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3.  Public Survey

A change in the form of local governance in the Petrovitsky Corridor will not occur without affirmative action by area residents.  While the decisionmaking process differs depending upon the alternative pursued (see Appendix C: Description of Governance Options), fundamentally, both annexation and incorporation are community-driven processes.  Any decision about whether to annex or incorporate as a new city will either involve a public vote or require majority support through property owner or voter petition process.  Moreover, annexation may take place incrementally, where some areas within the Petrovitsky Corridor could annex earlier than others (or some areas could annex to Renton while other areas remain unincorporated). 

To assess the current attitudes of Petrovitsky Corridor residents regarding the future governance of their area and the issues that are most important to them where local government plays a role, we conducted a survey of the area’s registered voters. The survey, developed with the help of the Community Advisory Panel (CAP), asked registered voters their current preference among three possible governance options, how satisfied they were with current services, and how they thought levels of service might change under incorporation or annexation. 

How We Designed, Conducted, and Analyzed the Survey

Who Did We Contact and How Many Responded?

With the help of GMA Research of Bellevue, we conducted a telephone survey of about 10 minutes in length (see Appendix H: Public Survey Form for a copy of the survey form used in the interviews) during the late afternoon and early evenings of March 30th, April 3rd, and April 4th.  We worked with a list of 3,481 registered voters in the study area, resulting in 480 completed responses.  This number of responses is above our target number of 450, an amount ensuring an adequate assessment of the overall population and for comparison across demographic and geographic sub-groups.

How Reliable is the Survey?

The survey is a statistically valid representation of the study area’s registered voters, with an error rate of (5 percent.
  The demographic characteristics of the sample shows no bias according to gender, income, age, race, nor marital status.  Further, the sample is representative of the population distribution across the study area, with no voter precinct statistically over- or under-represented.

How Did We Design the Survey?

We reviewed past surveys from other governance studies, worked closely with the Community Advisory Panel in tailoring the questions to the needs and concerns of Petrovitsky Corridor residents, and edited the questions based on a pre-survey pilot test.

The key information we sought from respondents in the survey included: 

· Awareness of the issue of incorporation/annexation;

· Level of satisfaction of residents’ current level of local government services;

· Current preference for future governance of the Petrovitsky Corridor including remaining part of unincorporated King County (the status quo), incorporation as a new city, or annexation to Renton;

· Factors that are most important to citizens when considering their options of future governance;

· Impressions on how local services and other local government issues would change or stay the same under either incorporation or annexation; and

· Demographic characteristics of respondents. 

Community Advisory Panel members and ECONorthwest designed the survey such that we could compare differences of opinions between groups of people, such as gender, age, years of residence in the study area, and geographic location within the study area.  

Did We Sample Citizens Across the Entire Study Area?

Yes.  In fact, we split the study area into two sub-areas, as shown in Figure 1.  We designed, and successfully implemented, the survey so that we could analyze both the overall characteristics of residents’ attitudes across the whole study area as well as having the ability to analyze and compare responses within and between the sub-areas.  315 (66%) of the respondents were in the eastern section of the study area, and 165 (34%) were in the West.  This corresponds to the distribution of population as a whole, and is thus a geographically representative sample.

Figure 1: Survey Response Distribution Across Study Area and Within East and West Subareas
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Results

Do Citizens Prefer Annexation, Incorporation, or the Status Quo?

Given the choice, a strong majority (62%) of Petrovitsky Corridor registered voters prefer to remain part of unincorporated King County (“stay as is”).  A much smaller group (22%) prefer annexation to Renton, and an even smaller group prefer incorporating as a new city (12%). 

If staying as it is were not an option, respondents again chose annexation (48%) over incorporation (34%) but a significant portion did not express a preference (18%). Figure 2 and Figure 3 summarize respondents’ future governance preferences. When asked to choose either incorporation or annexation with Renton, respondents said that their preference was slight or moderate.  In contrast, respondents expressed strong preference to “stay as is” when given that option.

Figure 2:
Respondents’ Future Governance Preferences for the Petrovitsky Corridor Area (N=480)


[image: image2.wmf] 
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* All results significant at 5% level of confidence

Figure 3: Respondents’ Future Governance Preferences for the Petrovitsky Corridor Area when “Stay as it is” was not an Option (N=480)
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* All results significant at 5% level of confidence

Does Awareness of the Incorporation/Annexation Issue Influence Respondents’ Preferences?

Yes, though the differences are not dramatic.  As Table 1 indicates, all residents regardless of their awareness of the issue indicated a preference to remain part of unincorporated King County.  Of those who are aware of the issue (about 47%), there is a stronger tendency to favor incorporation, though still representing only 15% of total respondents.  As Table 2 shows, citizens aware of the annexation/incorporation issue are evenly split (within the statistical margin of error) between annexation and incorporation when asked to choose between these two options.

Table 1: Future Governance Preferences Based on Awareness of the Incorporation/Annexation Issue


Aware of incorporation/annexation issue
Not aware of issue

Prefer to incorporate
15%
9%

Prefer to annex with Renton
21%
22%

Prefer to stay as is
60%
64%

Don’t know or refused
  4%
  5%

TOTAL
100%
100%

* All results significant at 5% level of confidence

Table 2: Future Governance Preferences Based on Awareness of the Incorporation/Annexation Issue When “Stay as it is” is Not an Option

Aware of incorporation/annexation issue
Not aware of issue

Prefer to incorporate
42%
26%

Prefer to annex with Renton
45%
52%

Don’t know or refused
  13%
  22%

TOTAL
100%
100%

* All results significant at 5% level of confidence

How do Residents Feel About Current Public Services?

We asked respondents about their satisfaction with current public services, as well as other issues where local government plays a role.  In general, most residents are satisfied with the direct services they receive currently from King County, fire districts, water districts, and other entities providing “hard services,” as indicated in Table 3.  These “hard services” include such categories as fire and emergency medical services, libraries, water and sewer services, parks and recreation, and police protection.  Respondents expressed a particularly high level of satisfaction with fire and emergency medical services and the King County library system.  Garbage, water and sewer services also scored high. Even those items with the lowest scores (road and sidewalk maintenance and cable television service) were still in the satisfied range (where a majority or near-majority were satisfied or very satisfied). 

We also asked respondents about their satisfaction with other less direct services, or issues, where local government had all or at least some responsibility.  These areas include issues such as protection of the natural environment, efforts to address traffic problems and manage growth, local taxes, and community image (a category where local government has only limited direct influence).  Overall, residents expressed more dissatisfaction with these areas, as Table 3 illustrates.  Efforts to manage growth and traffic problems are clearly areas of concern and frustration – issues that are shared across the Puget Sound Region and are certainly not unique to Petrovitsky nor unincorporated areas.  Citizens also expressed less satisfaction with accessibility and responsiveness of local government, though this category had the highest level of “neither satisfied nor dissatisfied” responses.  Local taxes are also of concern to citizens (not surprisingly, as there are likely few individuals who express a true satisfaction with this general category).  More positively, respondents were generally satisfied with their community image and efforts to protect the natural environment.

Table 3: Respondents’ Satisfaction with Local Services (N=480)


Satisfaction*

Service
Dissatisfied or Completely Dissatisfied
Neither Satisfied nor Dissatisfied
Satisfied  or Completely Satisfied

Libraries
3%
3%
91%

Fire & emergency medical services  
2%
4%
90%

Cable television service
6%
5%
86%

Water service
7%
7%
85%

Parks maintenance and recreation programs
8%
10%
77%

Sewer service 
8%
8%
76%

Police protection 
10%
10%
75%

Storm water & drainage systems
16%
12%
69%

Community image
11%
21%
63%

Protection of natural environment
22%
18%
53%

Road and sidewalk  construction and maintenance
29%
18%
52%

Garbage service
22%
14%
49%

Local tax rates 
43%
21%
34%

Accessibility and responsiveness of local government to citizen concerns
32%
25%
33%

Efforts to address traffic problems
58%
13%
28%

Efforts to manage growth and development
51%
17%
25%

* Totals for each row will not add up to 100%. The difference are those that refused are expressed “no opinion.”

What do Citizens Think Would Change if Petrovitsky Corridor Were to Form its Own City or Annex to Renton? 

Citizens generally believe that many of the “hard” services -- such as fire and emergency medical services, libraries, parks and recreation, and water an sewer services -- would remain about the same if Petrovitsky either incorporated or annexed to Renton, as shown in Table 4.  The exceptions for these hard services where citizens noted a likely improvement under either annexation or incorporation were police protection, road and sidewalk construction and maintenance, and parks maintenance and recreation programs.  Note that for police protection and parks and recreation services, citizens favoring annexation believed these services would improve more than those who favored incorporation.

Respondents did believe that a number of the other issues not directly tied to a “hard service” of local government -- but still an area where local government plays at least a partial role – would change under a incorporation or annexation to Renton.  Most notably, citizens believe that they would have greater accessibility and responsiveness from local government under both an incorporation or annexation scenario.  To a lesser extent, citizens believe that efforts to address traffic and manage growth, as well as issues associated with community image, would improve with a change in local governance.  Respondents felt that management of growth and development would be improved more under a scenario of incorporation than that of annexation to Renton.

Finally, citizens (over a third) believed that their tax rates would be worse (presumably higher) under either incorporation or annexation.  This impression of higher taxes may be an important factor in why an overwhelming number of citizens currently favor remaining part of unincorporated King County.

Table 4:  Perceived Quality of Service After Incorporation or Annexation

Service
Worse or Much Worse
No Difference
Better or Much Better
No Opinion

Accessibility and responsiveness of local government  to citizen concerns
10%
21%
47%
22%

Efforts to address traffic problems
15%
28%
36%
21%

Efforts to manage growth and development*
17%
26%
36%
22%

Police protection**
12%
29%
35%
23%

Community image
11%
34%
33%
22%

Road and sidewalk  construction and maintenance
15%
34%
28%
24%

Parks maintenance and recreation programs**
9%
42%
26%
23%

Protection of natural environment
13%
42%
22%
23%

Fire & emergency medical services**  
9%
51%
17%
24%

Libraries
12%
50%
16%
23%

Local tax rates
35%
26%
15%
24%

Storm water & drainage systems
7%
55%
14%
24% 

Cable television service
3%
54%
12%
32% 

Water service
7%
58%
11%
23% 

Sewer service 
6%
59%
9%
26%

Garbage service
6%
63%
8%
24%

* Those favoring incorporation believed this factor would be significantly better than those favoring annexation to Renton. 

** Those favoring annexation to Renton believed this factor would be significantly better than those favoring incorporation.

So, What ARE the Most Important Issues Petrovitsky Residents Consider When Thinking About Their Future Governance Options? 

Simply put, taxes are by far the most pressing concern.  Citizens fear tax increases associated with a change in local government and are willing to keep the status quo to avoid these increases.  After these fiscal concerns, citizens cite, in descending order, police protection, traffic management, fire and emergency medical services, and efforts to manage growth in their calculus.

All of these items are important for decision-makers to evaluate when considering the fiscal viability of incorporation: if citizens are highly resistant to increases in their taxes, they may be far more likely to reject an incorporation option if the there is a slim margin of fiscal feasibility based on existing tax rates.  At the same time, citizens may be inclined to support annexation if there is evidence that police, fire and EMS, and traffic and growth management would be noticeably better than their existing levels of services. 

Are There Large Differences in Opinion Based on Where People Live?

There are some important differences.

First, residents in the West portion of the study area are much more likely to prefer annexation with Renton than incorporation even though the majority of citizens in both areas prefer the status quo (with no statistically significant difference in this preference by sub-area).  As Table 5 indicates, residents in the East are evenly split (within the statistical margin of error) over incorporation and annexation (when “stay as it is” is not an option), while residents in the West are clearly most supportive of annexation.  In part, this likely reflects the geographical proximity of these residents to Renton.  Residents in the East demonstrate a much higher awareness of the incorporation/annexation issue, by a 58% to 26% margin (i.e., 58% of respondents in the East are aware of the issue versus only 26% in the West).  Eastern residents are also more affluent and more likely to be homeowners rather than renters.

Table 5: Influence of Area of Residence on Respondents’ Governance Preference When “Stay as it is” is Not an Option


East
West

Prefer to incorporate
48%
29%

Prefer to annex with Renton
52%
71%

TOTAL
100%
100%

*Excludes the 18% who said “don’t know” or would not choose between annexation or incorporation.

A second area of statistically significant differences between the two sub-areas is the level of satisfaction with existing services and other issues.  People in the East were slightly more satisfied with libraries, parks and recreation programming than those in the West.  People living in the East were also more satisfied with their community image than those living in the West nearer to Renton.

Finally, there are moderate differences in expectations of future service levels in the case of annexation or incorporation.  Respondents in the West, closer to Renton, are more likely to think that police protection and libraries will improve under either incorporation or annexation. 

How About Differences in Opinion Based on Other Demographic Factors?

We found only one notable difference among citizens based on demographic characteristics such as age, gender, race, income, and marital status: younger citizens (25-34 years old) preferred incorporation more than other age groups, while one older age group (55 to 64 years old) showed a higher inclination for annexation.
Conclusions

This statistically valid survey of the Petrovitsky Corridor suggests that registered voters are satisfied with many of the most tangible (i.e., “hard”) services they receive from King County and special districts serving the area.  Most strongly prefer remaining as part of unincorporated King County.  When faced with choosing between annexation and incorporation, however, more respondents favor annexation to Renton – particularly residents living in the western portion of the study area.  This preference is consistent regardless of gender, age, and ethnicity.  Despite general satisfaction with current services, many registered voters believe that their services would improve under incorporation or annexation, especially the responsiveness of local government to citizen concerns, growth and traffic management, and police protection.  Even though citizens see these possible improvements, they are resistant to changing their current status – possibly due to a fear of higher levels of taxes under either incorporation or annexation.

It is important to recognize that this survey is a cross-section of residents’ attitudes at a particular point in time.  Attitudes change, especially as people become more aware of an issue and are faced with actually making a decision.  Many of the preferences revealed in this survey were, in fact, not expressed as strong preferences.  With just under half of the survey respondents indicating any knowledge of the incorporation and annexation issue – and there being a significant difference in responses for questions based on this knowledge, particularly surrounding the choice of future governance options – we should fully expect that citizens will form firmer opinions as they receive information such as that provided in this study.








































� A (5 percent error rate means that there is 95 percent certainty that the results reported for any particular response are accurate within a margin 5 percent below or above the indicated figure.
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