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Introduction

The Virginia Tech Center for Survey Research (CSR) has been conducting citizens surveys with the citizens of the City of Roanoke since the year 2000.  The series of telephone surveys was designed to measure citizen opinions regarding municipal services and projects and to assess the strategic initiatives of the City of Roanoke government.  Although different survey instruments were used each year for the survey administration, the surveys were designed such that comparability in citizen ratings of services and initiatives was possible across years.  The overall objective of the survey process is to garner public input that will guide the use of City resources and foster continual improvement in the services provided to citizens.  Presentations of the results from the survey are made by CSR each year to the Roanoke City Council and the City of Roanoke Department Leadership Team.

For the administration of the 2007 Roanoke Citizens Survey, the CSR conducted a telephone survey of 524 residents of the City of Roanoke.  This report summarizes the data collection procedures and results of the 2007 survey.  Section 1 provides an overview of the survey instrument development and data collection procedures utilized by the CSR for the collection of the data.  Section 2 provides a demographic profile of the survey respondents.  Section 3 describes the overall citizen ratings of quality of life in the City of Roanoke across all survey years.  Section 4 provides an overview of findings related to City services.  Section 5 
addresses survey results garnered from items addressing key strategic issues or strategic questions.  Section 6 discusses survey findings regarding citizen feelings of safety in the City.  Section 7 provides an overview of findings regarding City of Roanoke government employee customer service and government communication with citizens.  Section 8 includes a concluding statement.

The 2007 survey instrument is included in Appendix A.  Appendix B provides tables of response frequencies to all close-ended survey items.  Appendix C provides response frequencies with the City service rating items re-tabulated to exclude responses of “not familiar with service” and “don’t know.”  Appendix D lists all responses provided by respondents to open-ended survey questions.  Additional comments made by respondents during the interviewing process are included in Appendix E.  
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Methodology

Sampling Design



A random-digit dialing (RDD) method was employed by the CSR for the administration of the 2007 survey.  Both listed and unlisted telephone numbers were included in the sample for 
this project.  CSR worked with Survey Sampling, Inc. of Fairfield, CT, to define the parameters of the sample.  The survey sample was randomly generated from numbers available to City of Roanoke residents.  Because some exchanges border areas outside the City of Roanoke and because survey respondents sometimes report residing in a neighboring geographic area to the target area, a screener question was also included in the survey.  The screener question confirmed City of Roanoke residence prior to beginning the survey with a potential respondent.  Sample members reporting residence in a locality other than the City of Roanoke were eliminated from the eligible sample pool for calling.  There were 408 sample members with this final call disposition code.  


When possible, this report provides comparisons by survey year for certain survey items.  The City of Roanoke Citizen Survey conducted in 2000 was the only survey year in which a stratified sampling plan was utilized in which an equal number of sample members were selected for each quadrant in the City of Roanoke.  The RDD method of sampling employed for the 2001-2005 survey administrations are parallel to the sampling design used for the 2007 survey administration.  When survey results are compared across survey years in this report, weighted data tabulations are used for the 2000 response tabulations in order to adjust for the equal number of sample members selected in each City quadrant.  Specifically, because the actual population numbers of citizens residing in each City quadrant are not equal, the proportionate 
distribution of respondents is adjusted by respondent quadrant residence for the eligible 
population proportions in the quadrant groups.  The 2007 survey sample was chosen in an RDD 
fashion in order to provide a representative, random cross-section of adults residing throughout the City of Roanoke.  

Based on a total of 524 completed interviews, the survey has a sampling error of (4.27 percent.  Therefore, in 95 out of 100 surveys completed with this number of interviews using the same sampling methodology and parameters, the results obtained would fall in a range of (4.27 percent of the results that would be achieved if interviews were completed with every potential respondent (in households with working telephones) residing in the City of Roanoke.  Smaller sampling errors are present for items on which there is polarized response (e.g. 90 percent identical response on an item). 

Survey Instrument Design



In order to achieve an optimal cooperation rate to the survey, all survey items were not asked in each survey administration year.  However, the survey is designed to replicate many of the items asked in previous years in order to provide comparability across items.  The 2007 survey instrument took 16.7 minutes on average to administer.  A core group of survey items rating City services were retained for the 2007 administration of the survey.  Key demographic 

items were also included in the 2007 survey instrument in order to gather basic information regarding the demographic characteristics of the survey respondents.

A number of new survey items were included for the first time in the 2007 survey.  For example, new survey items were included regarding the maintenance and replacement of traffic signs and pavement markings, the City’s promotion of its parks and recreation programs and services, the quality of health and wellness facilities and equipment provided by parks and recreation, the quality of the City’s Youth Services programs, the appearance of the City’s parks, the appearance of the City’s recreation facilities, the respondent’s involvement in their neighborhood organization, and reasons for feeling unsafe in the City (for those respondents who reported feeling unsafe).  In order to accommodate the new survey items, a number of survey items were dropped for the 2007 survey administration.    

Data Collection Procedures


All telephone calls for the survey were made by CSR staff members utilizing a Computer-Assisted Telephone Interviewing (CATI) system at the Blacksburg, Virginia location of the Virginia Tech Center for Survey Research.  All calls were made during the period between July and October, 2007.  CSR wrote a calling program to be used with CATI for administering 
the 2007 City of Roanoke Citizens Survey.  The program provides scripted survey items, precludes out of range responses and facilitates real-time data entry of all responses gathered on the telephone.    

Each interviewer collecting data for the survey project participated in a project-specific training session for the project.  All interviewers working on the project have worked on a variety of survey projects (indeed, many of the interviewers for this survey worked on administrations of the City of Roanoke survey in previous years) and have participated in multiple training sessions in both interviewing techniques and CATI.  All interviews were monitored by a CSR Phonebank Supervisor in order to ensure accuracy and proper interviewing protocol.  Clarifying notes for specific survey items appeared on the CATI screens for interviewers to ensure that identical prompts were used for respondents requesting additional information about survey items or response categories.  

CSR programmed all call scheduling such that each sample member remaining as a non-respondent was attempted to be reached at least six times at different times of day on different days of the week.  A total of 2,687 telephone numbers were attempted during the survey administration.  Sample members reporting residence in a locality other than the City of Roanoke were excluded from the eligible sample pool (N=408); likewise, respondents who indicated a 
language or hearing barrier such that they could not respond or request that another adult in the household respond, were also excluded from the eligible sample pool (N=53).  Non-working telephone numbers (fax tones, out of service/disconnected numbers, automated disconnect 
services) were also excluded from the eligible sample pool (N=464).  Non-residential numbers (N=333) were excluded from the eligible pool of sample members as well.

After the elimination of all the ineligible records described above, the remaining number of eligible sample members was 1,429.  A total of 524 interviews were completed for this study.  Table 1 provides an overview of the final call dispositions for all sample members.  Many sample members were never reached after numerous attempts and a final disposition of “no answer” was assigned.  Therefore, the residency rate among these households is unknown.  
It may be assumed that a number of these households are indeed, ineligible sample members due to non-residence.  CSR utilizes a standard conversion calling protocol in which all calls that are coded as “soft refusals” are re-attempted utilizing more senior interviewing staff.  A call is coded as a “soft refusal” when the potential respondent refuses but does not indicate a reason for exclusion from the calling pool (i.e. refusal due to illness, request to be removed from calling pool, etc.).  Likewise, all telephone numbers deemed to be temporarily disconnected are attempted periodically throughout the duration of the study.  
	Table 1

	Total Initial Sample 
	2,687 

	Ineligible Sample:


Residence outside the City of Roanoke (408)

Non-working telephone number (fax tones, out of service/disconnected numbers, automated disconnect services) (464)

Non-residential telephone number (333)

Hearing/language barrier (53)
	 

	Eligible Sample
	1,429 

	Total Number of Completed Interviews
	524

	Non-respondents:


Final disposition of no answer, busy, answering machine or callback after six attempts (675)

Refusals (230)
	905
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Respondent Demographic Profile


Four demographic variables were used in the 2007 survey to determine identifying demographic characteristics for each respondent.  The four demographic items were:  year of birth, race, estimate of total family income in past year, and gender.  The majority of respondents to the survey were 40 years of age or older (76%) and white (69%).  The majority (57%) also 
reported total family incomes of less than $50,000 per year.  More women than men responded to the survey (66% women and 34% men) -- this is a consistent finding in public opinion research using general population samples.  
Overall, the demographic characteristics of the 2007 survey respondents are highly similar to those among respondents in the prior survey years.  However, there were some changes in the demographic characteristics of respondents since 2005.  Slightly fewer respondents in 2007 than in 2005 were 40 years of age or younger at the time of the interview (22% vs. 24%).  There were more African American respondents (24%) this year than in 2005 when only 21 percent of respondents reported being African American.  Slightly fewer survey respondents reported a family income of less than $50,000 in 2007 than in 2005.  Specifically, 67 percent of respondents in 2007 reported that they had a family income of less than $50,000 per year whereas in 2005, 69 percent of respondents reported a family income of less than $50,000 per year.  Parallel to the 2005 survey, more women than men responded to the 2007 survey.  In 2005, 36 percent of respondents were men and 64 percent were women.  In 2007, 34 percent of respondents were men and 66 percent were women.  
3 

Quality of Life in the City of Roanoke

City of Roanoke citizens consistently give the City high ratings as a place to live.  Indeed, 81 percent of respondents rated the City as either an ‘excellent’ or ‘good’ place to live.  This represents an increase in favorable ratings since 2005 when 77 percent of citizens rated the City using the categories ‘excellent’ or ‘good’ on this survey item. Figure 1 depicts the findings for this item by survey year.  
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More than three-fourths of Roanoke’s citizens (77%) also rate the quality of life in the City as either ‘excellent’ or ‘good’.  As depicted in Figure 2, citizen responses to the survey item asking respondents to rate the quality of life in the community have remained positive 
across all survey years.  At least three-fourths of the citizens of Roanoke (77% in 2007) have rated the quality of life in the community as either ‘excellent’ or ‘good’ each year this item was asked since 2000.  The survey item regarding quality of life in the City was not asked in 2001.  
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As has been true in the previous survey years, there are some differences in citizen perceptions of quality of life in the City of Roanoke when viewed by certain respondent demographic characteristics.  Roanoke residents with higher incomes rate the quality of life in 
the City more favorably than do those with lower incomes.  Specifically, more than eight in ten 
Roanoke citizens (84%) with incomes of $50,000 or more rate the City of Roanoke as either an ‘excellent’ or ‘good’ place to live and 75 percent of Roanoke residents with family incomes under $50,000.00 rate the City using the same categories.  However, a larger percentage of Roanoke residents with lower incomes rated the City favorably this year with regard to quality of life than last year when only 69 percent of respondents with incomes of less than $50,000.00 rated the quality of life in Roanoke favorably.  

Differences in perceptions of quality of life in the City of Roanoke were also evident when viewed by respondent age.  Respondents who are 40 years old or more, tend to rate quality of life in the City more favorably than do those residents who are under 40 years of age.  Specifically, 78 percent of respondents aged 40 years or more rate the quality of life in the community as either ‘excellent’ or ‘good’ while 74 percent of respondents under age 40 chose these two response categories to rate the quality of life in Roanoke.  However, a greater percentage of younger respondents rated Roanoke’s quality of life favorably this year than they did in the last survey administration.  Specifically, while 74 percent of respondents under age 40 rated Roanoke’s quality of life favorably this year, only 67 percent of younger respondents rated Roanoke’s quality of life favorably in the last survey administration.
Quality of life in the City is also viewed differently according to the race of the respondent.  Respondents who report their race as “white” are more likely to rate quality of life in the City of 
Roanoke as either ‘excellent’ or ‘good’ than are respondents who report their race as “black” or “African American”.  In the 2007 survey administration, 82 percent of “white” respondents rated quality of life in the City as ‘excellent’ or ‘good’ with 63 percent of “black” respondents using the same response categories to describe quality of life in the City.  While perceptions among “white” respondents on this item were virtually identical to those in 2005 and 2003, perceptions among respondents reporting their race as “black” are more favorable than they were in 2005 when only 55 percent of these respondents rated quality of life in the City as ‘excellent’ or ‘good’.  

Similar to the findings in all prior survey years, there are less prominent differences in citizen ratings of quality of life in the City when the responses are viewed by respondent gender.  This year 79 percent of male respondents and 76 percent of female respondents rate quality of life in the City as either ‘excellent’ or ‘good’.  
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City of Roanoke Services

More than 8 in 10 citizens (81%) were satisfied in 2007 with the overall quality of services that the City of Roanoke government provides.  As is consistent with the survey findings from previous years, citizens in the City of Roanoke remain highly positive about most City services.  
Table 2 provides the ranking of all City services included in the 2007 survey based on the mean rating provided by respondents for each item.  All responses of “not familiar with service,” “don’t know,” or “refuse to answer” were excluded in the tabulation of the mean rank for each service.  

	Table 2

1=Excellent             2=Good               3=Fair                4=Poor

	City Service
	Mean Rank
	Number Responses

	Public Library Services
	1.67
	477

	The 911 Emergency Call Center
	1.67
	427

	Emergency and Rescue Services
	1.68
	502

	Fire Protection Services
	1.71
	498

	Weekly Trash Collection
	1.76
	519

	City Beautification Programs
	1.89
	496

	Pick-up of Large Items and Brush
	1.95
	503

	Police Services
	1.97
	497

	Mowing and Maintenance of City Parks
	2.04
	474

	Recycling Services
	2.09
	455

	The Convenience of Paying City Bills
	2.16
	370

	Management of Emergency Situations/Natural Disasters
	2.17
	304

	The Appearance of the City’s Parks
	2.20
	489

	Current Level of Bagged Leaf Collection Service
	2.21
	437

	The Maintenance of Trees Along City Streets and Within Parks
	2.21
	496

	City’s Promotion of Its Parks and Recreation Programs and Services 
	2.21
	485

	Cultural Activities and Events in the City
	2.22
	458

	The City’s Recreation Programs
	2.24
	412

	Mowing Right of Ways, Street Medians, and Roadsides
	2.25
	501

	Street Lighting
	2.26
	518

	Removal of Snow and Ice From City Streets
	2.27
	509

	The Appearance of the City’s Recreation Facilities
	2.28
	397

	Replacement of Traffic Signs and Pavement Markings
	2.29
	472

	The Quality of Health and Wellness Facilities and Equipment Provided by Parks and Recreation
	2.29
	387

	Current Level of Loose Leaf Collection Service
	2.30
	459

	Animal Control
	2.32
	453

	The Appearance of Community Recreation Centers
	2.40
	400

	The Quality of the City’s New Sidewalk Construction
	2.40
	395

	Citizens Getting Information about City Services and Activities
	2.40
	489

	The Quality of Roanoke’s Athletic Fields and Facilities
	2.44
	430

	Maintenance of the Storm Drainage Systems
	2.44
	376

	City Government Support for Neighborhood Organizations
	2.45
	376

	The Building Permits Application and Review Process
	2.46
	232

	Street Sweeping
	2.53
	475

	City’s Youth Services Programs
	2.56
	336

	Quality of Events Offered by the Civic Center
	2.58
	492

	Economic Development Assistance to Businesses
	2.61
	370

	Transportation Planning For Traffic
	2.63
	415

	Regulation and Zoning for Land Use
	2.63
	314

	Efforts to Improve the Quality of Housing 
	2.63
	450

	Maintenance of City-owned Buildings
	2.66
	422

	Building Inspections
	2.67
	335

	Enforcement of Property Maintenance/Nuisance Codes
	2.68
	402

	Maintenance of the City’s Existing Sidewalks
	2.70
	466

	Efforts to Promote Environmental Awareness to Citizens
	2.70
	450

	Street Paving, Maintenance and Repair
	2.73
	511

	Response to Citizen Complaints and Requests
	2.74
	456

	City Parking Facilities
	2.84
	465

	Weed Abatement
	2.84
	427

	Availability of Parking at the Civic Center
	2.91
	464


The City services depicted in Table 2 are listed in descending rank order.  There were a number of services that had changes with regard to respondent percentage ratings of ‘excellent’ or ‘good’.  Figure 3 provides the City services with at least a 5 percent rating change since 2005.  
	Figure 3.  City Services Rating Change Since 2005

(Citizen Ratings of ‘Excellent’ and ‘Good’ Combined)

	At Least a 5 Percent Increase

· Current Level of Loose Leaf Collection Service (7.5%)
· Maintenance of the Storm Drainage Systems (6.9%)

At Least a 5 Percent Decrease

· Maintenance of City-owned Buildings (-19.4%)

· City Parking Facilities (-14.7%)
· Building Inspections (-13.3%)

· Economic Development Assistance to Businesses (-8.9%)

· Management of Emergency Situations/Natural Disasters (-8.7%)
· The Appearance of Community Recreation Centers (-7.2%)

· Response to Citizen Complaints and Requests (-7.2%)

· Availability of Parking at the Civic Center (-6.6%)

· Maintenance of the City’s Existing Sidewalks (-6.2%)

· The Building Permits Application and Review Process (-5.6%)
· Efforts to Promote Environmental Awareness to Citizens (-5.5%)




Table 3 depicts the ratings in 2007 of services offered by other governmental agencies in the City and their ratings in previous survey administration years.  Responses of ‘excellent’ and 
‘good’ were combined for the table.  All ‘don’t know/refuse’ and ‘not familiar’ responses were excluded from the total number of responses for the percentage tabulations included in the table.
	Table 3.  Citizen Ratings for Services Provided by Autonomous Government Organizations By Survey Year

	City Service
	2000
	2001
	2002
	2003
	2005
	2007

	Health Department
	83.3
	81.2
	81.5
	82.2
	78.0
	74.8

	Roanoke Public Schools
	71.4
	63.1
	70.4
	60.8
	62.2
	57.3

	Sewer Services
	78.8
	73.2
	88.2
	81.6
	74.5
	76.6

	Water Services
	80.0
	77.0
	74.2
	84.4
	79.3
	80.5

	Valley Metro Bus Transportation Services
	72.6
	77.0
	86.8
	80.4
	79.7
	75.3


Table 4 provides the combined percentage of ‘excellent’ and ‘good’ ratings for each City service included in the 2007 survey along with the citizen ratings the service received in the surveys since 2000.  As noted in the table, all service items were not asked in each year.  Items not asked in a given year appear as “NA.”  All ‘don’t know/refuse’ and ‘not familiar’ responses were excluded from the total number of responses for the percentage tabulations included in the table.  

	Table 4.  Citizen Ratings for Services Provided Directly by the City of Roanoke

	City Service
	2000
	2001
	2002
	2003
	2005
	2007

	Animal Control
	72.1
	66.4
	83.8
	67.9
	65.3
	67.5

	Availability of Parking at the Civic Center
	51.7
	57.9
	66.2
	50.9
	45.2
	38.6

	Building Inspections
	61.8
	62.3
	84.7
	66.7
	61.4
	48.1

	Citizens Getting Information About City Services/Activities
	67.7
	65.1
	77.5
	64.1
	56.7
	59.3

	City Beautification Programs
	81.4
	79.3
	88.3
	75.6
	81.9
	85.1

	City Government Support for Neighborhood Organizations
	63.9
	62.9
	80.1
	64.3
	59.9
	55.9

	City Parking Facilities
	70.7
	46.0
	56.3
	46.0
	54.1
	39.4

	City’s Efforts To Promote Environmental Awareness To Citizens 
	NA
	NA
	NA
	50.2
	50.8
	45.3

	City’s Promotion of its Parks and Recreation Programs and Services
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	68.2

	Cultural Activities and Events in the City
	69.8
	70.2
	85.7
	75.5
	70.5
	67.9

	Current Level of Bagged Leaf Collection Service
	NA
	NA
	NA
	74.9
	71.6
	73.7

	Current Level of Loose Leaf Collection Service
	NA
	NA
	NA
	65.6
	60.5
	68.0

	Economic Development Assistance to Businesses
	61.5
	62.1
	82.5
	59.7
	58.9
	50.0

	Efforts of the City to Improve Quality of Housing in City
	NA
	NA
	NA
	52.4
	50.0
	50.0

	Emergency and Rescue Services
	93.6
	91.9
	95.1
	93.0
	91.7
	91.4

	Enforcement of Property Maintenance/Nuisance Codes
	NA
	NA
	NA
	54.3
	43.8
	46.3

	Fire Protection Services
	95.4
	93.3
	94.8
	95.1
	92.2
	91.6

	Maintenance and Replacement of Traffic Signs and Pavement Markings
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	66.5

	Maintenance of City-Owned Buildings
	69.0
	68.2
	85.0
	70.0
	68.7
	49.3

	Maintenance of the City’s Existing Sidewalks
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	49.3
	43.1

	Maintenance of the Storm Drainage Systems
	66.0
	63.1
	85.7
	63.5
	52.7
	59.6

	Management of Emergency Situations/Natural Disasters
	81.9
	80.0
	91.5
	81.8
	80.1
	71.4

	Mowing and Maintenance of City Parks
	NA
	NA
	93.6
	81.9
	79.3
	80.8

	Mowing Right of Ways, Street Medians, and Roadsides
	NA
	NA
	84.9
	72.5
	66.7
	68.5

	Pick-up of Large Items and Brush
	63.4
	68.2
	84.5
	75.6
	76.5
	76.5

	Police Services
	79.9
	75.7
	84.1
	79.1
	80.4
	79.1

	Public Library Services
	84.9
	91.7
	95.3
	92.6
	90.7
	92.2

	Quality of City’s Youth Services Program
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	50.6

	Quality of Events Offered by Civic Center
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	50.6

	Quality of Health and Wellness Facilities and Equipment Provided by Parks and Recreation.
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	65.4

	Recycling Services
	72.3
	75.3
	85.8
	74.2
	77.7
	74.7

	Regulation and Zoning for Land Use
	56.1
	54.5
	79.9
	56.2
	50.1
	48.4

	Removal of Snow and Ice From City Streets
	68.5
	63.1
	78.4
	65.3
	66.9
	65.8

	Response to Citizen Complaints and Requests
	50.2
	50.8
	53.8
	52.0
	48.6
	41.4

	Street Lighting
	72.9
	66.5
	75.3
	69.1
	68.7
	68.9

	Street Paving, Maintenance and Repair
	52.2
	51.2
	63.8
	48.2
	40.4
	42.7

	Street Sweeping
	58.5
	56.3
	79.7
	63.4
	54.2
	54.5

	The 911 Emergency Call Center
	93.0
	87.9
	95.6
	94.1
	91.5
	92.5

	The Appearance of Community Recreation Centers Such as Eureka Park, Grandin Court, and Garden City
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	60.0

	The Appearance of the City’s Parks
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	71.6

	The Appearance of the City’s Recreation Facilities
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	67.3

	The Building Permits Application and Review Process
	64.8
	61.4
	86.3
	69.3
	62.1
	56.5

	The City’s Recreation Programs
	75.4
	73.9
	85.3
	78.4
	69.0
	69.2

	The Convenience of Paying City Bills
	75.9
	71.0
	87.6
	75.4
	72.5
	72.4

	The Maintenance of Trees Along City Streets and Within Parks
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	67.2
	70.6

	The Quality of Roanoke’s Athletic Fields and Facilities
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	57.8
	58.6

	The Quality of the City’s New Sidewalk Construction
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	64.8
	61.5

	Transportation Planning For Traffic
	57.4
	56.2
	67.9
	53.6
	48.6
	47.2

	Weed Abatement
	40.0
	42.3
	56.5
	42.3
	37.6
	38.4

	Weekly Trash Collection
	87.7
	76.4
	90.0
	84.6
	85.9
	87.5


5

City Strategic Issues and Questions 

The 2007 City of Roanoke Citizen Survey included a number of survey items addressing strategic issues and questions.  Table 5 provides an overview of respondent agreement with the strategic issue/question survey items included in the 2007 survey with comparison to findings from the findings in prior survey years.  The items in this table are presented in order of the highest to lowest agreement in 2007.  However, there are some survey items in this section that used a response format other than the agree/disagree format.  Items with asterisks used response categories other than the agree/disagree format.  See Appendix A for the response categories for these items.

	Table 5.  Citizen Responses Regarding Strategic Issues and Questions

	Survey Item
	2000
	2001
	2002
	2003
	2005
	2007

	Roanoke's neighborhoods are good places to live
	83.2
	NA
	87.4
	NA
	85.3
	76.9

	City does good job offering multicultural events and attractions
	85.5
	NA
	79.0
	NA
	79.6
	74.6

	Downtown is vibrant/dynamic destination offering mix of restaurants /entertainment /cultural attractions
	NA
	NA
	84.8
	NA
	82.4
	72.9

	Transportation system allows good mix of transportation options
	65.0
	NA
	74.1
	NA
	77.6
	71.8

	There is a good mix of housing types and affordability in Roanoke
	75.4
	NA
	77.0
	NA
	74.9
	70.4

	Roanoke's downtown is (becoming) the region's economic engine and cultural center
	NA
	NA
	73.5
	NA
	71.9
	69.1

	Roanoke’s greenway development effort is a valuable asset to the City and its residents
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	75.2
	67.6

	Effectiveness of City government in meeting community needs *
	79.4
	80.4
	74.3
	68.8
	69.3
	63.0

	Roanoke does good job providing health/human services to citizens who need them
	71.0
	NA
	72.5
	NA
	70.9
	60.5

	Educational resources and opportunities available to you and your family in Roanoke*
	64.9
	NA
	64.3
	NA
	67.1
	59.9

	The services provided by the City of Roanoke are worth the taxes paid by citizens
	65.8
	75.1
	70.3
	69.7
	67.1
	57.4

	City government does a good job of educating citizens about City services
	74.3
	NA
	66.3
	NA
	65.9
	55.0

	City government performance is improving in Roanoke
	72.9
	75.9
	63.1
	61.5
	61.2
	53.1

	Roanoke actively expanding cooperative efforts with local governments in region
	58.9
	71.1
	53.7
	64.0
	62.6
	48.9

	City officials actively involve citizens in business of City government
	63.9
	NA
	65.5
	NA
	60.2
	48.7

	Roanoke does good job focusing on unique needs of youths
	56.3
	NA
	56.3
	NA
	49.7
	39.9

	How much of the time do you think you can trust the City to do what is right*
	NA
	NA
	49.3
	47.9
	45.1
	35.1

	City government's efforts to improve the local economy*
	46.9
	NA
	40.5
	NA
	42.0
	33.8


Each year, the City of Roanoke Citizens Survey instrument included some items that allowed more specific information to be gathered regarding specific services or initiatives.  In 2007, items regarding citizen involvement in neighborhood organizations were included.  More than one quarter (26.3%) of Roanoke’s citizens reported that they are involved in the activities of their neighborhood organization.  Respondents reporting that they are not involved in neighborhood organization activities were asked to specify why.  These responses may be found in Appendix D of this document.  
6

Citizen Perceptions of Safety



Residents of the City of Roanoke have consistently rated public safety services such as police, fire, and emergency medical services favorably.  Survey respondents expressed different perceptions of safety according to the location within the City being addressed in the survey item.  Figure 4 depicts the findings for the survey items regarding feelings of safety since 2003. 
As depicted in Figure 4, the item including the combined rating for parks and recreation facilities was split in 2007 into two separate items.  For the first time in 2007, an open-ended survey item was included asking respondents the reason for their rating if they responded that they feel either ‘somewhat unsafe’ or ‘very unsafe’ in any area in Roanoke.  The responses to this open-ended item may be found in Appendix D of this document.
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7
City Government Customer Service
A variety of items measuring citizen ratings of City government employee customer service are included in the survey.  Among the customer service-related survey items posed to respondents each year, citizens seem to be the least satisfied with the availability of parking at City government offices.  This is again the finding in 2007.  Table 6 provides an overview of the survey findings from the customer service items included in the survey.

	Table 6

Citizen Agreement on Selected Aspects of Customer Service in the City

(‘Strongly Agree’ and ‘Somewhat Agree’)

	Survey Item
	2000
	2001
	2002
	2003
	2005
	2007

	City government employees are generally friendly, courteous, and helpful
	86.8
	87.9
	85.4
	86.2
	88.9
	82.1

	City government employees treat citizens fairly
	78.7
	79.4
	81.6
	80.0
	81.0
	71.6

	City government offices hours are convenient
	75.6
	77.8
	79.0
	75.6
	77.2
	75.4

	City government office locations are convenient
	69.3
	75.2
	73.5
	73.5
	72.9
	68.7

	City government employees provide prompt service
	74.4
	77.2
	77.4
	73.3
	78.0
	67.9

	It is easy to contact the appropriate City government office when you need a particular service or have a question
	72.3
	70.9
	70.1
	68.2
	66.7
	61.5

	Convenient parking at City government offices is 

generally available
	39.4
	43.6
	43.1
	41.5
	45.9
	39.5

	City parking facility staff are generally polite and responsive
	NA
	NA
	79.6
	73.3
	75.4
	67.0



For the first time in 2007, citizens were asked if they have had contact with a member of the City’s Building Inspections Division regarding an actual building inspection activity.  Less than 10 percent of citizens reported this contact (8.6%).  Among those respondents who have had contact with the City’s Building Inspections Division, 67 percent agreed that the City Building Inspections Division was responsive to their needs, 77 percent agreed that the City Building Inspections Division was professional and courteous, and 79 percent agreed that the City Building Inspections Division was technically proficient.  

Only 5 percent of respondents reported that they have had contact with a member of the City’s Building Inspections Division regarding the review of building plans.  Among the respondents reporting contact regarding the review of building plans, 57 percent agreed that the City Building Inspections Division was responsive to their needs on this matter, 71 percent reported that the City Building Inspections Division was professional and courteous on this matter, and 85 percent reported that the City Building Inspections Division was technically proficient with this matter.
City Government Communication with Citizens

As was the case in the previous years’ surveys, the 2007 survey instrument included an item regarding the method of communication citizens prefer when receiving information from 
the City.  This item has been included in the survey instrument since 2001.  Figure 5 depicts the 
preferred methods of communication among citizens for receiving information from the City.
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Many of Roanoke’s citizens report that they access the City’s web site at least once a month (36%).  An identical percentage of respondents (36%), report that they watch the City’s Inside Roanoke television show on RVTV.  Three fourths of Roanoke’s citizens (75%) report 
that they receive the City’s publications and materials in the mail.  Almost six in ten citizens (59%) report that they at least scan or read some of the articles in the Roanoke Citizen magazine, with 18 percent reporting that they read the magazine cover to cover.  
8

Data Storage

A CD containing the SPSS dataset from which the 2007 data in this summary report were derived accompanies this report.  All variable and value labels are provided on the SPSS dataset.  An electronic copy of this report summary is also included on the disk.  All electronic files of the survey instrument, report, data, html output and PowerPoint presentations of the data are the property of the City of Roanoke.  However, the Center for Survey Research will retain copies of all project materials for a period of at least one year.  No information from this survey will be shared by the CSR with anyone other than project team members from the Office of the City of Roanoke Manager without the express permission of that office.  
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