23% * 86% 76%
: | | |
| | |
419 I )93% 929
|
|
Overall cleanliness of City streets/public areas 33% *] 93% |89%
| | |

Maintenance of sidewalks in the City | 21% 88% 79%

Maintenance of City buildings

Snow removal on major City streets

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

LOW---------| MEAN-------- HIGH
Source: 2010 ETC Institute

Satisfaction with Parks and Recreation Services
Provided by Cities in the Kansas City Area in 2010

by percentage of respondents who rated the item as a 4 or 5 on a 5-point scale

ORiverside, MO

| | |

Maintenance of City parks/parks equip. | 44% # 97% 90%
| | |
|

Number of walking and biking trails 17% # 88% 84%
| | | |

|
| | |
The number of City parks 31% * 85% 83%
| | |
Ease of registering for programs 26% ﬁ, 77% 69%
| | |

| | |
379 I W 82% | | 63%

|
|
|
:
| |
Fees charged for recreation programs 30% * 74% 1%
| | | |
|

City swimming pools 19% m 85% 70%

0% 20% 40% 60% 80%  100%

Outdoor athletic fields

Source: 2010 ETC Institute
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Satisfaction with Various Public Safety Services
Provided by Cities in the Kansas City Area in 2010

by percentage of respondents who rated the item as a 4 or 5 on a 5-point scale

ORIiverside, MO

| |
719 I W0 97% 90%
| |

|
|
|
:
|
529 I ) 94% | 919
|

|

|

|

|

|

|

|

:

| | |

33% *} 88% | 85%

| |

|
Visibility of police in neighborhoods | 41%\_} 87% 84%

| | | |

|

|

|

|

|

|

|

|

|

|

|

|

|

Overall quality of local fire services
Overall quality of local police services

The City's overall efforts to prevent crime

| | |
a4 I 5% | | 5%

419 I )52% 82%
| | |

) ~ Enforcement of local traffic laws
*Riverside set a new high - Enforcement of

local traffic laws went from 81% to 85%

Visibility of police in retail areas
*Riverside set a new high - Visibility of
police in retail went from 74% to 82%

Quality of animal control

369 I W 51% | | 66%

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Source: 2010 ETC Institute

Satisfaction with the Enforcement of Codes and
Ordinances by Cities in the Kansas City Area in 2010

by percentage of respondents who rated the item as a 4 or 5 on a 5-point scale

ORIiverside, MO

| | | |
Enforcing maintenance of business property 24% -, 77% 59%
| | |

Mowing of grass/weeds on private property | 19% 74% 66%

|
|
72% 69%

Enforcing clean up of litter and debris 21%
| |
| | | |
l l l l
| |
Residential property maint. in neighborhoods 24% 68% 62%
| | | |
l l l l
| |
Enforcing sign regulations 31% 76% 64%
| |
Il

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

L@ Werrd MEAN------ HIGH
Source: 2010 ETC Institute
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Satisfaction with the Various Aspects of City
Communications in 2010
by percentage of respondents who rated the item as a 4 or 5 on a 5-point scale
ORIiverside, MO
| | | |
l l l l
|
Information about City programs/services 30% 84% | |80%
|

| | | |
| | | |
| | | |
| | | |
| | | |
l ‘ ‘ l

City efforts to inform about local issues 30% 9% 79%
| |
*Riverside set a new high - City efforts to ! I I I
inform about local issues went from 78% to ! ! ! !
9% 1 1 1 1
| | | |
l l l
|

Public involvement in local decision-making 19% 2% : 62%
I I |
| | |
l l l l

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
LOW-----m-m- MEAN-------- HIGH
Source: 2010 ETC Institute
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Importance-Satisfaction Analysis
Riverside, Missouri

Overview

Today, city officials have limited resources which need to be targeted to activities that are of the
most benefit to their citizens. Two of the most important criteria for decision making are (1) to
target resources toward services of the highest importance to citizens; and (2) to target resources
toward those services where citizens are the least satisfied.

The Importance-Satisfaction (IS) rating is a unique tool that allows public officials to better
understand both of these highly important decision making criteria for each of the services they
are providing. The Importance-Satisfaction rating is based on the concept that cities will
maximize overall citizen satisfaction by emphasizing improvements in those service categories
where the level of satisfaction is relatively low and the perceived importance of the service is
relatively high.

Methodology

The rating is calculated by summing the percentage of responses for items selected as the first,
second, and third most important services for the City to emphasize over the next two years.
This sum is then multiplied by 1 minus the percentage of respondents that indicated they were
positively satisfied with the City's performance in the related area (the sum of the ratings of 4
and 5 on a 5-point scale excluding “don't knows”). “Don't know” responses are excluded from
the calculation to ensure that the satisfaction ratings among service categories are comparable.
[IS=Importance x (1-Satisfaction)].

Example of the Calculation. Respondents were asked to identify the major categories of city
services they thought should receive the most emphasis over the next two years. Nineteen
percent (19%) ranked the overall quality of City parks and recreation as one of the most
important service to emphasize over the next two years.

With regard to satisfaction, parks and recreation was ranked third overall with 88% rating parks
and recreation as a “4” or a “5” on a 5-point scale excluding “Don't know” responses. The I-S
rating for parks and recreation was calculated by multiplying the sum of the most important
percentages by 1 minus the sum of the satisfaction percentages. In this example, 19% was
multiplied by 12% (1-0.88). This calculation yielded an I-S rating of 0.0228, which was ranked
seventh out of twelve major service categories.

Importance-Satisfaction Analysis Page 1



The maximum rating is 1.00 and would be achieved when 100% of the respondents select an
activity as one of their top three choices to emphasize over the next two years and 0% indicate
that they are positively satisfied with the delivery of the service.

The lowest rating is 0.00 and could be achieved under either one of the following two situations:

e if 100% of the respondents were positively satisfied with the delivery of the service

e if none (0%) of the respondents selected the service as one of the three most important areas
for the City to emphasize over the next two years.

Interpreting the Ratings

Ratings that are greater than or equal to 0.20 identify areas that should receive significantly more
emphasis over the next two years. Ratings from .10 to .20 identify service areas that should
receive increased emphasis. Ratings less than .10 should continue to receive the current level of
emphasis.

e Definitely Increase Emphasis (1S>=0.20)

e Increase Current Emphasis (0.10<=15<0.20)

e Maintain Current Emphasis (15<0.10)

The results for Riverside are provided on the following pages.
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Importance-Satisfaction Rating

City of Riverside
OVERALL

Most Importance-

Most Important Satisfaction Satisfaction Satisfaction
Category of Service Important % Rank % Rank Rating I-S Rating Rank
Medium Priority (IS <.10)
Enforcement of codes and ordinances 23% 4 66% 12 0.0782 1
Overall flow of traffic and congestion management 29% 1 76% 9 0.0696 2
Effectiveness of community planning/development 26% 3 76% 10 0.0624 3
Maintenance of City streets/buildings/facilities 28% 2 82% 7 0.0504 4
Overall quality of water/sewer utilities 20% 6 74% 11 0.0385 5
Effectiveness of communication with the public 15% 8 83% 5 0.0255 6
Overall quality of City parks and recreation 19% 7 88% 3 0.0228 7
Quiality storm water runoff/stormwater management 12% 10 82% 8 0.0216 8
Overall quality of police services 22% 5 91% 1 0.0198 9
Overall quality of customer service 9% 11 83% 6 0.0153 10
Overall quality of fire services 12% 9 90% 2 0.0120 11
Overall quality of ambulance services 5% 12 85% 4 0.0075 12

Note: The I-S Rating is calculated by multiplying the "Most Important" % by (1-'Satisfaction' %)

Most Important %:

Satisfaction %:

© 2010 DirectionFinder by ETC Institute

Importance-Satisfaction Analysis

The "Most Important" percentage represents the sum of the first, second, and third
most important responses for each item. Respondents were asked to identify
the items they thought should receive the most emphasis over the next two years.

The "Satisfaction" percentage represents the sum of the ratings "4" and "5" excluding ‘don't knows."
Respondents ranked their level of satisfaction with the each of the items on a scale
of 1 to 5 with "5" being very satisfied and "1" being very dissatisfied.
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Importance-Satisfaction Rating
City of Riverside
PUBLIC SAFETY

Most Importance-
Most Important Satisfaction Satisfaction [-S Rating

Category of Service Important % Rank Satisfaction % Rank Rating Rank
Medium Priority (IS <.10)
Quality of animal control 29% 3 66% 9 0.0986 1
City's overall efforts to prevent crime 36% 1 85% 3 0.0540 2
Visibility of police in neighborhoods 31% 2 84% 5 0.0496 3
Quality of emergency management 21% 4 80% 8 0.0420 4
Visibility of police in retail areas 18% 5 82% 6 0.0324 5
Ambulance personnel response to emergencies 15% 9 82% 7 0.0270 6
Enforcement of local traffic laws 16% 8 85% 4 0.0240 7
Fire department response to emergencies 17% 6 87% 2 0.0221 8
Police personnel response to emergencies 17% 7 89% 1 0.0187 9
Note: The I-S Rating is calculated by multiplying the "Most Important" % by (1-'Satisfaction' %)
Most Important %: The "Most Important" percentage represents the sum of the first, second, and third

most important responses for each item. Respondents were asked to identify

the items they thought should receive the most emphasis over the next two years.
Satisfaction %: The "Satisfaction" percentage represents the sum of the ratings "4" and "5" excluding ‘don't knows."

Respondents ranked their level of satisfaction with the each of the items on a scale
of 1 to 5 with "5" being very satisfied and "1" being very dissatisfied.

© 2010 DirectionFinder by ETC Institute
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Importance-Satisfaction Rating
City of Riverside
CITY MAINTENANCE

Most Most Importance-

Important Important Satisfaction Satisfaction I-S Rating
Category of Service % Rank  Satisfaction % Rank Rating Rank
Medium Priority (IS <.10)
Maintenance/preservation of downtown 24% 2 76% 10 0.0576 1
Maintenance of City's water and wastewater systems  20% 5 76% 11 0.0480 2
Maintenance of streets in your neighborhood 26% 1 82% 7 0.0468 3
Maintenance of sidewalks in the City 19% 7 79% 9 0.0399 4
Snow removal on neighborhood streets 23% 4 86% 5 0.0322 5
Maintenance of major City streets 24% 3 88% 4 0.0288 6
Maintenance of storm water drainage system 13% 9 81% 8 0.0247 7
Overall cleanliness of streets/public areas 17% 8 89% 2 0.0187 8
Snow removal on major City streets 20% 6 92% 1 0.0160 9
Maintenance of City street signs/traffic signals 9% 10 86% 6 0.0126 10
Maintenance of City buildings 6% 11 89% 3 0.0066 11
Note: The I-S Rating is calculated by multiplying the "Most Important" % by (1-'Satisfaction' %)
Most Important %: The "Most Important” percentage represents the sum of the first, second, and third

most important responses for each item. Respondents were asked to identify

the items they thought should receive the most emphasis over the next two years.
Satisfaction %: The "Satisfaction" percentage represents the sum of the ratings "4" and "5" excluding 'don't knows

Respondents ranked their level of satisfaction with the each of the items on a scale
of 1 to 5 with "5" being very satisfied and "1" being very dissatisfied.
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Importance-Satisfaction Rating
City of Riverside
PARKS and RECREATION

Most Importance-

Most Important Satisfaction  Satisfaction Satisfaction I-S Rating
Category of Service Important % Rank % Rank Rating Rank
Medium Priority (IS <.10)
The City's youth athletic programs 22% 3 61% 9 0.0858 1
Programs for Seniors 20% 4 63% 7 0.0740 2
Outdoor athletic fields 15% 7 63% 8 0.0555 3
City Swimming Pool 17% 5 70% 5 0.0510 4
The City's adult athletic programs 12% 8 61% 10 0.0468 5
Number of walking and biking trails 22% 2 84% 2 0.0352 6
Maintenance of City parks/parks equipment 31% 1 90% 1 0.0310 7
The number of City parks 16% 6 83% 3 0.0272 8
Ease of registering for programs 8% 10 69% 6 0.0248 9
Fees that are charged for recreation programs 8% 9 71% 4 0.0232 10

Note: The I-S Rating is calculated by multiplying the "Most Important" % by (1-'Satisfaction' %)
Most Important %: The "Most Important" percentage represents the sum of the first, second, and third
most important responses for each item. Respondents were asked to identify

the items they thought should receive the most emphasis over the next two years.

Satisfaction %: The "Satisfaction" percentage represents the sum of the ratings "4" and "5" excluding ‘don't knows."
Respondents ranked their level of satisfaction with the each of the items on a scale
of 1 to 5 with "5" being very satisfied and "1" being very dissatisfied.
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Importance-Satisfaction Rating

City of Riverside
Code Enforcement

Most Most Importance-

Important Important Satisfaction Satisfaction Satisfaction I-S Rating
Category of Service % Rank % Rank Rating Rank
High Priority (IS .10-.20)
Residential property maintenance in neighborhoods 41% 2 62% 4 0.1558 1
Enforcing the clean up of litter and debris 44% 1 69% 1 0.1364 2
Mowing of grass/weeds on private property 40% 3 66% 2 0.1360 3
Enforcing the maintenance of business property 32% 4 59% 5 0.1312 4
Medium Priority (IS <.10)
Enforcing sign regulations 21% 5 64% 3 0.0756 5

Note: The I-S Rating is calculated by multiplying the "Most Important" % by (1-'Satisfaction' %)

Most Important %:

Satisfaction %:

© 2010 DirectionFinder by ETC Institute

Importance-Satisfaction Analysis

The "Most Important” percentage represents the sum of the first, second, and third
most important responses for each item. Respondents were asked to identify
the items they thought should receive the most emphasis over the next two years.

The "Satisfaction" percentage represents the sum of the ratings "4" and "5" excluding 'don't knows
Respondents ranked their level of satisfaction with the each of the items on a scale
of 1 to 5 with "5" being very satisfied and "1" being very dissatisfied.
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2010 Riverside, MO DirectionFinder® Survey Results

Q1. Please rate your overall satisfaction with each of the following services provided by the City of
Riverside or other agencies. Please rate each item on a scale of 1 to 5 where "'5" means '"Very Satisfied"'
and ""1" means ""Very Dissatisfied."

(N=401)
Very Very Not
Satisfied  Satisfied Neutral  Dissatisfied Dissatisfied Provided
5 4 3 2 1 9

Q1a Overall quality of police services 50.1% 36.4% 5.2% 1.7% 1.2% 5.2%
Q1b Overall quality of fire services 45.6% 26.4% 6.7% 0.7% 0.5% 20.0%
Q1c Overall quality of ambulance services 38.2% 21.7% 9.2% 0.5% 1.2% 29.2%
Q1d Overall quality of city parks and

recreation programs and facilities 48.1% 33.4% 9.7% 1.5% 0.0% 7.2%
Q1e Overall maintenance of city streets,

buildings and facilities 46.6% 32.9% 12.0% 4.2% 1.2% 3.0%
Q1f Overall quality of water/sewer utilities 34.4% 35.2% 14.7% 6.5% 3.5% 5.7%
Q1g Overall enforcement of city codes and

ordinances 27.4% 30.9% 18.5% 6.7% 3.7% 12.7%
Q1h Overall quality of customer service you

receive from city employees 40.9% 34.7% 12.0% 2.2% 1.0% 9.2%
Q1i Overall effectiveness of city

communication with the public 42.6% 37.4% 11.5% 4.2% 0.7% 3.5%
Q1] Overall effectiveness of community

Planning and development 33.9% 33.9% 16.2% 4.0% 2.0% 10.0%
Q1k Overall quality of the city's storm water

runoff/stormwater management system 36.2% 36.7% 12.5% 2.5% 1.0% 11.2%
Q11 Overall flow of traffic and congestion

management in Riverside 29.9% 43.4% 13.7% 8.0% 2.2% 2.7%
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2010 Riverside, MO DirectionFinder® Survey Results

Q1. Please rate your overall satisfaction with each of the following services provided by the City of
Riverside or other agencies. Please rate each item on a scale of 1 to 5 where ''5" means '"Very Satisfied"'
and "1 means ""Very Dissatisfied." (excluding “not provided™)

(N=401)
Very Very
Satisfied Satisfied Neutral  Dissatisfied Dissatisfied
5 4 3 2 1

Q1a Overall quality of police services 52.9% 38.4% 5.5% 1.8% 1.3%
Q1b Overall quality of fire services 57.0% 33.0% 8.4% 0.9% 0.6%
Q1c Overall quality of ambulance services 53.9% 30.6% 13.0% 0.7% 1.8%
Q1d Overall quality of city parks and

recreation programs and facilities 51.9% 36.0% 10.5% 1.6% 0.0%
Q1e Overall maintenance of city streets,

buildings and facilities 48.1% 33.9% 12.3% 4.4% 1.3%
Q1f Overall quality of water/sewer utilities 36.5% 37.3% 15.6% 6.9% 3.7%
Q1g Overall enforcement of city codes and

ordinances 31.4% 35.4% 21.1% 7.7% 4.3%
Q1h Overall quality of customer service you

receive from city employees 45.1% 38.2% 13.2% 2.5% 1.1%
Q1i Overall effectiveness of city

communication with the public 44.2% 38.8% 11.9% 4.4% 0.8%
Q1] Overall effectiveness of community

Planning and development 37.7% 37.7% 18.0% 4.4% 2.2%
Q1k Overall quality of the city's storm water

runoff/stormwater management system 40.7% 41.3% 14.0% 2.8% 1.1%
Q11 Overall flow of traffic and congestion

management in Riverside 30.8% 44.6% 14.1% 8.2% 2.3%
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2010 Riverside, MO DirectionFinder® Survey Results

02. Which THREE of these items do you think should receive the most emphasis from City leaders over
the next TWO years?

Q2 Most Emphasis Number Percent
Overall quality of police services 40 10.0 %
Overall quality of fire services 7 1.7%
Overall quality of ambulance services 4 1.0%
Overall quality of parks and recreation programs and

facilities 20 5.0 %
Overall maintenance of city streets, buildings and facilities 52 13.0%
Overall quality of water/sewer utilities 41 10.2 %
Overall enforcement of city codes and ordinances 36 9.0 %
Overall quality of customer service you receive from city

employees 14 35%
Overall effectiveness of city communications with the public 14 35%
Overall effectiveness of community Planning and

development 42 10.5%
Overall quality of the city's storm water runoff/stormwater

management system 17 42 %
Overall flow of traffic and congestion management in

Riverside 42 10.5 %
None Chosen 72 18.0 %
Total 401 100.0 %

02. Which THREE of these items do you think should receive the most emphasis from City leaders over
the next TWO years?

Q2 Second Most Emphasis Number Percent
Overall quality of police services 32 8.0%
Overall quality of fire services 25 6.2%
Overall quality of ambulance services 3 0.7%
Overall quality of parks and recreation programs and

facilities 28 7.0 %
Overall maintenance of city streets, buildings and facilities 33 8.2%
Overall quality of water/sewer utilities 26 6.5 %
Overall enforcement of city codes and ordinances 32 8.0 %
Overall quality of customer service you receive from city

employees 9 22%
Overall effectiveness of city communications with the public 22 55%
Overall effectiveness of community Planning and

development 30 75%
Overall quality of the city's storm water runoff/stormwater

management system 12 3.0%
Overall flow of traffic and congestion management in

Riverside 41 10.2 %
None Chosen 108 26.9 %
Total 401 100.0 %
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2010 Riverside, MO DirectionFinder® Survey Results

02. Which THREE of these items do you think should receive the most emphasis from City leaders over
the next TWO years?

Q2 Third Most Emphasis Number Percent
Overall quality of police services 17 4.2%
Overall quality of fire services 17 4.2 %
Overall quality of ambulance services 12 3.0%
Overall quality of parks and recreation programs and

facilities 28 7.0%
Overall maintenance of city streets, buildings and facilities 28 7.0%
Overall quality of water/sewer utilities 15 3.7%
Overall enforcement of city codes and ordinances 22 55%
Overall quality of customer service you receive from city

employees 12 3.0%
Overall effectiveness of city communications with the public 23 57%
Overall effectiveness of community Planning and

development 32 8.0 %
Overall quality of the city's storm water runoff/stormwater

management system 19 47 %
Overall flow of traffic and congestion management in

Riverside 32 8.0 %
None Chosen 144 35.9 %
Total 401 100.0 %

02. Which THREE of these items do you think should receive the most emphasis from City leaders over
the next TWO years? (Top 3)

Q2 Sum of top three choices Number Percent
Overall quality of police services 89 22.2%
Overall quality of fire services 49 122 %
Overall quality of ambulance services 19 4.7 %
Overall quality of parks and recreation programs and

facilities 76 19.0%
Overall maintenance of city streets, buildings and facilities 113 28.2%
Overall quality of water/sewer utilities 82 20.4 %
Overall enforcement of city codes and ordinances 90 224 %
Overall quality of customer service you receive from city

employees 35 8.7%
Overall effectiveness of city communications with the public 59 14.7 %
Overall effectiveness of community Planning and

development 104 25.9%
Overall quality of the city's storm water runoff/stormwater

management system 48 12.0%
Overall flow of traffic and congestion management in

Riverside 115 28.7 %
None Chosen 72 18.0 %
Total 951
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2010 Riverside, MO DirectionFinder® Survey Results

03. Some items that may influence your perception of the City of Riverside are listed below. Please rate
each item on a scale of 1 to 5 where 5 means ""Very Satisfied'" and 1 means ""Very Dissatisfied.""

(N=401)
Very Very Not
Satisfied Satisfied Neutral  Dissatisfied Dissatisfied Provided
5 4 3 2 1 9

Q3a Overall image of the City 29.7% 48.4% 15.7% 4.7% 0.5% 1.0%
Q3b Overall value that you receive for your

tax dollars and fees 34.7% 44.4% 12.0% 2.7% 0.7% 5.5%
Q3c How well the City is managing and

planning growth and development 31.7% 37.4% 18.0% 4.0% 2.5% 6.5%
Q3d Overall quality of life in the City 39.7% 47.6% 9.5% 1.2% 0.2% 1.7%
Q3e Overall appearance of the City 31.9% 44.6% 16.2% 6.7% 0.2% 0.2%
Q3f Overall feeling of safety in the City 44.1% 40.1% 11.5% 3.2% 0.5% 0.5%

03. Some items that may influence your perception of the City of Riverside are listed below. Please rate
each item on a scale of 1 to 5 where 5 means ""Very Satisfied'" and 1 means ""Very Dissatisfied.""
(excluding “not provided™)

(N=401)
Very Very
Satisfied Satisfied Neutral ~ Dissatisfied Dissatisfied
5 4 3 2 1

Q3a Overall image of the City 30.0% 48.9% 15.9% 4.8% 0.5%
Q3b Overall value that you receive for your

tax dollars and fees 36.7% 47.0% 12.7% 2.9% 0.8%
Q3c How well the City is managing and

planning growth and development 33.9% 40.0% 19.2% 4.3% 2.7%
Q3d Overall quality of life in the City 40.4% 48.5% 9.6% 1.3% 0.3%
Q3e Overall appearance of the City 32.0% 44.8% 16.3% 6.8% 0.3%
Q3f Overall feeling of safety in the City 44.4% 40.4% 11.5% 3.3% 0.5%
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