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DirectionFinder® Survey
Executive Summary Report
Mission, Kansas

Overview and Methodology

ETC Institute administered the DirectionFinder® Survey for the City of Mission during
June and July of 2015 to gather resident opinions and feedback on City programs and
services. The purpose of the survey was to improve and expand existing City Programs,
determine the future needs of residents and to analyze the needs and wants of residents
for the redevelopment of downtown Mission. This is the third year the City of Mission
has administered the DirectionFinder® Survey. The first survey was administered in
2007 and the second survey was administered in 2011.

The seven-page survey was mailed to a random sample of households in the City of
Mission. The goal was to complete Location of Survey Repondents
at least 400 surveys. Approximately

seven days after the surveys were

mailed; residents who received the o pr—

survey were contacted by phone. T {8

Those who indicated that they had ' oo "‘.'. & 99

not returned the survey were given s "-.3‘," }“f .2

the option of completing it by » -_- St ¢t
phone. A total of 592 surveys were ; ":. 3s
actually completed. The results for Y R gt 8

the random sample of 592 :;' date aly,
households have a 95% level of .';’ "“g“: :
confidence with a precision of at s ; 2

least +/- 4%. : : =.n.'.- o/

In order to better understand how seste oolv e "

well services are being delivered by : ’ !'f"" :

the City, ETC Institute geocoded the : 3_'-:. ;:.

home address of respondents to the "':':"( K ¢ o 1

survey. The map to the right shows

the physical distribution of survey
respondents based on the location of
their home.
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This report contains:

e An executive summary with an overview and methodology

e Charts depicting the overall results of the survey

e Trends analysis from the previous 2007 and 2011 survey results

e GIS maps that show the results of selected questions as maps of the City

e Benchmarking data that show how the survey results for Mission compare to
other cities in the metropolitan Kansas City area

e Importance-Satisfaction analysis

e Tabular data for all questions on the survey

e A copy of the survey instrument

Interpretation of “Don’t Know” Responses. The percentage of persons who provide
“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 data from previous years. 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.”

Major Findings

e Residents were generally satisfied with the overall quality of services
provided by the City of Mission. The highest levels of satisfaction with City
services, based upon the combined percentage of “very satisfied” and “satisfied”
responses among residents who had an opinion, were the quality and livability of
City’s neighborhoods (84%), the quality of police services (79%), the quality of
parks and recreation programs (78%) and maintenance of City buildings and
facilities (75%).

e Services that residents thought should receive the most increase in emphasis
over_the next two years. The major areas that residents thought should receive
the most increase in emphasis from the City over the next two years were (1)
City’s planning efforts to promote redevelopment, (2) maintenance of City streets,
and (3) the quality and livability of the City’s neighborhoods.




Perceptions of Life in Mission. Eighty-eight percent (88%) of residents
surveyed indicated that they were “very satisfied” or “satisfied” with the overall
feeling of safety in the City, 87% were satisfied with the overall quality of life in
the City, and 81% were satisfied with the overall quality of services provided by
the City of Mission.

Areas that showed the most significant increase from 2011 were how well the
City is communicating about programs and services (+16%) and how well the
City is planning for redevelopment activities (+16%).

Public Safety. The highest levels of satisfaction with Public Safety services
based upon the combined percentage of “very satisfied” and “satisfied” responses
among residents who had an opinion, were the overall quality of local police
protection (89%), the visibility of police in neighborhoods (83%), and how
quickly police officers respond to emergencies (79%).

There were no Public Safety issues that showed a significant change from 2011 to
2015. The three most important public safety services to emphasize over the next
two years were (1) the City’s efforts to prevent crime, (2) how quickly police
officers respond to emergencies, and (3) the visibility of police in neighborhoods.

Parks and Recreation. The highest levels of satisfaction with parks and
recreation services, based upon the combined percentage of “very satisfied” and
“satisfied” responses among residents who had an opinion, were the quality of the
community center (82%), the quality of the outdoor aquatics facilities (80%) and
the maintenance of City parks (75%). Residents were generally less satisfied with
the number of walking and biking trails throughout the City of Mission (41%) and
the number of walking and biking trails within City parks (49%). This is the first
year the number of walking and biking trails was split into two categories.
Residents thought the maintenance of City parks was the most important parks
and recreation service for the City to emphasize over the next two years.

Enforcement of City Codes and Ordinances. The highest level of satisfaction
with the enforcement of codes and ordinances, based upon the combined
percentage of “very satisfied” and “satisfied” responses among residents who had
an opinion, was the enforcing of clean up of litter and debris (57%). The new
question that was asked this year, enforcing the City’s sign code ordinances had a
combined percentage of 53%.

City Maintenance. The highest levels of satisfaction with City Maintenance
services based upon the combined percentage of “very satisfied” and “satistied”
responses among residents who had an opinion, were snow removal on major
City streets (88%), The combined percentage of “very satisfied” and “satisfied”
responses among residents who had an opinion of overall cleanliness of City
streets and other public areas (79%), and snow removal on neighborhood streets
(79%).




The “maintenance of City streets” question was split into two separate questions,
major thoroughfares and neighborhoods, this year. The combined percentage of
“very satisfied” and “satisfied” responses among residents who had an opinion,
were 63% for maintenance of City streets-neighborhoods and 73% for
maintenance of City streets-major thoroughfares. The three most important City
Maintenance services to emphasize over the next two years were (1) maintenance
of City streets-neighborhoods, (2) maintenance of sidewalks, and (3) maintenance
of City streets-major thoroughfares.

Customer Service. The two highest levels of satisfaction with Customer Service,
based upon the combined percentage of “very satisfied” and “satisfied” responses
among residents who had an opinion, were how easy the department was to
contact (80%) and how courteously they were treated (78%).

City _Communications. The two highest levels of satisfaction with City
Communication services, based upon the combined percentage of “very satisfied”
and “satisfied” responses among residents who had an opinion, were the content
of Mission Magazine/City Newsletter (77%) and the availability of information
about City Parks and Recreation (73%). The top two ways that residents most
frequently get information about the City were (1) Mission Magazine/City
Newsletter and (2) the City website.

Transportation. When asked to rate their level of agreement with various
statements concerning transportation in Mission, eighty-three percent (83%) of
residents who had an opinion, either “strongly agreed” or “agreed” that the City
should make pedestrian friendly improvements. Seventy percent (70%) agreed
that the City should expand the existing trail network to coordinate and connect to
local/regional trails in adjacent communities.

Economic_Redevelopment/Revitalization. When asked to rate their level of
agreement with various statements concerning economic development and
revitalization in the City of Mission, eighty-four percent (84%) indicated they
either “strongly agree” or “agree” the City would benefit from quality sit-down
restaurants, and a City Market area (79%). Eighty percent (80%) of residents also
agree that the City of Mission would benefit from a Farmers Market

Other Findings:

Seventy-six percent (76%) either “strongly agree” or “agree” that green space
should be maintained or expanded, even if it may reduce the amount of land
available for retail uses and parking spaces.

Eighty-one percent (81%) were very or somewhat supportive of mixed-use
neighborhoods (small retail shops, townhomes, condominiums, loft-style
residential units, and parkland), 11% were not supportive and 9% were neutral.
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City of Mission
2015 DirectionFinder
Survey Results

Source: ETC Institute DirectionFinder (2015 - Mission, KS)

Overall Ratings

Source: ETC Institute DirectionFinder (2015 - Mission, KS)
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City of Mission DirectionFinder® Survey: Final Report

Q1. Overall Ratings of the City of Mission

by percentage of respondents who rated the item as a 1 to 5 on a 5-point scale (excluding no opinion)

Overall feeling of safety in the City A7% 10%
T
Overall quality of life in the City 56% 11%3%
Overall quality of services provided 60% 16% 3%
Overall condition of housing in your 54% 13% |[8%
How well the City is communicating about
programs and services AT% 23% e
Overall value that you receive for your City tax 47% 27% 10%
Architectural quality of businesses in City 47% 27% 13%
How well the City is planning for redevelopment
activities 3% 29% 8%
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

|IZIExceIIent (5) E@Good (4) CINeutral (3) EBelow Average/Poor (1/2) |

Source: ETC Institute DirectionFinder (2015 - Mission, KS)

Q1. TRENDS: Satisfaction With Items That Influence the
Perception Residents Have of the City
2015 vs. 2011 vs. 2007

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

88% |
7%,
187%
88% |

Overall quality of life in the City F%%\)

. , ﬁm% |
Overall quality of services 79% |

| 88%,

179% !
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How well the City is communicating about 66% :

|

|
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|
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63% ! ‘
65% ! :
|

|

|

|

|

|

|

|

Overall feeling of safety in the City

I
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Overall condition of housing in your neighborhood

J

Overall value received from City tax dollars/fees

|

| *(7%
60% |
Architectural quality of businesses in City 63%

|

Not asked in 2007 [ I

b, |

How well the City is planning for redevelopment A 53 :

activities | 162% | j
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%  120%

[m2015 C12011 E92007

Source: ETC Institute DirectionFinder (2015 - Mission, KS)
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City of Mission DirectionFinder® Survey: Final Report

Q2. Overall Satisfaction with City Services
by Major Category

by percentage of respondents who rated the item as a 1 to 5 on a 5-point scale (excluding no opinion)

Quality and livability of City's neighborhoods | 55% | 14% {
Quiality of police services | 45% | 15% |[6%
Quality of parks and recreation programs | 49% I 17% 5%
Maintenance of City buildings/facilities ‘ | 5% | 21% bo
Quality of parks and recreation facilities | 50% l 20% [ %
Rl el e [ o [ v |m
Flow of traffic and congestion management | 50% | 22% |10%
Quality of customer service you receive from city | ‘ 40% ‘ | 26% %
Effectiveness of City communication I 42% | 32% 7%
Enforcement of City codes and ordinances | 1% I 29% | 11%
Maintenance of City streets | ‘ 440/1; | | 18% | | 23%
Quality of City's planning effc;‘ratjet\?e%gmg;ei | 359% I 27% | 21%
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

|[EVery Satisfied (5) ISatisfied (4) CINeutral (3) ElDissatisfied (1/2) |

Source: ETC Institute DirectionFinder (2015 - Mission, KS)

Q2. TRENDS: Overall Satisfaction With City Services

by Major Category 2015 vs. 2011 vs. 2007

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

J

84%
%
1 87%

i
()
0/

10
(!
8406

Quality and livability of City's neighborhoods

|

| 0,
Quiality of police services :

I

Quiality of parks/recreation programs/facilities

68% !
Quality of City's stormwater/runoff management —67%D |
| 1 70%:

" . 8% |

Overall Flow of traffic & congestion management I |7715/?9
(

. ) . —Q% |
Quality of customer service from city employees I 2%

1,79%

. . - — 61% I
Effectiveness of City communication l 60%

1 77%

— 60% |

Enforcement of City codes and Ordinances 1 wS?%D |
. . - - MBQ% I

Maintenance of City streets/buildings/facilities | %

1 75%
52% |
| |

168% |

|

City's planning efforts to promote redevelopment

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
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Source: ETC Institute DirectionFinder (2015 - Mission, KS)
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Q3. City 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 planning efforts to promote redevelopment
Maintenance of City streets

Quality and livability of City's neighborhoods
Flow of traffic and congestion management
Quality of parks and recreation facilities
Effectiveness of City communication

Quality of police services

Enforcement of City codes and ordinances
Quality of parks and recreation programs
Quality of stormwater/runoff mngmnt system
Maintenance of City buildings/facilities
Quality of customer service you receive

None Chosen

80%

|-First Choice B Second Choice EThird Choice

Source: ETC Institute DirectionFinder (2015 - Mission, KS)

Q4. Ratings of the City of Mission

excluding no opinion

e - ///////// .
e e e N %/////%
s aplace o work [ = %///%///
s i o do business [ ///////

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
|- Excellent (5) EZ2Good (4) CINeutral (3) EBelow Average/Poor (1/2) |

Source: ETC Institute DirectionFinder (2015 - Mission, KS)
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Q4. TRENDS: Overall Satisfaction of
the City of Mission
2015 vs. 2011 vs. 2007

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

929%
91%
| 96%
84%
88% |
| 86%

I

As a place to live

|

As a place to rear children

T
69% !
66% |
| 73%
68%
64%
| 70%

67%

|

As a place to retire

|

Buy your next home

As a place to work

o1
2
>

| 71%
64%

63%
| Not asked in 2007 T T

|

As a place to do business

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

[m2015 12011 E92007

Source: ETC Institute DirectionFinder (2015 - Mission, KS)

Public Safety

Source: ETC Institute DirectionFinder (2015 - Mission, KS)
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City of Mission DirectionFinder® Survey: Final Report

Q5. Satisfaction with Public Safety

by percentage of respondents who rated the item as a 1 to 5 on a 5-point scale (excluding no opinion)

0% 20% 40% 60% 100%

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

Source: ETC Institute DirectionFinder (2015 - Mission, KS)

Q5. TRENDS: Overall Satisfaction with Various Aspects
of Public Safety 2015 vs. 2011 vs. 2007

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

Overall quality of local police protection

The visibility of police in neighborhoods

How quickly police officers respond to emergencies

The City's efforts to prevent crime

Enforcement of local traffic laws

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

|m2015 12011 2007 |

Source: ETC Institute DirectionFinder (2015 - Mission, KS)
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Q6. Public Safety Services That Should Receive the Mosi

Emphasis Over the Next Two Years
ercentage of respondents who selected the item as one of their top THREE choices
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City of Mission DirectionFinder® Survey: Final Report

Q7. TRENDS: Overall How Safe Do You Feel?
2015 vs. 2011 vs. 2007

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

9
qg

In your neighborhood during the day 7%

97%

95p6
Overall feeling of safety in Mission 90%

| 9294

90%

|

In your neighborhood at night 85%
| 84%
1

|
7%

|

:79%
[67% |

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
[m2015 C12011 E92007 |

In City parks

Source: ETC Institute DirectionFinder (2015 - Mission, KS)

Q8. Household Level of Agreement that Green Space
Should be Maintained or Expanded

by percentage of respondents

Strongly Agree
55%

No Opinion
3%
Strongly Disagree
2%
Disagree
6%

Agree

21% Neutral

13%

Source: ETC Institute DirectionFinder (2015 - Mission, KS)
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Parks and Recreation

Source: ETC Institute DirectionFinder (2015 - Mission, KS)

Q9. Satisfaction with Parks and Recreation

excluding no opinion

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

[=Very Satisfied (5) ISatisfied (4) CINeutral (3) ElDissatisfied (1/2) |

Source: ETC Institute DirectionFinder (2015 - Mission, KS)
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City of Mission DirectionFinder® Survey: Final Report

Q9. TRENDS: Overall Satisfaction with Various Aspects
of Parks and Recreation 2015 vs. 2011 vs. 2007

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

83%
Quiality of the Community Center . 88%
Not askediin 2007 1 | |
80%
Quality of the Aquatics Programs/Pools 70% |
62% I
|
75%
Maintenance of City parks 84%
‘ 82%
740
How close neighborhood parks are to your home 74%
| | | :79%
70% |
Overall appearance of parks and green space areas 80%
| | | 7\6%
66% |
Number of City parks 70% !
: : . 70%,
. L. . 45% | |
Number of walking and biking trails(2015 average of 5204 |
“throughout City of Mission” and “within City parks” | 720% | |
1 1 | |
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

|m2015 12011 E12007

Source: ETC Institute DirectionFinder (2015 - Mission, KS)

Q10. Parks and Recreation Services That Should
Receive the Most Emphasis Over the Next Two Years

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

Maintenance of City parks

Number of walking/biking trails (throughout City)
Overall appearance of parks and green spaces
Quality of the Community Center

Number of walking/biking trails (City parks)
Number of City parks

Quiality of the outdoor Aquatics facilities

How close neighborhood parks are to your home

None Chosen

0% 20% 40% 60% 80%

|-First Choice B Second Choice Third Choice

Source: ETC Institute DirectionFinder (2015 - Mission, KS)
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City of Mission DirectionFinder® Survey: Final Report

Q11. Satisfaction with Enforcement of City Codes and
Ordinances
by percentage of respondents who rated the item as a 1 to 5 on a 5-point scale (excluding no opinion)
Enforcing the clean up of litter/debris 42% 26% 17%
Exterior maintenance of commercial property 43% 29% 16%
Helping support neighborhoods/property values 40% 30% 15%
Enforcing the City's sign code ordinances 39% 36% 10%
Enforcing moving of grass/weeds 38% 29% 20%
Maintenance of multi-family residential property 38% 38% 12%
Exterior maintenance of residential property 3% 34% 18%
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
[EVery Satisfied (5) DSatisfied (4) CINeutral (3) ElDissatisfied (1/2) |
Source: ETC Institute DirectionFinder (2015 - Mission, KS)

Q11. TRENDS: Overall Satisfaction with Enforcement
of City Codes and Ordinances

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

7%
Enforcing the clean up of litter and debris | 62%

[61%

|
_5%%
Enforcing the maintenance of commercial property 61%

[59%

The City's efforts in helping support neighborhoods — 55%
and property values 54%

|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
l
Not asked'in 2007 ' ! :
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|

|
51%

Enforcing the mowing and trimming of lawns 56%
: 161%
Enforcing the maintenance of multi-family 50%,
residential property 49%
Not asked!in 2007 ! !
48%
Enforcing the maintenance of residential property 58%
| |}59% ‘
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

|m2015 12011 E12007

Source: ETC Institute DirectionFinder (2015 - Mission, KS)
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Q12. THREE Items Residents Believe Would Have the
Greatest Impact on Improving the Quality of Their
Neighborhood

by percentage of respondents (multiple responses were allowed)

Increased street/curb maintenance
More sidewalks

Increased private property maintenance
More trails

Better maintained sidewalks

Addition of bike lanes

Stormwater improvements

Closer proximity to parks/open space
Closer proximity to retail

Other

None Chosen

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

Source: ETC Institute DirectionFinder (2015 - Mission, KS)

Q13. THREE Housing Types Residents Feel are Most
Needed in Mission

by percentage of respondents (multiple responses were allowed)

Mid-range single-family homes
Entry-level single-family homes

Patio homes (association maintained)
Townhomes and row houses

Large estate single-family homes
Apartments and condominiums
Accessory apartments

Senior Housing (independent living)
Senior Housing

None Chosen

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

Source: ETC Institute DirectionFinder (2015 - Mission, KS)
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Source

Public Works

: ETC Institute DirectionFinder (2015 - Mission, KS)

Mai

Source

Q14. Satisfaction with Various Aspects of
Public Works

by percentage of respondents who rated the item as a 1 to 5 on a 5-point scale (excluding no o|

Overallcleaniness of Ciy sreets/pubii areas || 41 7////////////%
Show remaval on nelghborhood streets 7///////////
Maintenance of sreet signsiatic signats IS /////// % | 1w |
intenance of Ciy ireets - major thoroughfares. [ -1 /////////7////
Maintenance of Ciy treets - neghborhoods [0 ///// /////

|EVery Satisfied (5) EISatisfied (4) CINeutral (3) ElDissatisfied (1/2) |

: ETC Institute DirectionFinder (2015 - Mission, KS)

ETC Institute

(2015)
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Q14. TRENDS: Overall Satisfaction with Various
Aspects of City Maintenance
2015 vs. 2011 vs. 2007

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

88%

Snow removal on major City streets 87%
| 87%
179%
Overall cleanliness of City streets/public areas V8%
| 85%
1
78%
Snow removal on neighborhood streets 76%
[ 71%
|
7%
Maintenance of street signs/traffic signals 78%
| 83%
o |
Maintenance of City streets(average of - 68% :
neighborhoods and major thoroughfares) 50%
| 7%%
2 |
Maintenance of sidewalks 52% |
| ‘ ‘ W o5 |
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

[m2015 £12011 =12007 |

Source: ETC Institute DirectionFinder (2015 - Mission, KS)

Q15. Public Works Services That Should Receive the
Most Emphasis Over the Next Two Years

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

Maintenance of City streets - neighborhoods 66%

Maintenance of sidewalks

Maintenance of City streets - major thoroughfares

Snow removal on neighborhood streets

Overall cleanliness of City streets/public areas

Snow removal on major City streets

|
12%
|

Maintenance of street signs/traffic signals

None Chosen

|
129%

0% 20% 40% 60% 80%
|-First Choice B Second Choice EThird Choice
Source: ETC Institute DirectionFinder (2015 - Mission, KS)
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Transportation/Walkability

Q16. Level of Agreement with Walkability/Bikeability
by percentage of respondents who rated the item as a 1 to 5 on a 5-point scal i ini

nnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnn

%
2|
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Q17. Level of Agreement with Transportation Options

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

Ciy should make pcestian frendy improvements. IERT %/////%%///%
AT
e o 2, ///%{éﬁ/é%

|-Strongly Agree (5) JAgree (4) CINeutral (3) EDisagree (1/2) |

Source: ETC Institute DirectionFinder (2015 - Mission, KS)

Economic
Redevelopment/Revitalization

ETC Institute (2015) Page 17



City of Mission DirectionFinder® Survey: Final Report

Q18. Level of Agreement with Economic
Redevelopment/Revitalization

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

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

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

Source: ETC Institute DirectionFinder (2015 - Mission, KS)

Q19. Household Level of Support for Mixed-Use
Neighborhoods

by percentage of respondents who rated the item as a 1 to 4 on a 4-point scale (excluding no opinion)

Very Supportive
50%

Not Supportive
11%

Somewhat Support Neutral
31% 9%

Source: ETC Institute DirectionFinder (2015 - Mission, KS)
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Customer Service

Source: ETC Institute DirectionFinder (2015 - Mission, KS)

Q20. Have you called or visited the City with a question,
problem, or complaint during the past year?

by percentage of respondents

No
70%

Yes
30%

Source: ETC Institute DirectionFinder (2015 - Mission, KS)
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Q20b. Satisfaction with the Quality of Service Received
from City Employees

by percentage of respondents who rated the item as a 1 to 5 on a 5-point scale (excluding no opinion

How easy the department was to contact

How courteously you were treated //

W/

Technical competence/knowledge of employees 36% %///%

Responsiveness of employees to requesticoncern % | //// 11%

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

[Estrongly Satisfied (5) Satisfied (4) CINeutral (3) ElDissatisfied (1/2) |

Source: ETC Institute DirectionFinder (2015 - Mission, KS)

Q21. Satisfaction with City Communication

excluding no opinion

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

|=Strongly Satisfied (5) DSatisfied (4) CINeutral (3) EDissatisfied (1/2) |

Source: ETC Institute DirectionFinder (2015 - Mission, KS)
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Q21. TRENDS: Overall Satisfaction with Various
Aspects of City Communications
2015 vs. 2011 vs. 2007

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

7%
Content of the Mission Magazine/City's newsletter 70% :
1, 79%
73%
Availability of info about Parks and Recreation 69% |
: ! 80%
61% !
City efforts to keep residents informed 60% :
| 17%
53% l
The quality of the City's web page 52% |
| 54:% :
44% ! !
Level of public involvement in local decisions 41% | |
[59% |
38% | |
Use of Facebook/Twitter/other social media 139% I I
Not asked in 2007 | } }
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

[m2015 12011 E2007

Source: ETC Institute DirectionFinder (2015 - Mission, KS)

Q22. Sources Residents Use Most Frequently to Get
Information About the City

by percentage of respondents (multiple responses were allowed)

Mission Magazine/City Newsletter
City Website

Direct Mailing

Friends

Newspaper

Community Center (in building/facility)
Facebook/Twitter/other social media
Community Center (printed materials)
Notify JoCo System

Other

None Chosen

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

Source: ETC Institute DirectionFinder (2015 - Mission, KS)
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Q23. Level of Agreement with Support for Increased City
Investment in Current and Future Unmet Needs

by percentage of respondents who rated the item as a 1 to 5 on a 5-point scale (excluding no opinion)

Maintenance of residential (neighborhood streets) | 44% | 12%2%
Maintenance of major thoroughfares | 43% l 21% Y
Maintenance and improvement of city parks ‘ | ‘ 46% ‘ | 22% 0|
Public safety services | 46% | 22% |7%
Redevelopment of commercial areas | 39% | 23% 8%
Stormwater improvements in residential neighborhoods | | ‘45% | 26% |7%
Expansion of parks and recreation programs | 36% l 23% | 12%
Stormwater improvements in major channels | 45% ‘ | 29‘% |7%
More regional trail connections | 30% I 23% | 15%
More trails within the City | m% | % [13%
More trails within parks ‘ | 3é% | 27% | | 14%
Maintenance and improvement of city buildings | 38% | 40% 9%
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

|I:IStroneg Agree (5) ZAgree (4) CINeutral (3) EDisagree (1/2) |

Source: ETC Institute DirectionFinder (2015 - Mission, KS)

Maintenance of residential (neighborhood streets)
Redevelopment of commercial areas
Maintenance of major thoroughfares

More regional trail connections

More trails within the City

Maintenance and improvement of city parks

Public safety services

Expansion of parks and recreation programs
Stormwater improvements in residential neighborhoods
Stormwater improvements in major channels

More trails within parks

Maintenance and improvement of city buildings

None Chosen

0%

23%|
|
22% |
|
229% |

Q24. THREE Increased Investments Residents Would
MOST SUPPORT

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

10%

20%  30%

40%

50% 60% 70%

|-First Choice ESecond Choice CThird Choice

Source: ETC Institute DirectionFinder (2015 - Mission, KS)

ETC Institute (2015)
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Q25. Maximum Amount Respondent Households Would
be Willing to Invest to Make Improvements

by percentage of respondents (without don’t know)

$11 - $15 per month
14%

$16 - $20 per month
17%

$6 - $10 per month
32%

$0 per month
17%

$1 - $5 per month
21%

Source: ETC Institute DirectionFinder (2015 - Mission, KS)

Demographics

Source: ETC Institute DirectionFinder (2015 - Mission, KS)
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Q26. Respondents Race/Ethnicity

by percentage of respondents (multiple responses allowed)

White

Hispanic 11%

Asian/Pacific Islander
Black/African American
American Indian/Eskimo

Other

85%

Source: ETC Institute DirectionFinder (2015 - Mission, KS)

0% 20% 40% 60% 80%

100%

Q27. Ages of Respondents

by percentage of respondents (without not provided)

35to0 44
19% 25t0 34
22%

55 to 64
28%
Source: ETC Institute DirectionFinder (2015 - Mission, KS)

Under25
4%
45 to 54
14%
65+
13%

ETC Institute (2015)
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Q28. Age of Household Occupants

by percentage of all persons represented in the households surveyed

Ages 20-24
5% Ages 10-14
Ages 15-19 3%
&0 Ages 5-9  yng 5
Ages 25-34 4% X %r ;ge
21% 2

Ages 75+

4%
Ages 65-74
7%
Ages 35-44 0
13%
Ages 55-64
Ages 45-54 19%
14%

Source: ETC Institute DirectionFinder (2015 - Mission, KS)

Q29. Years Lived in Mission

by percentage of all persons represented in the households surveyed (excluding not provided)

5 or fewer years
36%

6-10 years
20%

Over 30 years
11%

11-15 years

12% 26-30 years

1-25 years 5%
5%

16-20 years2
10%

Source: ETC Institute DirectionFinder (2015 - Mission, KS)
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Q30. Do you own or rent your current residence?

by percentage of respondents (excluding not provided)

Source: ETC Institute DirectionFinder (2015 - Mission, KS)

Q30a. Type of Residence Rented
by percentage of respondents (who answered “rent" in Question 30)

Single Family
51%

Multi-family
49%

Source: ETC Institute DirectionFinder (2015 - Mission, KS)
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Q31. Household Total Annual Household Income

by percentage of respondents (excluding not provided)

$25,000 - $49,999
20%

Under $25,000
15%
$50,000 - $74,999
19%

$150,000 or more
9%

$75,000 - $99,999
17%

$100,000 - $149,999
20%

Source: ETC Institute DirectionFinder (2015 - Mission, KS)

Q32. Respondents Gender

by percentage of respondents

Male
43%

Female
57%

Source: ETC Institute DirectionFinder (2015 - Mission, KS)
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Q33. Respondents Current Employment Status

by percentage of respondents (excluding not provided)

Full-time employment
69%

Unemployed
% Full-time homemaker
2%

Full-time student Retired
2% 18%

Part-time employment
8%

Source: ETC Institute DirectionFinder (2015 - Mission, KS)
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Section 2:
Benchmarking Analysis
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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
Mission is not authorized without written consent from
ETC Institute.
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Overall Ratings of the City
Mission vs. Missouri/Kansas 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)

Overall feeling of safety

Overall quality of life in the City

Overall quality of services provided

Overall value you receive for taxes/fees

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

B Mission EMissouri/Kansas [JU.S.

Source: 2015 ETC Institute
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Overall Satisfaction with Various City Services

Mission vs. Missouri/Kansas 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)

85%
Maintenance of City buildings/facilities 71%
69%
79%
Overall police services 80%
81%
_ /8%
Parks and recreation 17%
69%
69%
Overall quality of City stormwater management %‘(’)//o
0
- . 68%
Overall flow of traffic in the City
_ _ 7%
Overall quality of customer service
Effectiveness of communication with the public 48%
50%
Overall enforcement of city codes and ordinances _
Maintenance of City Streets m
49%
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
. B Mission EMissouri/Kansas CJU.S.
Source: 2015 ETC Institute
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Ratings of the City
Mission vs. Missouri/Kansas 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)

93%

As a place to live

As a place to rear children

69%
69%
64%

As a place to retire

66%

As a place to work 69%

60%

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

B Mission EMissouri/Kansas [JU.S.

Source: 2015 ETC Institute
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Overall Satisfaction with Public Safety
Mission vs. Missouri/Kansas 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)

Overall quality of local police protection

The visibility of police in neighborhoods

How quickly police officers respond to emergencies

The City's efforts to prevent crime

78%

61%

Enforcement of local traffic laws

Source: 2015 ETC Institute
ETC Institute (2015)

71%

78%
69%
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
B Mission EMissouri/Kansas [JU.S.
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How Safe Residents Feel in Their Community
Mission vs. Missouri/Kansas vs. the U.S

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

99%
In your neighborhood during the day
90%
In your neighborhood at night
17%
In City parks
| | |
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

B Mission EMissouri/Kansas [JU.S.

Source: 2015 ETC Institute
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Overall Satisfaction with Parks and Recreation

City of Mission DirectionFinder® Survey: Final Report

Mission vs. Missouri/Kansas 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)

Quality of Community Center

82%
7%
75%

Quality of outdoor aquatics facilities

80%

Maintenance of City parks

%
80%
7%

Number of City parks

66%
75%
70%

0%

Source: 2015 ETC Institute
ETC Institute (2015)

20% 40% 60% 80%

100%

B Mission EMissouri/Kansas [JU.S.
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Overall Satisfaction with Code Enforcement
Mission vs. Missouri/Kansas 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)

Enforcing the clean up of litter and debris

Enforcing the maintenance of commercial property 73%

Enforcing sign regulations 8%
529
Enforcing the mowing and trimming of lawns
53%
48%
Enforcing the maintenance of residential property 63%
54%
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

B Mission EMissouri/Kansas [JU.S.

Source: 2015 ETC Institute
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City of Mission DirectionFinder® Survey: Final Report

Overall Satisfaction with City Maintenance
Mission vs. Missouri/Kansas 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)

Snow removal on major City streets

Overall cleanliness of City streets/public areas

Snow removal on residential City streets

Maintenance of traffic signals/street signs

Maintenance of major City streets

Maintenance of neighborhood streets

Maintenance of sidewalks

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

B Mission EMissouri/Kansas [JU.S.

Source: 2015 ETC Institute
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Overall Satisfaction with Communication
Mission vs. Missouri/Kansas 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)

Availability of info about City programs/services

City efforts to keep you informed re: local issues

The quality of the City's web page 73%

The level of public involvement in local decision

67%
64%

Quiality of social media outlets

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

B Mission EMissouri/Kansas [JU.S.

Source: 2015 ETC Institute
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Overall Satisfaction with Customer Service

Mission vs. Missouri/Kansas 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)

How easy department is to contact

7

How courteously you were treated

68%

—
o

69%
62%
62%

Technical competence/knowledge of City employees

80%

80%

65%
Overall responsiveness of requests/concerns _ 67%
60%
| |
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
B Mission EMissouri/Kansas CJU.S.
Source: 2015 ETC Institute
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Metropolitan Kansas City
Area Benchmarks

Source: ETC Institute DirectionFinder (2015)
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Perceptions that Kansas City Area Residents Have
of the City in Which They Live in 2015

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

() Mission, KS

Overall feeling of safety 36% w 94% @ 88%
Overall quality of life in the City 29% w 96% 88090
Overall quality of services provided 42% ¢ 95% 0

84% 63%

Overall value you receive for taxes/fees 19%

0% 20% 40% 60% 80%  100%
LOW--------- MEAN-------- HIGH
Source: ETC Institute DirectionFinder (2015)
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Overall Satisfaction With City Services Provided
by Cities In the Kansas City Area in 2015

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

(OMission, KS
Maintenance of City buildings/facilities 42% w 90P0 85%
Overall police services 74% (* 96% 79%

Parks and recreation 51% -_ 07% 78%

Overall quality of City stormwater management 32% q- 86% 69%
Overall flow of traffic in the City 32% ﬂ, 78% 68%

Overall quality of customer service 48% ‘:_ 87Y% 67%
Effectiveness of communication with the public 37% ‘_ 85% 61%

Overall enforcement of city codes and ordinances 36% *79% 60%

Maintenance of City Streets | 18% IS NN 88%  59%

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
LOW--------- MEAN-------- HIGH

o\

Source: ETC Institute DirectionFinder (2015)
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Satisfaction with Overall Ratings
Provided by Cities in the Kansas City Area in 2015

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

( )Mission, KS

s aplace o v - 55%11 .
s aplac o rearchidren ; 4Z%~:,97% aan
As a place to retire 48% #’ 78% 0

As a place to work 31%

9 | 66%

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
LOW--------- MEAN-------- HIGH
Source: ETC Institute DirectionFinder (2015)
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Satisfaction with Various Public Safety Services
Provided by Cities in the Kansas City Area in 2015

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

( )Mission, KS

Overall quality of local police protection 43% #] 94% 89%

The visibility of police in neighborhoods i 9% * 96% 82%

How quickly police officers respond to emergencies 55% #’ 92% | 79%
The City's efforts to prevent crime 41%:. * 8% /8%

Enforcement of local traffic laws 48% i, 85% 1%

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
L OW---emm-- MEAN--—---- HIGH

Source: ETC Institute DirectionFinder (2015)
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Satisfaction with Feeling of Safety
by Cities Iin the Kansas City Area in 2015

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

( )Mission, KS

In your neighborhood during the day i i i 82% )99% 99%

In your neighborhood at night 3 52% 90%

In City parks 17% 90% 0

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
LOW--------- MEAN-------- HIGH
Source: ETC Institute DirectionFinder (2015)
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Satisfaction with Parks and Recreation Facilities/Services
Provided by Cities in the Kansas City Area in 2015

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

( )Mission, KS

Quality of Community Center 50% *}82% 82%
Quality of outdoor aquatics facilities 132% q] 89% @ 80%

Maintenance of City parks 40%

wnberctGiyparks| 44%‘*919

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
o) /\Vu— MEAN-------- HIGH

66%

o™

Source: ETC Institute DirectionFinder (2015)
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Satisfaction with the Enforcement of Codes and
Ordinances by Cities in the Kansas City Area in 2015

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

() Mission, KS

Enforcing the clean up of litter and debris 14% w 73% 57%
Enforcing sign regulations1{1% __ 75% 53%
Enforcing the mowing and trimming of lawns 22% i_ 72% )

Enforcing the maintenance of residential property | 18%

67% 48%

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

LOW--------- MEAN-------- HIGH
Source: ETC Institute DirectionFinder (2015)
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Satisfaction with Maintenance Services Provided
by Cities In the Kansas City Area in 2015

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

( )Mission, KS

Snow removal on major City streets 56% *] 02% | 88%

Overall cleanliness of City streets/public areas 37% ‘. 93% | /9%
Snow removal on residential City streets 22% #‘ 90% | 78%
Maintenance of traffic signals/street signs 52% i_ 0% | 77%
Maintenance of major City streets 21% * 160 | 73%
Maintenance of neighborhood streets 22% ‘_ 87% 63%
Maintenance of sidewalks | 17% __ 83% 53%

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
LOW----m--- MEAN-------- HIGH

Source: ETC Institute DirectionFinder (2015)
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Satisfaction with Various Aspects of
City Communications in 2015

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

( )Mission, KS

Availability of info about City programs/services 38% ‘h 85%| 63%
City efforts to keep you informed re: local issues 41%. * 81% 62%
The quality of the City's web page 38% ¢ 76% 53%

The level of public involvement in local decision 25% -:- 66% 44%
Quality of social media outlets 27% ¢ 68% 39%

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
o) /\Vm— MEAN-------- HIGH

Source: ETC Institute DirectionFinder (2015)
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Satisfaction with Various Aspects of
Customer Service in 2015

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

( )Mission, KS

How easy department is to contact - 63% 98%680%

1% 7 8%

| N

How courteously you were treated 7¢%

88% 0

Technical competence/knowledge of City employees 61%%

89

NS

0 65%

Overall responsiveness of requests/concerns | 49%

Source: ETC Institute DirectionFinder (2015)
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Section 3:
Importance-Satisfaction

Analysis
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Importance-Satisfaction Rating
City of Mission
OVERALL

Most Importance-

Most Important Satisfaction Satisfaction I-S Rating
Category of Service Important % Rank Satisfaction % Rank Rating Rank
Very High Priority (IS >.20)
City's planning efforts to promote redevelopment 52% 52% 0.2491 1
High Priority (IS .10-.20)
Maintenance of City streets 48% 59% 0.1984 2
Medium Priority (IS <.10)
Overall Flow of traffic & congestion management 24% 68% 0.0752 3
Effectiveness of City communication 16% 61% 0.0646 4
Enforcement of City codes and Ordinances 15% 60% 0.0592 5
Quality of parks/recreation facilities 18% 73% 0.0481 6
Quality and livability of City's neighborhoods 25% 84% 0.0398 7
Quality of City's stormwater/runoff management 11% 68% 0.0358 8
Quality of police services 16% 79% 0.0328 9
Quality of parks/recreation programs 12% 78% 0.0274 10
Quiality of customer service from city employees 7% 67% 0.0244 11
Maintenance of City buildings/facilities 10% 75% 0.0241 12

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.

© 2015 DirectionFinder by ETC Institute

ETC Institute (2015)
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Importance-Satisfaction Rating
City of Mission
Public Safety

Most Importance-

Most Important Satisfaction Satisfaction I-S Rating
Category of Service Important % Rank Satisfaction % Rank Rating Rank
High Priority (IS .10-.20)
The City's efforts to prevent crime 69% 78% 0.1534 1
How quickly police officers respond to emergencies 53% 79% 0.1123 2
Medium Priority (IS <.10)
The visibility of police in neighborhoods 50% 82% 0.0884 3
Enforcement of local traffic laws 22% 71% 0.0640 4
Overall quality of local police protection 50% 89% 0.0549 5

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.

© 2015 DirectionFinder by ETC Institute
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Importance-Satisfaction Rating

City of Mission
Public Works

Most Most Importance-

Important Important Satisfaction  Satisfaction I-S Rating
Category of Service % Rank Satisfaction % Rank Rating Rank
Very High Priority (IS >.20)
Maintenance of City major streets 43% 73% 0.3300 1
Maintenance of City strees-neighborhoods 66% 63% 0.3300 2
Maintenance of sidewalks 46% 52% 0.2064 3
Medium Priority (IS <.10)
Snow removal on neighborhood streets 34% 78% 0.0864 4
Overall cleanliness of City streets/public areas 32% 79% 0.0704 5
Maintenance of street signsf/traffic signals 12% 7% 0.0462 6
Snow removal on major City streets 20% 88% 0.0351 7

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

Most Important %:

Satisfaction %:

© 2015 DirectionFinder by ETC Institute

ETC Institute (2015)

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 Mission
Parks and Recreation

City of Mission DirectionFinder® Survey: Final Report

Most Most Importance-

Important  Important Satisfaction Satisfaction I-S Rating
Category of Service % Rank Satisfaction % Rank Rating Rank
Very High Priority (IS >.20)
Number of walking and biking trails (throughout City) 48% 41% 0.2827 1
High Priority (1S .10-.20)
Number of walking and biking trails (w/n parks) 28% 49% 0.1449 2
Maintenance of City parks 51% 75% 0.1278 3
Overall appearance of parks and green space areas 42% 70% 0.1268 4
Medium Priority (IS <.10)
Number of City parks 22% 66% 0.0734 5
Quality of the Community Center 29% 83% 0.0497 6
Quality of the Aquatics facilities 12% 80% 0.0246 7
How close neighborhood parks are to your home 9% 74% 0.0238 8

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

Most Important %:

Satisfaction %:

© 2015 DirectionFinder by ETC Institute

ETC Institute (2015)

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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2015 City of Mission DirectionFinder
Importance-Satisfaction Assessment Matrix
-Overall-

(points on the graph show deviations from the mean importance and satisfaction ratings given by respondents to the survey)

mean importance

mean satisfaction

Exceeded Expectations thntlnyed/hErantlélStIS
lower importance/higher satisfaction Igher importance/higher satistaction
Quality and livability of City's neighborhoodse
) Quality of parks and recreation programs
E ®Quality of police services
e
5:6 eMaintenance of City buildings/facilities
c Quality of parks and recreation facilities
O ‘
) Qual_lty of customer/. Quality of the City's stormwater
Q service you receive
. /runoff management system
('5 from city employees
Y Flow of traffic and congestion management
(L) Enforcement of City codes and ordinancese
"c—u' Maintenance of City streetse
U) Effectiveness of City communication
Quality of City's planning efforts to promote redevelopment
Less Important Opportunities for Improvement
lower importance/lower satisfaction higher importance/lower satisfaction

Lower Importance] -
Lower Importance Importance Ratlng Higher Importance

Source: ETC Institute (2015)
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2015 City of Mission DirectionFinder
Importance-Satisfaction Assessment Matrix

-Public Safety-

(points on the graph show deviations from the mean importance and satisfaction ratings given by respondents to the survey)

mean importance

Exceeded Expectations

lower importance/higher satisfaction

Continued Emphasis

®Qverall quality of local police protection

e The visibility of police in neighborhoods

higher importance/higher satisfaction

Satisfaction Rating

®Enforcement of local traffic laws

Less Important

lower importance/lower satisfaction

The City's efforts to prevent crime®

How quickly police officers respond to emergencies

Opportunities for Improvement

mean satisfaction

higher importance/lower satisfaction

Lower Importance

Source: ETC Institute (2015)
ETC Institute (2015)

Importance Rating
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2015 City of Mission DirectionFinder
Importance-Satisfaction Assessment Matrix
-Parks and Recreation-

(points on the graph show deviations from the mean importance and satisfaction ratings given by respondents to the survey)

mean importance

Exceeded Expectations

lower importance/higher satisfaction

Quality of the Community Center ®
e®Quality of the outdoor Aquatics facilities

®How close neighborhood parks are to your home

Continued Emphasis

higher importance/higher satisfaction

Number of walking and biking trails (throughout City)

®Overall appearance of parks and green spaces

Number of City parks®

Satisfaction Rating

Number of walking and biking trails w/n parkse

Less Important

lower importance/lower satisfaction

mean satisfaction

Maintenance of City parkse

Opportunities for Improvement

higher importance/lower satisfaction

Importance Rating

Source: ETC Institute (2015)
ETC Institute (2015)
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2015 City of Mission DirectionFinder
Importance-Satisfaction Assessment Matrix
-Public Works-

(points on the graph show deviations from the mean importance and satisfaction ratings given by respondents to the survey)

mean importance

Exceeded Expectations

lower importance/higher satisfaction

Snow removal on neighborhood streets

Snow removal on major City streetse®

Overall cleanliness of City streets/other public areas

o
Maintenance of street signs/traffic signals

Continued Emphasis

higher importance/higher satisfaction

Maintenance of City streets - major thoroughfares

/

Satisfaction Rating

Less Important

lower importance/lower satisfaction

Maintenance of City streets - neighborhoodse

eMaintenance of sidewalks

Opportunities for Improvement

mean satistaction

higher importance/lower satisfaction

Importance Rating

Source: ETC Institute (2015)
ETC Institute (2015)

Higher Importance
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Section 4:

GIS Maps
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Location of Survey Repondents
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Overall Ratings
of the City of
Mission

Question #1



Qla Ratlng of the Overall Qualltv of Serv:ces Prowded

Clty of Mission DirectionFinder® Survey: Final Report
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le Ratlng of the Overall Value That You
- Receive for Your City Tax Dollars and Fees
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Q1c. Rating of the Overall Quality
of Life in the City
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Q1d. Ratlng of How Well the City is

_"--‘Communlcatl'nq About Programs and Services
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Qle. Rating of How Well the City is Planning
for Redevelopment Activities
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Q1f. Rating of the Overall Feeling
of Safety in the City
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Qlg. Ral_ting of the .Ovefall Condition :
of Housing in Your Neighborhood
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th Ratlng of the Overall Archltectur_al
Quality of Businesses in the City
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Overall
Satisfaction
with City
Services

Question #2
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Q2a. Satisfactio_n With.theQuaIitv of Police Services
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Q2b Satlsfactlon Wlth the Qualltv of Parks
and Recreatlon Programs WA
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Q2c Satlsfactlon wrth the Qualltv of Parks
and Recreatlon Facilities cr
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Q2d. Satisfaction with the Maintenance of City Streets
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i EQRer Satisfaction with the Maintenance of
: City Building/Facilities e
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Q2f Satlsfactlon with the Enforcement of Cltv
7= ‘Codes and Ordinances S
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5 QZQ Satlsfac:tlon with the OQuality of Customer Service
You Receive from City Employees
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Qz2h. Sétisfactionw_it_ﬁ the Effectivgﬁss of City CoyﬁmUni.cati;onL.
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: Q2i.. Satisfac_tion with the QUaIitv-.of the C;ifv’s
Stormwater Runoff/Stormwater Management System
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Q2j Satlsfactlon Wlth the Flow of
Trafflc and Conqestlon Manaqement -
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Q2k. Satisfaction with the Quality of City’s
Planning Efforts to Promote Redevelopment
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Q2I Satlsfactlon Wlth the Qualltv and
Livability of Cltv s Neighborhoods
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Ratings of the
City of Mission

Question #4
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Q4a. Rating of the City of Mission As a Place to Live
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Q4b. Rating of the City

of Mission Place to Rear Children
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Q4d Ratlng of the Clty of Mission As a Place
~ Where YoUWouId Buy Your Next Home
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| Q4e. Rating of thé City of Miss‘iOn As a Place _to Retire
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Q4f Ratlng of the Clty of Mlssmn As a Place to do Busmess :
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Satisfaction
with Public
Safety

Question #5
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Qb5a. Satisfaction with the Overall Quality of
|_ocal Police Protection
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Q5b. Satisfaction with the Visiblity of Police in Neighborhoods
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Q5c. Satisfaction with the City’s Efforts to Prevent Crime
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Q5d. ,Sétisfacti'on, Wi__j_tﬁ the .Enforc_e[ﬁenf of Local Tfaﬁic;LaWs k.
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City of Mission DirectionFinder® Survey: Final Report

Q5e. Satisfaction with How Quickly Police
Respond to Emergenccies
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City of Mission DirectionFinder® Survey: Final Report

Residents
Feeling of
Safety

Question #7

PPPPPP



City of Mission DirectionFinder® Survey: Final Report

Q7a. How Safe Residents Feel In Your
Neighborhood During the Day
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City of Mission DirectionFinder® Survey: Final Report

Q7b. How Safe Residents Feel In Your Neighborhood at Night
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City of Mission DirectionFinder® Survey: Final Report

; - QTc. How S_aife Residents Féel In City Parks

- - -

- -
S .

‘N;"," Speeeecczee '-.'— ' ».,A/A ‘ nain: & e .
:

|pne®

LEGEND ff
' Mean rating ,
“ | on a5-point scale, where: s — | BT 2
I 1.0-1.8 Very Unsafe I .k B =
©2013 CALIPER; ©2013 HERE [ =
~ | 1826 Unsafe . > T ~ AL A -
~ 2.63.4 Neutral | 2015 City of Mission
. 34-425afe DirectionFinder® Survey
- 4.2-5.0 Very Safe Shading reflects the mean rating for all respondents
—— by CBG (merged as needed)
. Other (no responses) .
! 4

ETC Institute (2015) Page 101



City of Mission DirectionFinder® Survey: Final Report

Q7d. How Safe Residents Feel
In Commercial/Shopping Areas in Mission

JOHNSON DR

N
LEGEND
Mean rating W E
| on a5-point scale, where: 5

AV 304

- 1.0-1.8 Very Unsafe
2 1.8-2.6 Unsafe

©2013 CALIPER; ©2013 HERE

2.6-3.4 Neutral 2015 City of Mission
3.4-4.2 Safe DirectionFinder® Survey
- 4.2-5.0 Very Safe Shading reflects the mean rating for all respondents

by CBG (merged as needed)

Other (no responses)

ETC Institute (2015) Page 102



City of Mission DirectionFinder® Survey: Final Report

Q7e. Resident Overall Feeling of Safety in Mission
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City of Mission DirectionFinder® Survey: Final Report

Satisfaction
with Parks and
Recreation

Question #9



City of Mission DirectionFinder® Survey: Final Report

- Q9a Satisfa'c_:ti‘q;h; with the Map"'tenénce'of__Ci’g\;' Parks
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City of Mission DirectionFinder® Survey: Final Report
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City of Mission DirectionFinder® Survey: Final Report

Q9c. Satisfaction with How Close Neighborhood
Parks Are to Your Home
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City of Mission DirectionFinder® Survey: Final Report

Q9d Satisfaction with the Number of Walking
and Biking Trails (Within City Parks)
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City of Mission DirectionFinder® Survey: Final Report

Q9e. Satisfaction with the Number of Walking
and Biking Trails (Throughout City of Mission)
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Clty of Mission DirectionFinder® Survey: Final Report

Q9f Satlsfactlon with the Overall Appearance
of Parks and Green Spaces
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City of Mission DirectionFinder® Survey: Final Report

Q9g. Satisfaction with the Quality of the Community Center
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City of Mission DirectionFinder® Survey: Final Report

Q9h. Satisfaction with the Quality of the
Outdoor Aguatics Facilities
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City of Mission DirectionFinder® Survey: Final Report

Satisfaction with
Enforcement of
City Codes and

Ordinances

Question #11



City of Mission DirectionFinder® Survey: Final Report

Q11a. Satisfaction with the Enforcing the Clean Up of
Litter and Debris on Private Property
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City of Mission DirectionFinder® Survey: Final Report

Q11b. Satisfaction with Enforcing the Moving of
Grass and Weeds on Private Property
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City of Mission DirectionFinder® Survey: Final Report

Q11c. Satisfaction with the Enforcing the Exterior
Maintenance of Residential Property
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City of Mission DirectionFinder® Survey: Final Report

Qlld Satisfaction with Enforcing the Exterior
: Maintenance of Commercial Property
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City of Mission DirectionFinder® Survey: Final Report

Q11e. Satisfaction with Enforcing the Maintenance of
Multi-Family Residential Property
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City of Mission DirectionFinder® Survey: Final Report

Qllf Satisfaction with Enforcing the Cltv S
Sign Code Ordinances -
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City of Mission DirectionFinder® Survey: Final Report

Qllg Satisfaction with the City’s Efforts in Helping
~ Support Neighborhoods and Property Values
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City of Mission DirectionFinder® Survey: Final Report

Satisfaction
with Public
Works

Question #14



City of Mission DirectionFinder® Survey: Final Report

Q14a. Satisfaction with the Maintenance of
City Streets-Neighborhoods
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City of Mission DirectionFinder® Survey: Final Report

Q14b. S,atigféction with tt_\é Maintenancc_a-'of
City Streets-Major Thoroughfares
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City of Mission DirectionFinder® Survey: Final Report

Q14c. Satisfaction with the Maintenance of Sidewalks
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Clty of Mission DirectionFinder® Survey: Final Report

Q14d Satlsfactlon W|th the Mamtenance of
Street Slqns/Trafflc Signals
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Q14e. Satisfaction with Snow Removal on Major City Streets

City of Mission DirectionFinder® Survey: Final Report
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City of Mission DirectionFinder® Survey: Final Report

Q14f. Satisfaction with Snow Removal on
Neighborhood Streets A
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City of Mission DirectionFinder® Survey: Final Report

Q14q. Satisfaction with the Overall Cleanliness of
City Streets and Other Public Areas
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City of Mission DirectionFinder® Survey: Final Report

Level of
Agreement with
Walkability/
Bikeability

Question #16



City of Mission DirectionFinder® Survey: Final Report

Q16a. Agreement with Members of My Household Can
Safely Walk or Bike to Parks in the City of Mission
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