Text and graphics outside of North Highline Questionnaire


1. Public Survey

To identify the key issues on the minds of North Highline residents and businesses regarding governance preferences, we conducted a statistically valid survey of North Highline households.  The survey assessed the community’s preference of the governance alternatives as well as its satisfaction with present delivery of services, affinity towards surrounding cities, and residents’ demographics.

Survey Preparation and Data Collection 

In performing our survey, we used a methodology designed to reach the broadest, most representative sample of households, providing the needed information in the most cost-effective manner.  This methodology involved the following steps:

1. Identify households within North Highline;

2. In conjunction with the North Highline Community Advisory Panel (CAP), develop a brief survey addressing the above-mentioned issues;

3. Pre-test the survey through a sample of up to 45 respondents (as identified by the CAP members);

4. Revise the survey based on feedback from the pre-test;

5. Administer the survey
 by mail to a statistically valid sample of 1,775 North Highline residents; and

6. Enter, clean, and analyze the data.

Sample

We identified a random sample totaling 2,058
 residents in the North Highline area.  We mailed surveys to all residents on March 17, 1999.  By April 7, we had received 157 completed surveys, with 266 surveys returned by the US Postal service as undeliverable.  Due to the low response rate, we sent a second survey to each address that had not responded and to which the previous survey had not been returned undeliverable.  In addition, we modified the survey to include “or Current Resident” on the address label. 

Seventeen surveys came back as undeliverable from the second mailing.  We assume the total number of contacted residents to be 1,775.  By the closing date (May 5, 1999), we received a total of 249 completed surveys.  This results in a response rate of 14%.  Given the North Highline estimated population of 30,500, this results in a ± 6.2 per cent margin of error.

A 14% response rate, although not unusual for mail surveys, is lower than we anticipated.  This may suggest that future governance is not a salient issue with North Highline residents at this time.  While conclusions may be drawn from this survey with statistical certainty, we caution against inferring what governance preferences this population may show in the future.  As additional information becomes available (for example, financial information about the different annexation cities), public opinion may shift.

Data Processing and Analysis

Data processing consisted of sorting and organizing returned surveys; coding and entering quantitative responses; performing response range checks on quantitative variables in order to check for miscoded variables; and finally cleaning the data file.  We conducted our statistical analyses using SPSS (Statistical Package for the Social Sciences).

Statistical techniques employed include simple frequency analysis of all variables. Additionally, we examined associations between independent (socio-demographic) variables and dependant variables using stratified (cross-tabulated) frequency tables.  We used the Cramer’s V statistic to test for significance.
 

To examine the correlation between respondents’ satisfaction with and evaluation of importance of a series of public service and community elements, we performed a gap analysis.  For each element, we determined a mean satisfaction score and a mean importance score and reported the difference between the two.  Further details about this technique are provided in the Results section.

Sample Characteristics

Two hundred forty-nine people returned completed surveys.  The majority of respondents are Caucasian (84%) and male (60%).  The respondents are typically older (35% are at least sixty-five years of age).  Most own their home (82%) and are registered to vote (88%), while relatively few (9%) own a business in North Highline.

The North Highline area encompasses five census tracts, and partially includes areas in another five tracts; in all, North Highline includes 10 census tracts.  We received responses from all ten census tracts.  We then combined census tracts into three broad zones, designated as Northwest, Southwest, and East North Highline.  Mirroring the relative areas of the zones, about half (48%) of the respondents live in East North Highline; 38% live in the Southwest and 14% in the Northwest.

The distribution of socio-demographic elements in the sample population, shown in Table 1, differs in several ways from the general population, as described in the 1990 United States Census
 and the Community Profile
.  The sample population is skewed towards male gender, Caucasian ethnicity, 65 years of age and older, and homeowners.  When associations between socio-demographic elements and governance preferences were statistically examined, none were found.  It would be expected then, that even if the sample had been weighted along population socio-demographic lines, the conclusions would not be altered.

Table 1: Characteristics of North Highline Survey Sample (N=249)** and the North Highline Population, as Described in the 1990 Census and the Community Profile

Survey Respondents
Community


%
N
%

Gender:                                             Female
40%
94
50%*

Male
60%
143
50%






Ethnicity:        African American (Black)
2%
4
4%†

Asian/Pacific Islander
10%
23
13%

Caucasian (White)
84%
194
78%

Other
4%
11
5%






 Age Category:                   Under 65 years
65%
85
84%†

65 years and over
35%
157
16%






Residential area:                                   NW
14%
35
n.a.‡

SW
38%
95
n.a.

East
48%
119
n.a.






Home Owners (vs. renters)
82%
203
53%*

NH Business Owners
8%
21
n.a.

Registered Voters
88%
212
n.a.

Residency in NH:               5 years or less
21%
50
n.a.

6 years or more
79%
186
n.a.

* 1990 Census information     † Community Profile information     ‡ Information not available from either source

** ‘N’ indicates the total number of survey respondents.

Results and Discussion

Satisfaction With and Importance of Selected Public Service and Community Elements

Satisfaction

We asked respondents about their level of satisfaction with a series of public service and community elements: water, sewer/septic, storm water/drainage, library, parks and recreation, police department, fire/emergency medical, road and sidewalk construction/maintenance, schools, tax rate, community image, and the ability to finance public works.  Respondents reported their satisfaction with each element as high, medium, or low, or claimed no opinion.  The distribution of responses to this question is shown in Table 2.

Respondents are particularly satisfied with the fire and emergency medical services in North Highline (66% indicated a high satisfaction level).  Respondents are also reasonably satisfied with the police department, water system, sewer/septic system, library, and roads and sidewalk construction/maintenance (42% to 50% indicated high satisfaction with these services).  Residents are notably dissatisfied, however, with North Highline’s ability to finance public works and the community’s image (7% and 5% high satisfaction levels, respectively).  The large number of people indicating no opinion, or not indicating anything for the “ability to finance public works” (43%), may indicate that some respondents were not comfortable with their knowledge of the area’s financial position, or it might reflect a general lack of understanding of the term.

Table 2: Respondents’ Satisfaction with Public Service and Community Elements of North Highline (N=249)

Public Service and 

Community Elements
Satisfaction



High
Medium
Low
No opinion or missing

Water system
49%
38%
6%
7%

Sewer/septic system
42%
36%
8%
14%

Storm water/drainage
27%
39%
26%
8%

Library
45%
37%
6%
11%

Parks and recreation
24%
49%
15%
12%

Police department
50%
36%
6%
8%

Fire/Emergency Medical
66%
24%
2%
9%

Road and sidewalk construction/maintenance
42%
43%
9%
6%

Schools
18%
37%
18%
27%

Tax rate
17%
43%
26%
14%

Community image
5%
38%
45%
12%

Ability to finance public works
7%
31%
22%
40%

Importance

We also asked respondents how important the same series of public service and community elements would be in influencing their decision about North Highline governance.  Similar to satisfaction, they evaluated the importance of each element as high, medium, or low, or claimed no opinion.  The distribution of responses is shown in Table 3.

Respondents are particularly concerned about the fire/emergency medical services (83% indicated high importance) and the police department (81% rated high importance).  The water system, sewer/septic system, storm water/drainage, library, roads and sidewalks, schools, tax rate, and community image are also considered as important, with at least 50% of respondents designating these elements as highly important.  Respondents are less concerned about parks and recreation and ability to finance public works  (39% indicated high importance for each).

Table 3: Respondents’ Rating of Importance of Public Service and Community Elements when Considering North Highline’s Future Governance (N=249)

Public Service and Community Elements
Satisfaction



High
Medium
Low
 No opinion or missing

Water system
58%
24%
8%
10%

Sewer/septic system
51%
27%
8%
14%

Storm water/drainage
52%
30%
7%
10%

Library
51%
29%
8%
12%

Parks and recreation
39%
44%
4%
13%

Police department
81%
12%
1%
6%

Fire/Emergency Medical
83%
9%
2%
6%

Road and sidewalk construction/maintenance
55%
35%
2%
8%

Schools
53%
25%
7%
15%

Tax rate
52%
33%
4%
11%

Community image
51%
33%
6%
9%

Ability to finance public works
39%
37%
4%
20%

Gap Analysis

Examination of the differences between levels of satisfaction and degrees of importance for each of the elements points towards areas of service which exceed, meet, or do not meet community expectations.  Average satisfaction and importance ratings were determined for each of the elements by assigning the number 3 to a “high” response, 2 to a “medium”, and 1 to a “low” response.  No opinion and missing responses were not included in the analysis. The “gap”, or the difference between satisfaction and importance, was calculated by subtracting the importance score from the satisfaction score.  The more negative the resulting gap score, the less likely the service element meets expectations.  Figure 1 illustrates the average satisfaction, importance, and gap scores for each element.

Figure 1:
Satisfaction vs. Importance of Public Service and Community Elements in North Highline (N=249)
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For every element measured, importance exceeds satisfaction.  The largest (most negative) gap score is for community image, followed by ability to finance public works, tax rate, schools, and storm water/drainage.

As noted above in the Importance section, respondents indicate that in particular the fire/emergency medical services and police department, as well as water system, sewer/septic system, storm water/drainage, library, roads and sidewalks, schools, tax rate, and community image, are highly important considerations for North Highline’s future governance.  Current relatively high satisfaction rates with police and fire/emergency medical services account for the relatively small gap score for these elements.  Residents’ current low satisfaction levels with the community image, the ability to finance public works, and the tax rate, when compared against these elements’ perceived importance, indicates that these are additional opportunities for improvement as North Highline’s governance changes.

Future Governance Options

Respondents’ Choices

We asked respondents a series of questions related to future governance options.  If they had to choose today, the majority of respondents (66%)  would choose stay as it is over annexing to another city (26%).  Incorporation was very unpopular; only 8% would choose it.  If staying as it is were not an option, respondents again overwhelmingly chose annexation (75%) over incorporation (25%).  When asked to which city their neighborhood should annex, 40% chose Burien.  The remaining choices were split between SeaTac (17%) and Seattle (15%), with Tukwila being the least popular choice at 11%.  About as many people had no preference (16%) as those who chose either Seattle or SeaTac.  When we turned the question around, asking to which city the neighborhood should NOT annex, Burien again emerged as the least unpopular, i.e. best, annexation choice.  People felt most strongly about not annexing to SeaTac (57% are against it); Seattle and Tukwila were identified as poor choices by 39% and 47%, respectively.  Table 4 summarizes respondents’ future governance preferences.

Table 4: Respondents’ Future Governance Preferences for North Highline (N=249)

Question
%
N





Best Choice for Future:                                   Annex
26%
62

Incorporate
8%
19

Stay as is
66%
157





If “Stay as is” were not an option:                Annex
75%
163

Incorporate
25%
53





Annex to Which City:                                    Burien
40%
96

SeaTac
17%
39

Seattle
15%
34

Tukwila
11%
26

No preference
16%
36





Do not annex to: *                                            Burien
23%
58

SeaTac
57%
143

Seattle
39%
97

Tukwila
47%
117

No objections to any city
12%
29

* Since respondents were allowed to choose more than one city, sum of percentages exceeds 100.

We then asked respondents to indicate for which reasons they had selected their choice annexation city.  Table 5 shows the reasons for choosing each city, ranked from most to least popular.

Table 5:
Reasons Why North Highline Respondents Indicated a City as Best Annexation Choice (by indicated city)
Burien (N=96)

Reasons 1-5:
%

Reasons 6-10:
%

1. Roads/sidewalks
61%

6. Parks/recreation
33%

2. Fire/EMS
54%

7. Public utilities
30%

3. Police Department
52%

8. Tax rate
29%

4. Library
51%

9. Community image
18%

5. Finance public works 
43%

10. Identify with city
13%



SeaTac (N=39)

Reasons 1-5:
%

Reasons 6-10:
%

1. Roads/sidewalks
84%

6. Finance public works
54%

2. Fire/EMS
73%

7. Parks/recreation
51%

3. Police department
70%

8. Tax rate
49%

4. Public utilities
62%

9. Identify with city
41%

5. Library
54%

10. Community image
35%







Seattle (N=34)

Reasons 1-5:
%

Reasons 6-10:
%

1. Police department 
60%

6. Public utilities
40%

2. Fire/EMS       
57%

7. Parks/recreation
40%

3. Roads/Sidewalks 
50%

8. Finance public works
40%

4. Library           
47%

9. Tax rate
37%

5. Identify with city     
43%

10. Community image
23%



Tukwila (N=26)

Reasons 1-5:
%

Reasons 6-10:
%

1. Police department 
52%

6. Tax Rate
40%

2. Finance public works 
48%

7. Parks/recreation
36%

3. Community image  
44%

8. Fire/EMS
36%

4. Identify with city 
44%

9. Roads/sidewalks
36%

5. Library 
40%

10. Public utilities
32%

No particular reasons stand out as strong determining factors.  Consistent with the importance ranking, fire/EMS, police department, and roads/sidewalks are the top three reasons for choosing Burien, SeaTac and Seattle.  For Burien, the most popular annexation city, community image and identification with the city rank last; these reasons enjoy the lowest support of all reasons for all cities combined.  The relative low ranking of identification with a city, and the image of the community reinforces what respondents’ suggested with the importance ranking; North Highline residents are basing their decisions on material, measurable services rather than intangible concepts.

Role of Socio-demographic Factors

Using a statistical test for association
, we conducted further analyses on key governance variables to see whether respondent’s gender, age category, ethnicity, geographic zone, or length of residence in North Highline had any relation to the preferences he or she disclosed.  We found no relationship between a respondent’s governance choices and gender or geographic zone.  Due to the low numbers of African American, Native American, and Latino/a respondents, we were unable to perform statistical analysis of all ethnicities.  In addition, no generalizations can be made about these ethnic groups’ governance preferences.  Although insufficient numbers of Asian/Pacific Islanders’ responses makes generalization about this group difficult as well, it appears that Burien is their first choice.  Using an alternative approach, if we split the sample into two ethnic groups, Caucasian and Non-Caucasian, analysis of ethnicity may be performed with statistical validity.  Using this approach, we find no significant difference between Caucasian and Non-Caucasian governance preferences.

No statistically significant differences related to governance preferences, including annexation city of choice, can be found based on the respondents’ geographic zone of residence, as may be seen in Table 6.

Table 6:
Best Annexation City Choice, by Respondent Geographic Zone*

Geographic Zone
Overall


NW (N=32)
SW (N=89)
East (N=110)
(All zones) (N=231)

Burien
41%
45%
39%
42%

SeaTac
22%
15%
17%
17%

Seattle
19%
15%
14%
14%

Tukwila
6%
6%
17%
11%

No preference
12%
20%
13%
16%

Cramer’s =V 0.150, approx. sig. =0.24

The age of the respondent and the length he or she has resided in North Highline  has an effect on the strength of governance preferences.
  People 65 years and above are even more likely to choose stay as it is, although even among the younger age groups, stay as it is remains the first choice.  Similarly, people who have lived in North Highline 5 years or more are even more likely to choose stay as it is, although even those who have been here for a shorter duration select stay as it is as their first choice.
  Annexation city choices are the same regardless of age or residence length.

Conclusions

A statistically valid survey of North Highline residents suggests that the majority want North Highline to continue being governed as it is presently.  However, faced with choosing between annexation and incorporation, the community overwhelmingly favors annexation.  This preference is seen regardless of gender, age, ethnicity, or residential geographic zone.  The North Highline community chooses Burien first for annexation, again, regardless of gender, age, ethnicity, or residential geographic zone.

The low response rate (14%) suggests future governance may not be a salient issue at present for most North Highline residents.  While conclusions may be drawn from this survey with statistical certainty, we caution against inferring what governance preferences this population may show in the future.  As additional information becomes available (for example, financial information about the different annexation cities), public opinion may shift.

North Highline residents identify the fire/emergency medical services and police department as primary factors influencing their decision regarding future governance.  The disparity between satisfaction with and importance of factors suggest areas where respondent’s expectations are not currently being met.  For North Highline, the city’s public image, the ability to finance public works, and tax rates have the largest gaps; still, the relative importance of services are larger than their satisfaction ratings for all services.  For a community especially reluctant to change, these areas may require special attention. 


Who should provide police and other


services to your community?


Important survey, please respond promptly!




















Pacific Rim Resources


1109 First Avenue, Suite 300


Seattle, WA 98101








� A copy of the questionnaire may be found in Appendix G.


� The original list of 2,243 residents contained 185 addresses outside the study area.  These inappropriate surveys, including any returned as undeliverable or completed, are not considered in any part of this report.


� Cramer’s V is discussed further in the Results section.


� Beginning at the western edge of North Highline, SW 106th Street serves as the dividing line between NW and SW North Highline.  At 16th Ave SW, the line goes north to SW 102nd Street, and there extends east until it hits the boundary with Seattle, defining NW North Highline.  Due east of that point, 1st Ave S serves as the boundary between SW and East North Highline.  The boundary extends south until S 126th Street, where it goes east until it again goes south at Des Moines Memorial Drive S.  Des Moines Memorial serves as the SW zone’s eastern boundary for the remaining two blocks.


� Census of Population and Housing, 1990: Summary Tape File 3 on CD-ROM [machine-readable data files]  prepared by the Bureau of the Census.--Washington: The Bureau [producer and distributor], 1992. Available: http://govinfo.library.orst.edu/stateis.html [May 18, 1999].


� North Highline Community Profile, Public Review Draft King County, Office of Budget and Strategic Planning, Seattle, WA, September 1997.


� One individual, in response to receiving a questionnaire, called Pacific Rim Resources to ask what financing public works meant.


� Cramer’s V statistic: Cramer’s V is a measure of association between two variables where at least one of the variables is measured at the nominal level of measurement.  Cramer’s V can range from 0 to +1.  The higher the V score, the stronger the relationship.  The statistical significance level is indicated by the “p” value.


� For annexation city choice by dichotomized ethnicity, Cramer’s V = 0.126, approx. sig. = 0.481


� For Best choice now by dichotomized age, Cramer’s V = 0.195, approx. sig. = 0.12


� For Best choice now by dichotomized length of residency, Cramer’s V = 0.0.278, approx. sig. = 0.000
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