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ON THE WATER

A survey of citizens in Oshkosh was undertaken by the Public Policy Analysis class at
the University of Wisconsin — Oshkosh in cooperation with the City of Oshkosh in the Spring of
2016. This report will analyze the results of this survey and provide insight into the perspectives
of the citizens on a variety of issues. The 2016 Oshkosh Citizen Survey included twelve primary
sections and multiple sub-sections, along with a question requesting general demographic data as
well as an opportunity for comments from the respondents. Three-hundred and ten (310) surveys
were returned and the resulting data has been entered into a statistical analysis program.

Depending upon the nature of the question, individuals were asked to respond to each
question based on four following possible rating options: 1.) excellent, good, fair and poor 2.)
very important, somewhat important, no opinion, somewhat unimportant, and very unimportant
3.) strongly agree, somewhat agree, neither agree/disagree, somewhat disagree, strongly disagree
and no opinion or 4.) daily, weekly, occasionally, seasonally, and annually or less. The survey
was sent to 1,500 properties chosen randomly from the residential parcels provided from a data
base of utility customers in the City. The 310 responses constitute a 20.7 percent response rate
which is lower than the norm for citizen surveys. The survey response was 17.0 percent return in
2009, 22.5 percent return in 2010, 16.5 percent in 2011, 17.8 percent in 2012, 19.5 in 2013, 21.9
percent in 2014 and 20.6 percent in 2015. The relationship between sample size and precision of
the survey instrument at a 95 percent confidence rate frequently used in surveys is shown below.
The 310 responses create a margin of error of approximately 5.4 percent. A level of 5 percent is

considered acceptable for most survey results. The confidence rate is 94.6 percent.

Sample Size Margin of Error
100 10%
300 5.5%
400 5.0%
800 3.5%



Question 1 & 2: Please indicate how frequently, if ever, you utilize the following City

services. Please check the box that comes closest to your opinion for each of the

following questions.

The Oshkosh survey’s Questions 1 and 2 specifically address frequency of city services

and rating the quality of life in Oshkosh. The answer options for question one in the 2015 survey

regarding the frequency of city services were Daily, Weekly, Monthly, Seasonally, Annually and

Never. The only change in these answers for 2016 was an additional No Response option. This

may cause a slight comparative analysis issue but not one significant enough to cause for

concern.

Frequency of City Services Daily | Weekly | Monthly | Seasonally | Annually | Never
Bike and Pedestrian Trails 6.6 5.6 7.0 29.6 11.3 39.9
Lake Shore Golf Course 1.0 1.3 2.6 9.2 9.9 76.0
Pollock Aquatic Center 3 2.3 3.3 125 9.8 71.8
Leach Amphitheatre 3 1.6 7.2 32.8 22.3 35.7
Oshkosh Public Museum 3 7 4.3 126 43.4 38.7
Senior Services Center 1.0 6.3 8.0 5.3 12.0 67.4
Public Library Services 7 14.2 22.8 13.2 19.2 29.8
Police Services 1.7 3 4.7 6.4 24.3 62.5
Fire Protection and Prevention Services 7 1.4 3 2.0 14.2 81.4
Emergency Medical Services (ambulance) 7 3 1.4 1.7 11.2 84.7
Building Permits and Inspections 3 1.4 0 4.1 222 72.0
Enforcement of Property Maintenance/Nuisance Codes | 1.0 1.7 1.3 5.0 9.4 81.6
City Parking Facilities 4.0 9.0 12.3 14.3 14.0 46.5
Oshkosh Community Media Services 1.7 6.0 4.7 6.4 9.7 71.5
Transit System 2.0 9.3 4.7 3.3 6.7 74.0
Recycling Collection Services 4.0 63.9 17.2 3.0 5.0 7.0
Refuse Collection Service 2.6 66.0 7.1 10.0 3.9 10.4
Leaf and Brush Pick up 7 10.2 13.9 56.4 7.6 11.2

One comparative change to point out between last year’s survey and this year’s would be

the change in reported use for the Lake Shore Golf Course. It seems that the seasonal use has

gone down since last year. While the percentage of those who never used it remained

unchanged, it appears that the golf course had visitors on a more regular basis in this year’s

survey. The reported use of the city’s transit system also decreased slightly since last year.

It is important to note that the results of the survey may not necessarily be representative

of the entire population. For example, the frequency of use of the aquatic center seems to be




misrepresented because the majority of the respondents stated they never use it but are also aged

60 or older.

The bike and pedestrian trails are used more often than the golf course but all are used

seasonally. Additionally, parking facilities are used at a much higher rate than the transit system.

However, these answers also may or not be representative of the entire population due to the

respondents’ ages.

The quality of life reported in Oshkosh also rose slightly between last year’s and this

year’s answers. The perception of Oshkosh being environmentally friendly rose slightly as well.

None of the answers showed a significant difference between the two years, and as a whole,

citizens seem quite satisfied with the city, its services, and the overall quality of life offered.

How would you rate: Excellent Good Fair Poor | No Opinion
% % % % %
Oshkosh as a place to live? 22.3 51.5 23.0 3.2 0
Feeling a part of the community? 12.1 43.5 33.0 8.5 2.9
Your neighborhood as a place to live? 31.2 44.5 18.5 5.8 0
Oshkosh as a place to raise children? 18.8 52.6 22.0 1.6 4.9
Oshkosh as a place to retire? 14.9 36.7 28.9 14.0 55
Community openness and acceptance of diversity? 9.8 42.0 275 11.1 9.5
The overall quality of life in Oshkosh? 14.0 56.7 26.1 2.9 3
Oshkosh as an environmentally friendly city? 111 51.0 27.8 5.2 4.9
Oshkosh as a place to work? 13.4 46.4 25.2 6.5 8.5
The direction Oshkosh is moving for the future? 6.2 36.4 38.0 12.8 6.5
Affordability of living in Oshkosh? 9.1 44.0 34.9 11.4 7
The availability of entertainment/events? 17.0 46.7 26.8 5.6 3.9
The quality of entertainment/events? 16.7 42.2 30.1 5.6 5.6




Question 3: Please rate how safe or unsafe you feel in your neighborhood after dark by
checking the box that most accurately represents how you feel.

The third question in the City of Oshkosh 2016 Citizen Survey addresses the safety
that community members feel in their neighborhood at night. The question asks “Please rate
how safe or unsafe you feel in your neighborhood after dark by checking the box that most
accurately represents how you feel.” Respondents to this question have the option of
selecting from one of the following answers: Very Safe, Safe, Neither Safe or Unsafe,
Unsafe, Very Unsafe, and Don’t Know. Based on the 2016 results that have been gathered,
citizens in Oshkosh have responded to the survey with the following results: 23.8% feel
“Very Safe”, 47.6% “Safe”, 17.6% “Neither Safe or Unsafe”, 9.1% feel “Unsafe”, 1.6%
“Very Unsafe”, 0.3% Don’t Know, and 0.6% had No Response (See Table
3.1). In 2015 the same responses to this question received the following results: 26% felt
“Very Safe”, 52% were “Safe”, 14% felt “Neither Safe or Unsafe”, 7% “Unsafe”, and 1%
felt “Very Unsafe”. What can be determined most notably from the results of the 2016
Citizen Survey, and how it compares to 2015, is that there is a slight decrease in the percent
of the population that feels either Very Safe or Safe in their neighborhood at night. While
the cumulative percent of the Very Safe and Safe respondent percentages is still over 70%,
there is a noticeable shift moving in the direction that some citizens feel either “Unsafe” or

“Very Unsafe”. Table 3.1
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highest education level completed, and race. The following sections will explain those

results.

3a. Safety results based on Gender

Of the 307 total responses to question #3, the survey results were able to determine
the gender of 299 of those participants, with one response provided in the “Other” category
(See Table 3.2). Of those, 152 were male and 147 were female. Like the survey results from
2015, it can be determined that, overall, male respondents feel generally safer than their
female counterparts. This is determined as 39 males felt “Very Safe” and 74 males felt
“Safe”, versus the 31 females who responded to “Very Safe” and 68 who were “Safe”. In
comparison to the overall results from question 3 there is a decrease in the number of male
and female respondents who either responded to this question as feeling “Very Safe” or
“Safe” which suggests that more participants are responding to other options. Furthermore,
when comparing it to the survey results from 2015, the gap between male and female
respondents is closing which shows that almost the same number of men and women are

providing similar responses.

Table 3.2
Safety * Gender Crosstabulation
Count
Gender
Male Female Other Total

Safety Very Safe 39 31 0 70
Safe 74 68 0 142
Neither Safe of Unsafe 23 31 0 54
Unsafe 13 14 1 28
Very Unsafe 2 3 0 5
Don't Know 1 0 0 1
Total 152 147 1 300




3b. Safety results based on Age

In addition to gender, respondents were also analyzed for how they answered
question 3 in regards to the age group that they are a part of. The following age groups were
used in this survey: 18-29, 30-39, 40-49, 50-59, and 60 or Older (Table 3.3). Based on these
results it can be determined that over 50% of total respondents by age answered that they felt
either “Very Safe” or “Safe”. While there were additional age categories created for this
year’s survey, results seemed to improve from 2015 and overall more respondents in the
2016 Citizen Survey generally feel “Very Safe” or “Safe”.

Table 3.3

Safety * Age Crosstabulation

Age
18-29 30-39 40-49 50-59 60 or Older Total
Safety Very Safe 5 13 8 17 29 72
Safe 7 14 21 25 75 142
Neither Safe of Unsafe 5 3 5 12 28 53
Unsafe 2 1 4 6 14 27
Very Unsafe 0 0 1 1 3 5
Don't Know 0 0 0 0 1 1
Total 19 31 39 61 150 300

3c. Safety results based on Location

Survey results were also analyzed for location where the respondent lived within the
City of Oshkosh. Responses to this question are broken down into three categories. Those
are: “North of the Fox River”, “South of Fox and East of I-41”, and “South of the Fox and
West of 1-41”. Based on the feedback that was provided there was representation from each
area where a majority of the total respondents felt either “Very Safe” or “Safe”. One item
that did stand out in this particular crosstab was that of the “Unsafe” and “Very Unsafe”
responses, 28 of the 33 calculated selected the “North of the Fox River” selection (see table
3.4).



Table 3.4

Safety * Location Crosstabulation

Location
South of Fox/East
North of Fox River of [-41 South of Fox/West of I-41 | Total
Safety  Very Safe 19 22 31 72
Safe 55 51 36 142
Neither Safe of Unsafe 27 18 8 53
Unsafe 23 4 1 28
Very Unsafe 5 0 0 5
Don't Know 0 1 0 1
Total 129 96 76 301

3d. Safety results based on Income

When considering income for question 3, there were six separate ranges that
respondents could of provided answers to in the 2016 Oshkosh Citizen Survey. These
income levels started at “Less than $24,999” and ended at “$150,000 or more” (Table 3.5).
In staying consistent with other crosstabs that were evaluated, a majority of the respondents
answered this question as feeling either “Very Unsafe” or “Safe” and their income didn’t
necessarily seem to have an overwhelming impact on their responses. In comparing this
year’s survey results to those completed in 2015, and interesting note that is worth
mentioning relates to citizens in income ranges “Less than $24,999” and “25,000 to
$49,999”. These respondents reported that they feel “Unsafe” at a total count of 8 and 7,

which is double that of last year’s survey where they responded with a total count of 4 and 3.



Table 3.5

Safety * Income Crosstabulation,

Count
Income
Lessthan $25,000to0 $50,000t0 $75,000t0 $100,000t0
$24,999 $49,999 $74,999 $99,999 $149,999 | $150,000 ormore|  Total
Safety  Very Safe 4 14 1" 1 13 10 69
Safe 14 13 40 23 12 14 136
Neither Safe of Unsafe 5 15 13 10 6 3 52
Unsafe 8 7 6 2 0 2 25
Very Unsafe 1 1 2 0 0 0 4
Don't Know 0 1 0 0 0 0 1
Total 32 71 72 52 N 29 287
3e. Safety results based on Highest Education Level Achieved
The next crosstab to evaluate, relating to the Safety in Neighborhoods, analyzed
results to the survey on the basis of highest educational level achieved. Respondents to this
question are categorized on the following: “Less than High School”, “High School/GED”,
“Associate Degree/Some College”, “Bachelor’s Degree”, and “Master’s Degree or Higher”.
This year’s survey added the additional category, “Less than High School”, which was new
when comparing the survey to 2015, but the change did not seem to directly impact numbers
in any direction. What was interesting from this cross tabulation were the results of those
that answered as feeling “Unsafe”. Of the 5 that answered this question as feeling “Unsafe”,
3 of those had a “Master’s Degree or Higher” (see Table 3.6).
Table 3.6
Safety * Highest Ed. Level Crosstabulation
Count
Highest Ed. Level
Associate
Lessthan High Degreei/Some Bachelor's Masters Degree
School High school/GED College Degree or Higher Total
Safety Very Safe 0 15 13 27 16 71
Safe 4 47 43 25 21 140
Neither Safe of Unsafe 0 23 13 14 4 54
Unsafe 0 11 6 10 1 28
Very Unsafe 0 1 0 1 3 5
Total 4 97 75 77 45 298




3f. Safety results based on Race

The last crosstab to be evaluated for question #3 determined how safe the

respondents felt based on race. For the 2016 survey respondents had the option of selecting

from one of the following categories: “White”, “Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander”,

“Hispanic or Latino”, “Two or More Races”, “Asian”, or “Some other Race” (Table 3.7).

While the results were overwhelmingly submitted by “White” respondents there seemed to

be no disparity between these results and those of the entire survey. It is worth noting that all

of the respondents who answered as feeling “Unsafe”, a total of 5, were all “White”.

Table 3.7

Count

Safety * Race Crosstabulation,

Race
Native Hawaiian Two or More
White or Pacific Islander | Hispanic or Latino Races Asian Some other Race Total
Safety  Very Safe 68 1 0 1 1 0 7
Safe 136 0 1 1 1 1 140
Neither Safe of Unsafe 52 0 0 0 0 1 53
Unsafe 26 0 0 0 0 1 27
Very Unsafe 5 0 0 0 0 0 5
Don't Know 1 0 0 0 0 0 1
Total 288 1 1 2 2 3 297

Question 4: Victim of a crime in the past 12 months?

Question 4 asks in the 2015 Oshkosh Citizens Survey if the respondent, or anyone in

his/her household, has been victim of a crime in the past 12 months. The response could

either be “yes” or “no.” Overall, of the 296 responses, 43 were yes, they were a victim of a

crime, and 253 were no, they were not. 14.5% of the respondents were victim of some sort

of crime. The type of crimes were not included in the scope of the survey, but the 14.5%

“yes” rate is in line with the 2013 Department of Justice rates of criminal victimization in

regards to overall property crimes (13.1%).




4a. Victims of Crime: Gender

There were 296 responses to this

question, 149 male, 146 female, 1 who did not

identify a gender in any way. There was no

difference between males versus females as

victims since each gender has 21 “yes”

responses. 4b, 4c, and 4d. Victims of Crime: Age, Income, and Location

The age of victims with the
highest “yes” response rate was
those victims 60 or older (18 of 43
responses) and the median income
was nearly tied between $25,000-
$49,999 (10 responses) and

Gender
Male Female Other Total
Victim  Yes 21 21 1 43
No 128 125 0 253
Total 149 146 1 296
Victim * Age Crosstabulation
Ag=
18-29 30-39 40-49 50-39 60 or Older Total
Victim  Yas 4 3 8 10 18 43
No 15 29 31 51 128 254
Total 19 32 39 61 146

$50,000-$74,999 (9 responses). The location with the highest incident of crime was also

north of the Fox River at 20 out of the 43, followed by areas south of the Fox River and west

of 1-41 at 16 out of 43.

Victim * Location Crosstabnlation Victim * Income Crosstabulation
Location Income
South of Fox and | South of Fox and Less than $25,000 to $50.000 to $75,000 to $100,000 to | $150,000 or
North of FoxRiver East of I-41 Weast of I-41 Total $24,999 $49.999 $74.999 $99.999 $149.999 more Total
Vietim  Yes 20 7 16 43 Victim Yes 4 10 9 6 8 3 40
No 106 88 60 254 No 27 61 63 46 23 25 245
Total 126 95 76 297 Total 31 71 72 52 31 28 285

4e. Victims of Crime: Higher Education Level

The highest incidents of crime occurred with victims holding higher degrees of

education. 29 victims had either Bachelor’s degrees (14) or Master’s degrees (15). In sum,

67% of the victims had education levels greater than high school and/or an associate degree.
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Victim * Highest Ed. Level Crosstabnlation

Highest Ed. Laval
Associate
Less than High Dagrze/Soma Mastars Degree or
School High school/GED Collega Bachsalor's Dagrea Higher Total
Victim  Yes 0 7 7 14 15 43
No 4 87 69 62 29 251
Total 4 94 76 76 44 294

4f. Victims of Crime: Race

97.6% of the crime victims identified as “white.” There was only 1 victim of the 43

victims who identified with a race other than Native American, Pacific Islander, Hispanic,

Latino, or mixed.

Victim * Race Crosstabnlation

Racs
Native Hawaiian
or Pacific Hispanic or Two or More
Whita Islander Latino Races Asian Soms otherRacs| Total
Victim  Yes 42 0 0 0 0 1 43
No 243 1 1 2 2 2 251
Total 285 1 1 2 2 3 294

Question 5: If “Yes” was the crime reported?

The number of responses to this question seems to be consistent with the 2015 survey

results and continues to be very low. There were 46 responses to this question.
Respondents indicated “Yes” (48%), “No” (47%), and “Don’t know” (.07%). The results

are similar to 2015 and 2016, with the only difference being a few more “yes” answers an

increase in “no” and less “no response.” This could indicate that more victims of crime are

reporting the acts.

Q5: Table 1 - Number of Responses

Yes No Don’t Know No Response
2015 19 12 3 275
2016 22 21 3 263
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5a. Crime reported based on gender

26% of males and 22% females answered “Yes” to reporting a crime. Males (30%)

were more likely to not report the crime compared to females (15%).

Q5: Table 2 - Number of Responses/Gender

Male Female Other No Response to
gender
Yes 12 10 0 0
No 14 0 0
Don’t Know 0 1

5b. Reporting crime by age

The responses are broken down into 6 age range categories; 18-29, 30-39, 40-49, 50-59,

60 or older, as well as no age given. Ages 60 and older were more likely to report a crime

with the highest number of “yes” responses at 22%.

Q5: Table 3 - Number of Responses/Age

Age 18-29 30-39 40-49 50-59 60 or No response
older to age
Yes 2 1 7 10 0
No 2 2 4 7 1
Don’t Know 0 0 1 1 0
Q5: Chart 1 - Number of responses by Age
12
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5¢. Reporting crime by location

Respondents living north of the Fox River are more likely to report a crime with 30%

of those responding to the question reporting yes. 22% of those living in this area answered

no to reporting the crime. Those living south of the Fox River and east of US41 responded

yes to reporting a crime at .04% and 13% responded no. Finally, and south of the Fox River

and west of US 41 13% responded yes to reporting a crime and 11% responded no.

Q5: Table 4 - Number of Responses/Location

Location North of the Fox South of the Fox South of the Fox No
River River/East of US 41 River/West of US 41 Response
Yes 14 2 6 0
No 10 6 5 0
Don’t Know 1 2 0 0

5d. Reporting crime by Income

43 responded to the question pertaining to their income. The age group with the highest

number of responses was those with an income of $25,000-$49,999 with 14% responded yes to

reporting a crime and the same 14% in that age group responded no they did not report.

Q5: Table 5 - Number of Responses/Income

Income Less than $25- $50,000- | $75,000- | $100,000- | $150,000
$24,999 49,999 $74,999 $99,999 $149,999 or more
Yes 1 6 4 4 4 1
No 3 4 0 5
Don’t Know 0 1 0 1 0

5e. Reporting crime by Education Level

46 responded to this question with the highest percentage of reporting a crime being those

individuals with Masters Degrees or higher at 20%.

Q5: Table 6 — Number of Responses/Education Level

Highest Ed. | Less than High Associate Bachelor’s Master’s No
Level High School/GED | Degree/Some Degree Degree or Response
School College Higher
Yes 3 3 7 9 0
No 6 6 4 4 1
Don’t Know 1 0 1 1 0
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5f. Reporting a crime by Race
44 of the 45 or 98% of the respondents to this question are white. 49% responded yes to

reporting a crime and 44% responded no.

Q5: Table 7 - Number of Responses/Race

Race White Some other Race
Yes 22
No 20
Don’t Know 2 1
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Question 6 - Importance of Services

Citizen sentiment as it relates to the importance of various city services is obtained
through question 6 of the survey instrument. In this question, respondents are asked to rank how
important 30 citywide services are to them. The services are categorized into the following

seven areas: (1) Community Services, encompassing seven services; (2) Parks, encompassing

four services; (3) Economic Development, encompassing five services; (4) Refuse and

Recycling, encompassing three services; (5) Protective Services, encompassing three services;

(6) Road Maintenance, encompassing seven services; and (7) Storm Water Management,

encompassing one service. The survey question asks respondents to identify whether the service
is very important, somewhat important, somewhat unimportant, not important, or if they have no

opinion on the service. The following graph shows how each service was ranked by importance.
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Results from the survey question provide city officials with insight into areas that citizens
feel are most important and least important. City officials and members of management can use
this information to determine whether and to what extent benefits of the services are being
effectively communicated to the public, and decide whether program design changes will
improve service benefit and impact to the public. The information can also serve as the basis for
reprioritization of services and commitment of public funding to strengthen programming having

greater public impacts.
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By category, Protective Services had the most services with the highest rankings, with
Police Services within that category ranked the highest at 98.04% among all respondents. Police
Services was also the highest ranked among all 30 services. Following close behind Police
Services were EMS (97.06%), Street Repairs (97.01%), Fire (96.07%), and Snow & Ice Removal

(95.72%). The table below shows the top 10 ranked services.
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By category, Parks had two services ranking among the lowest of all 30 services, with the
Aguatic Center receiving a favorable ranking of 69.87% and the Golf Course receiving a
favorable ranking of 47.52%. Community Media under the Community Services category
received the lowest importance ranking of 46.49%. In 2015, Permits and Inspection services
ranked the fourth lowest at 69.1%, but it improved to the sixth lowest in 2016 at 72.61%.
Neighborhood revitalization dropped from 75.3% in 2015 to 71.85% in 2016.
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In the category of Community Services, Library services ranked the highest in
importance at 87.13%, while Community Media ranked the lowest at 46.49%. Of particular note
were the high number of respondents that had no opinion on Community Media (59 respondents,
or 19.73%) and Neighborhood Revitalization (34 respondents, or 11.26%). This would seem to
suggest that subsets of the population do not know enough about the services in these areas, so
efforts to better promote these services may improve their overall ranking.

No.[Community Services TO.“'?" Tota'l NO Totals| % Positive No
Positive [Negative [Opinion Response
1 |Community Media 139 101 59 299 46.49% 10
2 |Museum 214 76 10 300 71.33% 9
3 [Neighborhood Reuvitalization 217 51 34| 302 71.85% 7
4 |City Buildings 221 74 7 302 73.18% 7
5 [Transit 236 50 13 299 78.93% 10
6 [Senior Center 241 46 17 304 79.28% 5
7 |Library 264 33 6 303 87.13% 6

In the category of Parks, City Parks ranked the highest in importance at 86.80%, while
the Golf Course ranked the lowest at 47.52%. The Golf Course and the Aquatic Center received
a high number of no opinion responses, so more public information on the services in these areas

may improve future rankings.

No.|Parks T°.t"?" Totql NO Totals| % Positive No
Positive | Negative | Opinion Response
1 [Golf Course 144 134 25 303 47.52% 6
2 |Aquatic Center 211 70 21 302 69.87% 7
3 |Bikes & Pedestrian Trails 240 56 8 304 78.95% 5
4 |[City Parks 263 35 5| 303 86.80% 6
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In the category of Economic Development, Enforcement of Codes received the highest

ranking of importance at 78.15%, while Permits and Inspection services received the lowest

ranking at 72.61%. Overall, the entire category received a fair number of no opinion responses,

so perhaps more information concerning the services could be made available to the public.

No.[Economic Development To_t"?" Tota_l NO Totals| % Positive No
Positive | Negative | Opinion Response
1 [Permits & Inspections 220 60 23 303 72.61% 6
2 |Economic Dewelopment 221 43 34 298 74.16% 11
3 |Housing 235 48 20 303 77.56% 6
4 |Land Use Planning 237 41 27| 305 77.70% 4
5 |Enforcement of Codes 236 45 21| 302 78.15% 7

In the category of Refuse and Recycling, Recycling received the highest ranking of

importance at 95.39%, while Leaf and Brush Pickup received the lowest ranking in the category

at 90.52%. Very few respondents offered no opinion or no response on the services, so the
impact of the services to the public seems clear.

No.|Refuse and Recycling To.t"?" Totql NO Totals| % Positive No
Positive [Negative [Opinion Response
1 [Leaf and Brush Pickup 277 27 2 306 90.52% 3
2 |Refuse Collection 288 10 7] 305 94.43% 4
3 [Recycling 290 13 1 304 95.39% 5

In the category of Protective Services, Police Services received the highest ranking of

importance at 98.04%, while Fire received the lowest ranking at 96.07%. Very few respondents

offered no opinion or no response on the services, so the impact of the services to the public

seems clear.
No.|Protective Services To.t"?" Totgl NO Totals| % Positive No
Positive | Negative | Opinion Response
1 |Fire 293 12 0 305 96.07% 4
2 |EMS 297 7 2 306 97.06% 3
3 |Police Senices 300 6 0 306 98.04% 3

In the category of Road Maintenance, Street Repairs received the highest ranking of

importance at 97.01%, while Parking Facilities received the lowest ranking at 78.74%. Very few

respondents offered no opinion or no response on the services, so the impact of the services to

the public seems clear.
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No.|Road Maintenance TO.“'.’" Totql NO Totals| % Positive No
Positive [ Negative [Opinion Response
1 |Parking Facilities 237 60 4 301 78.74% 8
2 |Sidewalks 262 40 3 305 85.90% 4
3 |Street Maint. & Sweeping 271 33 0 304 89.14% 5
4 |Street Lighting 281 20 1 302 93.05% 7
5 [Traffic Signs and Signals 288 16 0l 304 94.74% 5
6 |Snow & Ice Removal 291 13 0 304 95.72% 5
7 |Street Repairs 292 9 0 301 97.01% 8

In the category of Storm Water Maintenance, which includes only one service by the

same name, Storm Water Maintenance services received an importance ranking of 93.40%.

Very few respondents offered no opinion or no response, so the service’s impact to the public

seems clear.
No.|Storm Drainage Systems To.t"?" TOta.I NO Totals| % Positive No
Positive | Negative | Opinion Response
1 [Storm Drainage Systems 283 16 4/ 303 93.40% 6
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Question 7 - Quality of Services

Citizen sentiment as it relates to the quality of various city services is obtained by
question 7 of the survey instrument. In this question, respondents are asked to rank how they
perceive the quality of 30 citywide services. Similar to Question 6, the services are categorized
into the following seven areas: (1) Community Services, encompassing seven services; (2) Parks,
encompassing four services; (3) Economic Development, encompassing five services; (4) Refuse
and Recycling, encompassing three services; (5) Protective Services, encompassing three
services; (6) Road Maintenance, encompassing seven services; and (7) Storm Water
Management, encompassing one service. The survey question asks respondents to identify
whether the service is of excellent quality, good quality, fair quality, poor quality, or if they don’t

know. The following graph shows how each service was ranked by quality.
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Results from the survey question provide city officials with insight into areas that citizens
feel are high or low in quality. City officials and members of management can use this
information to determine whether and to what extent benefits of the services are being effectively
delivered to the public, and decide whether program design changes will improve the quality of
services being provided. The information can also serve as the basis for reprioritization of
services and commitment of public funding to strengthen programming having greater public

impacts.
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By category, Refuse and Recycling had the most services with the highest quality
rankings, with Recycling services within that category ranked the highest at 97.98% among all
respondents. Recycling services was also the highest ranked among all 30 services. Following
close behind Recycling services were Traffic Signs and Signals (96.62%), Refuse Collection
(96.27%), Street Lighting (94.24%), and Sidewalks (92.52%). The table below shows the top

10 ranked services.
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By category, all five services in Economic Development ranked the lowest among all 30

Recycling
Sidewalks
City Parks
Snow/lce M
Remove
Leaf/Brush
Clean

Traffic Signs
Refuse Coll.
Street Light.
Street Maint.
Police Serv.

\

services, with Permits & Inspection services receiving the highest ranking at 53.77% and
Economic Development services ranking the lowest at 44.14%. Permits and Inspection services,
and Economic Development, saw modest improvement compared to 2015. Housing, Land Use

Planning, and Enforcement of Codes saw a slight decline.
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5 Lowest Quality Ranked Services
(Percentages shown for 2016 Only)
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In the category of Community Services, City Buildings received the highest ranking for
quality at 89.3%, while Community Media received the lowest ranking in the category at
56.23%. Of particular note were the number of respondents who didn’t know anything about
Community Media (125 respondents, or 42.09%), Neighborhood Revitalization (180
respondents, or 61.22%), Senior Center (112 respondents, or 37.71%), and Transit (75
respondents, or 25.51%). This would seem to suggest that subsets of the population do not know
enough about the services or have any experience with the services, so efforts to better promote

these services may improve their overall ranking.

. . Total Poor | Don't - No
No. [Community Services Positive |Quality |Know Totals|% Positive Response
1 |Community Media 167 5[ 125 297 56.23% 12
2 [Neighborhood Revitalization 180 18 96 294 61.22% 15
3 |Senior Center 183 2 112 297 61.62% 12
4 |Transit 210 9 75 294 71.43% 15
5 [Museum 235 5 56 296 79.39% 13
6 |Library 257 3 36 296 86.82% 13
7 |City Buildings 262 6 24 292 89.73% 17

In the category of Parks, City Park services received the highest ranking for quality at
91.5%, while the Golf Course received the lowest ranking in the category at 54.11%. A
significant number of the respondents indicated that they did not know anything about the Golf
Course (131 respondents, or 44.86%) or the Aquatic Center (99 respondents, or 33.67%), so City
officials should strive to promote these services better.
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Total Poor | Don't No
0 .
No. |Parks Positive |Quality | Know Totals|% Positive Response
1 |Golf Course 158 3 131 292 54.11% 17
2 |Aquatic Center 192 3 99 294 65.31% 15
3 [Bikes & Pedestrian Trails 237 8 49 294 80.61% 15
4 |City Parks 271 5 20 296 91.55% 13

In the category of Economic Development, Permits and Inspection services received the
highest ranking for quality at 53.77%, while Economic Development services received the
lowest ranking in the category at 44.14%. A significant number of the respondents indicated that
they did not know anything about all of the services, or provided no response, so City officials
should strive to promote these services better.

No. |Economic Development To.tgl Poqr Don't Totals|% Positive No
Positive |Quality | Know Response
1 |Economic Development 128 7 155 290 44.14% 19
2 |Enforcement of Codes 128 38| 123 289 44.29% 20
3 [Land Use Planning 132 23| 135 290 45.52% 19
4  |Housing 139 22| 131 292 47.60% 17
5 |Permits & Inspections 157 19| 116 292 53.77% 17

In the category of Refuse and Recycling, Recycling services received the highest ranking
for quality at 97.98%, while Leaf and Brush Pickup received the lowest ranking in the category
at 90.24%. A fairly small number of the respondents indicated that they did not know anything
about all of the services, or provided no response, so it would appear that city workers are
performing these services very well.

Total Poor | Don't No
. 0 -
No. |Refuse and Recycling Positive [Quality |[Know Totals|% Positive Response
1 |Leaf and Brush Pickup 268 6 23 297 90.24% 12
2 |Refuse Collection 284 1 10 295 96.27% 14
3 |Recycling 291 3 3| 297 97.98% 12

In the category of Protective Services, Police services received the highest ranking for
quality at 90.54%, while EMS received the lowest ranking in the category at 83.67%. A fair
number of the respondents indicated that they did not know anything about the services, or
provided no response, so the city may want to provide a little more information to the public to
improve public awareness of the services they are providing.
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. . Total Poor | Don't . No
No. [Protective Services .. . Totals|% Positive
Positive |Quality | Know Response
1 [(EMS 246 0 48 294 83.67% 15
2 |Fire 250 0 47 297 84.18% 12
3 |Police Senices 268 5 23 296 90.54% 13

In the category of Road Maintenance, Traffic Signs and Signals received the highest
ranking for quality at 96.62%, while Street Repairs received the lowest ranking in the category at
64.97%. The low ranking for Street Repairs may be more a reflection on the lack of funding for
infrastructure improvements than on workmanship itself, but this may warrant more study. A
fairly small number of the respondents indicated that they did not know anything about Parking

Facilities, or provided no response, so providing more public information about this service may

improve public awareness.

No. |Road Maintenance To_tgl Poqr Don't Totals|% Positive No
Positive |Quality | Know Response
1 |Street Repairs 191 99 4 294 64.97% 15
2 |Parking Facilities 233 15 48 296 78.72% 13
3  |Show & Ice Removal 269 28 1 298 90.27% 11
4 |Street Maintenance & Sweeping 270 21 4 295 91.53% 14
5 |Sidewalks 272 13 9 294 92.52% 15
6 |Street Lighting 278 14 3 295 94.24% 14
7 |Traffic Signs and Signals 286 7 3 296 96.62% 13

In the category of Storm Water Maintenance, which includes only one service by the

same name, Storm Drainage Systems received a ranking of 79.52%. A relatively small number

of the respondents indicated that they did not know anything about the service, so providing

more public information about this service may improve public awareness.

Total P Don' N

No. |Storm Water Maintenance °.t‘?‘ oqr on't Totals|% Positive ©
Positive |Quality | Know Response
1 |Storm Drainage Systems 233 27 33 293 79.52% 16
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Question 6 and 7 Summary

The following graph shows the spread between respondents’ perceptions of importance
compared to their perceptions on quality of the 30 citywide services that are provided. In
essence, it shows the gap between what the public expects to have versus what they believe

actually exists.
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Comprehensive data sets were also compiled by age, education, gender, and income, but
reporting on that data would have added considerably to the length of this report. We
recommend city officials drill down into that data to identify target groups that city officials can
focus on in its efforts to promote awareness and expand services. A quick summary of our
notable findings among that data are as follows:
e All income groups were fairly well represented,;
e Over 80% of all respondents were 40 years of age or older;
e Nearly half of all respondents were 60 years of age or older;
e Over 40% of all respondents possessed a Bachelor’s degree or better;
e Nearly two-thirds of all respondents possessed some college education, a Bachelor’s
degree, or better;
e For the most part, male and female perceptions on importance and quality were fairly
similar; and
e Minorities were greatly underrepresented in the survey.
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Questions 8 & 9 - Budget Priorities

Questions 8 and 9 in the Oshkosh Survey asked the citizens of Oshkosh to allocate and
deallocate funds to eight programs/ services the city offers. The nine services are the following:
Community Services, Economic Development, Refuse and Recycling, Finance and
Administration, Police Protection, Fire Suppression and Prevention, Parks, Storm Water
Management and Road Maintenance. Last year, 2015, the amount of responses equaled 248 for
question eight and 234 for question nine. While this year, 2016, there were 266 responses for
question eight and 232 for question nine. Overall response rates for the survey totaled 309 while
the overall total from 2015 was 309. This shows the survey has relatively unchanged, and the

amounts of citizens who have answered the re