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About This Document

2024 marks the eleventh comprehensive survey conducted by the City of Moscow. Surveys
have been conducted biennially since 2002 apart from 2020 due to the COVID-19 pandemic.

These regular assessments serve as a benchmark of community perceptions and provide an
evaluation of the municipal services delivered by the City of Moscow as measured by its
residents.

The results of each survey are used as a resource to assist in planning efforts and resource

allocation by City leaders by providing a means to measure citizen satisfaction with the
government and how to improve it.
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INTRODUCTION

Background

2024 marks the eleventh comprehensive survey conducted by the City of Moscow. Surveys
have been conducted biennially since 2002 apart from 2020 due to the COVID-19 pandemic.
These regular assessments serve as a benchmark of community perceptions and provide an
evaluation of the municipal services delivered by the City of Moscow as measured by its
residents. The results of each survey are used as a resource to assist in strategic planning
efforts and resource allocation by City leaders by providing a means to measure citizen
satisfaction with City government and the services provided.

The survey should be viewed as a consumer scorecard for the community from a
representative cross-section of all residents. Previous, current, and future survey data can
be used as a planning tool to measure both trends in the community and a basis for
addressing important issues through the City’s strategic planning process. These randomly
administered surveys are carefully formulated, tabulated, and analyzed to provide elected
officials with the best means of unbiased decision-making. Most survey respondents are
typically not involved in local government and rarely attend City meetings or contact City
staff or elected officials with questions. Respondents are typical of the nearly 26,000 (2020
Census) residents who make Moscow their home.

Methodology

To ensure an appropriate sample size that would provide statistically valid results, a random
sample of 1,200 Moscow residential addresses is used. To develop a random sample of
1,200, a list of all residential mailing addresses was obtained for the 83843-zip code. From
that list, all addresses outside of Moscow city limits are removed and a random number is
assigned to each of the remaining addresses which are then sorted by those randomly
assigned values, with the first 1,200 chosen for the sample.

The geographic distribution of respondents is a well-balanced representation of all sectors
of the survey. The lowest response rate from every survey previously collected as well as for
this survey, has occurred in the University sector with higher rates found in the more densely
populated sections of the city. Sector response rates are as follows:
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Topics

A variety of topics are covered in the City of Moscow Citizen Survey. Questions 1 through 14
include standard City-service questions and are asked in the same manner each year.
Demographic statistics are inquired in questions 15 through 35, and questions 36 and 37 are
open-ended for citizens to provide additional feedback. Prior year surveys also included
questions from City Commissions. Beginning in 2017, the City adopted an annual survey
process, conducting Commission Surveys in odd years and Citizen Surveys in even years. A
full listing of responses for this survey, by percent for each item, is listed in Appendix - Citizen
Survey Tool with Responses.

Response Rate

The 2024 survey response rate was 27% and accounts for 25 non-deliverable returned
surveys compared to 26% in 2022, 29% in 2018, 29% in 2016, 29% in 2014; 33% in 2012; 31%
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in 2010; 32% in 2008; 36% in 2006; 43% in 2004; and 40% in 2002. Generally, mailed survey
response rates range from 25% to 40%. While the 2024 survey responses fell within this
range, it was the second-lowest response rate since the inception of the survey. The 27%
response rate resulted in a final sample size of 315 respondents, which provided a
confidence interval of plus or minus 5.5% utilizing a 95% confidence level.

Select questions received a high non-response or “don’t know” rating, resulting in a non-
statistically valid response. Those items have been noted throughout the report. Non-
responses are either questions that were simply not answered or were not answered
properly. For example, where two options were chosen when only one was requested. All
figures are rounded so totals may be slightly greater than 100 percent in some instances.

Measurement Scale

Questions are based, to the greatest extent possible, on a five-point Likert scale, a widely
used psychometric scale commonly used in questionnaires (i.e. excellent, good, neutral,
poor, very poor). The Likert scale allows a respondent to evaluate a specific statement based
on their level of agreement or disagreement with that statement. All survey questions except
for demographic questions are based on this scale because of its standardization and the
ability to easily compare and provide a visual graph of the data.

Converting Responses to the 100-Point Scale

Select questions are also converted to a 100-point scale for ease of comprehension and
comparison. For the 100-point scale, a score of 100 represents “excellent” (the most agreed
with response), and O represents “very poor” (the most disagreed with response). For
practical purposes, a score of 70 is equivalent to “good” on the Likert scale.

Converting to the 100-point scale is accomplished by assigning a numerical value to each of
the Likert scale rankings. If “don't know” was checked or the respondent left the question
blank, the response was not included in the calculation. Using the 100-point scale, each
response was assigned a number: excellent = 1, good = 0.75, neutral = 0.50, poor = 0.25, and
very poor = 0. These numbers were then used to weigh each percentage for evaluative
questions. Below is a hypothetical example where 20% of total respondents rated a service
“excellent,” 24% “very good,” 28% “neutral,” 16% “poor,” and 12% “very poor,” for a score of
56 on a 100-point scale.

CONVERSION TO 100 - POINT SCALE

Excellent Good Neutral Poor Very Poor Total
# Surveys 10 12 14 8 6 50
% Surveys 20% 24% 28% 16% 12% 100%
;gg;zomt 20%x1  24%x0.75 28%x05 16%x0.25  12%x0 -

0.2 0.18 0.14 0.04 0 0.56 x 100 = 56



Precision of Estimates

It is typical to describe the precision of estimates made from surveys by both a confidence
level as well as a confidence interval. The confidence level represents the accuracy of the
survey, that is the percentage of responses that would fall within the confidence interval 95%
of the time. The confidence interval is the width of the range the responses would fall within
at the specified confidence level. As the sample size decreases, the confidence interval will
increase for a given confidence level. For the 2024 survey at the 95% confidence level, the
confidence interval is +5.5%. As a result, it would be expected that 95% of the time the
general population’s response to a question would be within £5.5% of the score reported by
the survey respondents. Hence, if the proportion of respondents who rate the overall quality
of life in Moscow as “excellent” is 36% in 2024, had we been able to ask the same question
to every adult in the City of Moscow, we would find that 95% of the time between 30.5% and
41.5% would rate the overall quality of life in Moscow as “excellent.”

If more precise results are sought in the future, the City could choose a larger sample size;
however, increasing precision by two percentage points will require an increase in the
sample size by more than 1,000 participants, essentially tripling the required size of the
sample. The precision of estimates also decreases within each geographic subsection
because of the smaller number of responses.

Data Comparison

Citizen surveys are a great way for leaders to understand how citizens feel about their
community and the services that a city provides. Communities that have conducted citizen
surveys for many years believe it is essential that leaders keep in mind that very few
residents participate in government policymaking through traditional means, as this survey
substantiates. This citizen survey, however, gives residents a chance to voice their opinions
in a way they might not otherwise.

With data from multiple surveys, reaching as far back as 2002, the City can monitor trends
in the data. Future surveys will continually be analyzed to substantiate the trends found in
this and previous surveys. Accurately interpreting this and survey data from past years is
essential to identifying the needs of the citizens of Moscow.



STANDARD CITY SERVICE RESULTS

Quality of Life (Q1)

Many of the survey questions are dedicated to gauging citizen perceptions on the quality of
life and services provided in the community. Respondents have again rated the overall
quality of life as very favorable, with 91% of the citizens noting the overall quality of life in
Moscow as “good” or “excellent.” That percentage, converted to the 100-point scale, results
in a score of 80. Scores in previous surveys ranged from 80 to 84. It is important to note that
the respondents’ perception of the quality of life in Moscow has declined over the last six
years. While the score has only shifted 4 points on the 100-point scale and is consistent with
scores seen in surveys between 2004 and 2008, it is something that City leaders should
monitor and attempt to understand what is responsible for this change in perception.
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Quality of Your Neighborhood (Q1)

Overall, the quality of neighborhoods in Moscow was rated by respondents as very favorable,
with a score of 78 in 2024 and a historical average of 77. When answers were broken down
by quadrants, University and North West received the lowest 100-Point Scale ratings at 70
and 74 respectively, and City Central North and City Central South received the highest at 82.



Moscow as a Place to Raise Children, Live, Retire (Q1)

Respondents rated their perceptions as a place to raise children, live, and retire close to the
10-year average in 2024. The 100-point scale score for Moscow as a place to raise children
81 (average 83), place to live 80 (average 81), and place to retire 67 (average 68). Of note, is
a similar trend to what was observed on the quality of life question, which is a modest but
consistent decline in scores since 2018 which is a departure from the long-term trend of
generally increasing scores in these categories.
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Characteristics as they Relate to Moscow (Q2)

Listed in the following table are ten characteristics of Moscow, the 2024 results in 100-point
scale, the lowest and highest scores from past surveys (with most recent year noted), and
the point spread for those scores. Results show most aspects remained consistent with the
2022 survey apart from “Air Quality” which improved by 7% and “Job Opportunities” that
declined by 10%. Although the “Job Opportunities” score has declined since the 2022 survey,
it has increased by 29% compared to the 2010 survey. “Access to Affordable Housing”
dropped and received a historically low score of 34 compared to a score of 53 in the first
survey from 2002, marking a decrease of 36% in 20 years. Additionally, “Openness and
acceptance of the community towards people of diverse backgrounds” remains at near the
lowest score recorded in 2022 and is almost 17% lower than in 2014. Lack of access to
affordable housing and the perceptions of the openness and acceptance of people of diverse
backgrounds, along with perceptions of tax burdens, growth and traffic as we will see later
in the report, may be contributing to the decline in perceptions toward the quality of life in
Moscow.

2022 2024 Lowest Highest Point
Spread

Overall appearance of the City 76 76  71(2008) 76 (2022,2024) 5
Quality of K - 12 schools in Moscow* 70 71 69 (2008) 73 (2004) 4
Opr.)o'rFunltles to attend cultural 76 74 74(2024) 78 (2014) 4
activities

Shopping opportunities 54 54 47 (2016) 58 (2002) 11
Air quality 69 74 69 (2022) 79 (2016) 10
Recreation opportunities 72 72 70(2012) 74 (2018) 4
Job opportunities 59 53 41 (2010) 59 (2022) 18
Access to affordable housing 35 34 34 (2024) 53 (2002) 19

Openness and acceptance of the
community towards people of 63 64 63(2022) 77 (2014) 14
diverse backgrounds

Entryways to Moscow** 64 62 62(2024) 64 (2022) 2

* “Don’t Know” or non-response rate greater than 20%, historically consistent for this item.
** Question was first asked in 2018.



General Safety (Q3)

The City of Moscow ranks safety as a priority and prides itself on the public safety services
provided to the community. Whether it is the community policing approach embraced and
promoted daily by police officers, or the thousands of volunteer hours donated by
firefighters, the City of Moscow continues to receive high marks in the category of public
safety. Three categories were questioned: safety from violent crimes (e.g. robbery, assault),
property crimes (i.e. burglary, theft), and fires.
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Safety Walking Alone at Night (Q4)

In this question respondents are asked to rate how safe they feel walking alone at night in
different areas including their neighborhood, downtown, and in City parks outside their
neighborhood. They were also asked how safe it feels to be walking with the current levels
of street lighting. The results for all aspects of walking alone at night decreased compared to

the 2022 survey, however, they all remained within 2 points of the historical averages.

%020 %A10 %A2

2004 2014 2022 2024 Average Years Years Years

In your neighborhood 83 86 85 81 83 -2% -6% -5%
In downtown areas 77 83 81 80 80 4% -4% -1%
In parks outside your 67 71 73 71 69 6% 0% -3%
neighborhood

With current levels of 62 67 67 63 65 2% 6% 6%

street lighting
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Problems in Moscow (Q5)

Respondents were asked to gauge their perception of potential problems in Moscow,
including traffic, drug abuse, alcohol abuse, taxes, loitering youth, growth, crime, domestic
violence, and run-down houses and buildings. Drug abuse, alcohol abuse, and domestic
violence all received a greater than 20% “don’t know” or non-response rate. Drug abuse and
domestic violence have consistently experienced this, alcohol abuse has been high but has
consistently not been greater than 20%. These results are less reliable due to the reduced
response rate.

Trends over time for all items are shown in the table below, for purposes of clearly examining
these items, a larger 100-point score means the item is perceived as more of a problem. The
2024 survey results showed the greatest perceived problems are growth and taxes. Aspects
that increased in their scores from 2022 to 2024 include taxes, and crime (which only
increased by 1 point), whereas all others dropped or remained the same. Taxes and crime
received the highest rating since the start of this survey in 2002. Alcohol abuse, loitering
youth, and run down houses received the lowest rating since 2002.

2014 2022 2024 % A 20 %A 10 %A 2
years years years

Growth 36 27 44 40 10% 33% -10%
Taxes 37 34 38 39 5% 13% 3%

Drug Abuse 38 40 42 38 0% -5% -11%
Domestic Violence 32 34 41 38 16% 11% -8%

Alcohol Abuse 45 43 41 37 -22% -16% -11%
Traffic 35 30 40 37 5% 19% -8%

Run Down Houses 31 34 32 30 -3% -13% -7%
Crime 26 24 26 27 4% 11% 4%
Loitering Youth 18 14 12 12 -50% -17% 0%

When breaking down each issue by responses per quadrant, we may be able to focus more
on the aspect in that portion of the City versus others. Below is a table broken down by issue
and the quadrants that found them most and least problematic. Their 100-point scale score
is included.

Most Problematic Least Problematic Difference
Traffic City Central South (39) North West (35) 4
Drug Abuse East (47) University (25) 22
Alcohol Abuse South (44) University (30) 14
Taxes City Central North (44) City Central South (27) 17
Loitering Youth East (17) University/North Central (7) 10
Growth South (45) North Central (34) 11
Crime South (29) North Central/(CZi;?)/ Central South 5
Domestic Violence City Central South (43) University (26) 17
Run Down Houses South (36) North Central (25) 11
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Population, Business/Retail, Jobs Growth (Q6)

Respondents were asked to rate specific growth items including population, business/retail
and job growth on a five-point Likert scale of “much too slow” to “much too fast” with an
option for “don't know.” This question is more understandable by looking at all the
respondents for each category. Majority selected “Too Fast” (49%) when asked about
population growth, “Right Amount” (43%) for Business/Retail Growth and “Too Slow” (43%)
for Job Growth.

Job Growth
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*Job growth received a greater than 20% “don’t know” or non-response rate.
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City's Planning for Growth (Q7)

When asked if the City does a good job of planning for the growth of our community,
responses have been fairly low for all years surveyed which is in keeping with national trends.
The 2024 results showed similar trends to those seen previously with 31% of respondents
noting they “strongly agree” or “agree” that “The City does a good job of planning for the
growth of our community.” This is down 8% from 2016 but up by 11% from the lowest rating
of 20% in 2004. This translates to a score of 48 on the 100-point scale. 33% of respondents
were neutral on the subject, and 27% selected “disagree” or “strongly disagree” that the City
is doing a good job of planning for the growth of our community. The quadrants that selected
“disagree” or “strongly disagree” the most were East (38) and South (46). The ones that
agreed that the City does a good job of planning for growth the most were North West (57)
and North Central (51).
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Frequency of Service Use (Q8)

When asked to rate the frequency of which citizens participate in certain activities,
respondents were given five options ranging from “once/never” to “> 26 times” and “don’t
know.” Items surveyed included use of the public library, participation in a recreation
program or activity, visiting city parks, recycling paper, cans or bottles, volunteering for a
group or activity, and attending an event at the 1912 Center. All items were surveyed for all
years, except recycling, volunteerism, and visits to the 1912 Center, which were included
beginning in 2004.

The chart below shows the percentage of usage as reported by respondents in 2024. If we
were to convert responses to a 100-Point Scale score with a larger number representing high
participation, recycling from your home was the most selected with a score of 80 and the
next highest activity was visiting a city park with a score of 62. 65% of respondents noted
they participate in recycling from home more than 26 times in the past 12 months. According
to the 100-Point Scale score, attending events at the 1912 Center has the least participation
amongst surveyors with a score of 31. None of these activities have shown significant
participation decreases from the previous survey in 2022.

Public Library 13% 22% 13% 12%
Rec Program/Activity 14% 31% 7% 9%
City Parks 10% 9% 34% 19% 28%
2%
Recycling 9% 13% 65%
Volunteering 41% 13% 22% 7% 18%
1912 Center Events 34% 21% 33% 8% 4%

BOnce/Never HETwice M3-12Times M13-26Times M> 26 Times



Quality of City of Moscow Provided Services (Q9)

Survey participants were asked to rate virtually all aspects of services provided by the City of
Moscow. Historical 100-point scale trends can be analyzed from the table below. Most
services stayed relatively close to their historical average except for a few services. Planning
and Zoning decreased by 3 points compared to the 2022 survey and 4 points below the
historical average. Recycling increased by 3 points compared to 2022 but remains 3 points
below average. Sidewalk Maintenance reached a historical low score of 49 and is 3 points
below average. Finally, Snow Removal received a historically high score of 63 and jumped 4
points above average. City Parks, Emergency Medical, Garbage Collection, Library Services,
and Park Maintenance all received a score above 80 for the 2024 survey. The lowest rated
services are Amount of Public Parking, Planning and Zoning, Sidewalk Maintenance, and
Street Maintenance, which is historically consistent, and all received scores between 48 and
55.

%A20 %A10 %A2

2004 2014 2022 2024 Average Yrs Yrs Yrs

Amount of Public Parking 48 55 48 49 51 2% 2% 2%
City Parks 77 79 84 81 80 5% 5% -4%
Cleanliness of Streets 67 70 71 70 68 4% 4% -1%
Car Travel in the City 58 65 63 62 62 6% 6% -2%
Emergency Medical 80 83 81 81 82 1% 1% 0%
Traffic Laws 63 68 63 63 65 0% 0% 0%
Fire Services 83 85 83 82 83 -1% -1% -1%
Garbage Collection 79 79 75 80 79 1% 1% 6%
ADA Accessibility 64 67 61 60 58 -7% -7% -2%
Library Services 78 80 81 81 80 4% 4% 0%
Park Maintenance 77 77 82 80 79 4% 4% -3%
Planning / Zoning* 47 55 51 48 52 2% 2% -6%
Police Services 74 78 76 76 77 3% 3% 0%
Recreation Facilities 72 74 75 74 74 3% 3% -1%
Recreation Programs 70 70 72 69 70 -1% -1% -4%
Recycling Services 81 74 71 74 77 -9% -9% 4%
Sewer Services 73 74 76 76 75 4% 4% 0%
Sidewalk Maintenance 54 53 50 49 52 -10% -10% -2%
Snow Removal 55 59 62 63 58 13% 13% 2%
Street Lighting 56 61 61 58 58 3% 3% -5%
Street Maintenance 57 58 58 55 57 -4% -4% -4%
Water Services 65 69 70 71 69 8% 8% 1%

*Handicap accessibility in public places, recreation programs and classes, and planning & zoning
received > 20% “don’t know” or non-response rate.
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(cont.) Quality of City of Moscow Provided Services (Q9)

Below is a table that breaks responses down by least and greatest responses by quadrant.

Public Parking
City Parks

Cleanliness of Streets

Car Travel in the City
Emergency Medical
Traffic Laws

Fire Services
Garbage Collection

ADA Accessibility

Library Services
Park Maintenance
Planning and Zoning
Police Services
Recreation Facilities

Recreation Programs

Recycling Services
Sewer Services

Sidewalk Maintenance
Snow Removal
Street Lighting

Street Maintenance

Water Services

Highest Score
North West (54)

North Central / City Central
North (84)

North West (76)

North West (66)
University (86)
University (68)

North West (87)

North Central / South (83)

North Central (68)

University (85)
North Central (83)
University (58)
North Central (80)
North Central (78)

University (71)

City Central North (80)
University (81)

University (56)

North Central / City Central
North (67)

North Central / South(61)

North West / City Central
North (62)
South (78)

16

Lowest Score
City Central North
(46)

East (78)

University / East
(67)

East (59)
South (74)
South (57)
South (77)

North West (76)
North West / East
(56)

East (77)
South (76)
East (38)
North West (73)
East / South (72)
North West / City
Central South (66)
University (63)
East (71)

City Central South
(39)

East (58)

City Central South
(53)

East (50)
North West (63)

Difference

8

12
11
10
7

17
10

17

12
15



Overall Quality of Services (Q10)

When asked generally about the overall quality of services provided by the City of Moscow,
scores are consistently positive for all the years surveyed. In 2024, this question received a
score of 74 on a 100-point scale, above the historical average of 72, and just one point lower
than the highest score of 75 received in 2016. When breaking this question down by
quadrant, North Central (77) and South (77) had the highest score while East (69) and
University (70) had the lowest score.

Value of Services (Q11)

Respondents were asked to rate the value they felt they received for City-provided services,
considering the amount charged for the service. The services included for rating were
garbage, water, sewer, parks and recreation programs. All services remained relatively
consistent from previous years' surveys and each service received a higher than average 100-
point scale score. The historical ratings can be found in the following table.

[) [) [)
2004 2014 2022 2024 Average %0 20 %010 %0 2

Yrs Yrs Yrs
Garbage Collection 74 70 71 73 72 -1% 4% 3%
Water Services 59 63 66 66 63 11% 5% 0%
Sewer Services 68 68 70 70 69 3% 3% 0%
LS 71 71 73 72 71 15% 1% 1%
Programs

Below is a table that breaks responses down by least and greatest responses by quadrant.

Highest Score Lowest Score Difference

Garbage Collection North Central (75) East (68) 7
Water Services University (75) East (60) 15
Sewer Services University (78) East / City Central North (66) 12
Parks & Rec Programs University (78) City Central South (68) 10
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Interaction with City Government (Q12)

Since 2004, citizens have been asked to rate their frequency of interaction with City
government on a scale ranging from “once/never” to “> 26 times.” Previous survey results
were expressed by a 100-point scale, however, this year it is represented as a percentage to
provide a better understanding and more accurately represent the survey results. The least
frequent interaction by respondents is providing oral testimony at public meetings with 95%
saying they had either once or never participated. The most frequent interaction with city
government was reading legal notices in the newspaper and visiting the City's website.

The 2024 survey was the first to include an option for citizens to respond whether they have
ever watched City Council meetings via YouTube. Below is a table of responses for 2024.

3-12

Twice X 13-26 Times > 26 Times
Times

Accessed Council notices,
City Code, other info on the 57% 18% 20% 2% 2%
City's website

Read a legal notice in the

65% 12% 15% 3% 6%
newspaper
Attend.ed.a Comm.lttee or 87% 7% 4% 1% 0%
Commission meeting
Provided testimony at a 96% 2% 2% 0% 0%

public meeting

Contacted the Mayor or City

Supervisor regarding City 91% 6% 3% 0% 0%
policy &/or process

Contacted a City Council

member regarding City 88% 9% 2% 0% 0%
policy &/or process

Contacted City staff

regarding City policy &/or 75% 15% 9% 0% 0%
process

Watc!1 a City Council 86% 6% 8% 0% 0%
Meeting on TV

Watch a City Council 84% 10% 504 19 0%

meeting on YouTube
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Obtain Information Related to the City (Q13)

Starting in 2012, respondents were asked how they obtained information about
Governmental activities. From 2012 until 2016, an “Other” option was available. Starting in
2016, the “Other” option was changed to “City Sponsored Social Media". In previous surveys,
these answers were represented by the 100-point scale. For the 2024 survey, we combined
“Very Often” and “Often” and compared the same numbers to previous survey results. The
graph below shows a trend over time for how “often” each type of media is used to obtain
information. 2024 was the first year where the most popular media platform was not
“newspaper” and instead the City's website was selected as the most used source of
information about the City.

60%

50%

40%

30%

20%

10%

0%
2012 2014 2016 2018 2022 2024

| Person === By Phone = Newspaper === Cable Channel = \\Vebsite = Social Media
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Overall Direction of City (Q14)

Beginning in 2004, a series of questions were included to gauge respondents’ overall views
of the City as an organization. Respondents were asked to convey their level of agreement
with statements such as “l am pleased with the overall direction the City is taking.” All items
within the question pertain to communication and access to local government information.

All of these items received a score greater than the historical average, however each of them
also decreased in score compared to the 2022 survey. The opinion of “The City considers
citizen’s opinions in decisions” received a greater than 20% “Don’t Know"” response. Below is
a table comparing the 100-point scores for throughout the years this question was asked.

20Yr 10Yr
0
2004 2014 2022 2024 Average %A %A 2Yr %A

City's overall direction 58
Information on major issues 53
Welcoming citizen involvement 58
Consideration of citizens’

- 51
opinions
Info on processes & procedures 47
Access to public information 56

70

65

60

55

50

45
2004 2006 2008 2010

== QOverall Direction of City

61
55
67

60

49
63

2012

63
61
69

66

57
65

2014

=== |nfo on Major Issues

61
59
65

60

55
64

60
55
64

58

50
62

2016

2018

5%
10%
11%

15%

15%
13%

2022

0%
7%
-3%

0%

=\\/elcome Citizen Involvement

== Consider Citizen's Opinions e====|nfoon Process/Procedures == Access to PublicInfo
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2024

-4%
-4%
-6%

-10%



DEMOGRAPHICS

Demographics collected for the survey reveals that a good cross-section of the community
responded to the survey. Data is collected on employment, enroliment at local universities,
transportation habits, residency, household make up, education, income, ethnicity, age,
gender, and voting habits. Applicable demographics are compared to the U.S. Census and to
verify that the sample used in the survey is a good representation of the population of
Moscow as a whole. This sample does correlate with US Census data.

Employment (Q15)

Employment of Moscow residents as represented by the survey samples includes 50% of the
population that is employed full-time, 14% that are employed part-time, 36% that are not
employed and 2% who chose to not respond.

In the years the surveys have been administered, the percentages have remained fairly
steady over the years. However, the amount of “Not Employed” individuals increased by 4%
and “Full Time” decreased by 3% when compared to the 2022 survey.

2004 2014 2022 2024 Average 20YrA 10YrA  2YrA

Not Employed 28% 32% 32% 36% 31% 8% 4% 4%

Part-time 22% 19% 15% 14% 18% -8% -5% -1%

Full-time 50% 48% 53% 50% 51% 0% 2% -3%
60%
55%
50%
45%
40%
35%
30%
25%

20%

15%

10%
2002 2004 2006 2008 2010 2012 2014 2016 2018 2022 2024

=—=Not Employed =—=Part-Time e—Fyll-Time
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Enrolled at a Local University (Q16)

Of the respondents in the 2024 survey, 10% noted they were attending a local university full-
time and 3% were attending part-time, while 88% said they were not attending a local
university, 3% did not respond. Besides the University district, most individuals that are
attending a local university full-time live within the North West or City Central South districts.

====Not Enrolled ====Part-Time  ===Full-Time

90%
80%
70%
60%
50%
40%
30%
20%

10%

i e ———— e
____________-__-

0%
2002 2004 2006 2008 2010 2012 2014 2016 2018 2022 2024
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Method of Transportation (Q17 - Q18)

When asked what one method of transportation respondents usually use for the longest
distance of their commute to work or school, 76% reported they use a motorized vehicle, 6%
bike, 11% walk or run, 6% work at home, 2% said other, and 4% did not respond. When
respondents marked other or did not respond, comments included local transit and
retirement. Future surveys could include the public transportation option as a response, and
gauge use of those services in the community.

2004 2014 2022 2024 Average 20Yr A 10Yr A 2Yr A

Motorized 77%  70%  78%  76%  73% 1% 6% 2%
Vehicle

Bicycle 7% 7% 7% 6% 7% 1% 1% 1%
walk/Run 2% 7% 6% 1% 1% 1% 4% 5%
Work at Home 1% 1% 4% 6% 2% 5% 5% 2%
Other 3% 4% 5% 2% 3% 1% 2% 3%

As a follow up question for those who use motorized vehicles, respondents were asked if
other people (adults or children) usually ride with them to and from work, 72% of those noted

they do not.

Residency (Q19)

Respondents were asked to note how long they've lived in Moscow. 2024 results showed a
similar trend to those seen in 2022. Throughout the years since the question began in 2002,
we can see consistent responses in each of the terms presented except a steady decrease in
residents who live in Moscow for 2-5 years.

2004 2014 2022 2024 Average 20YrA 10YrA 2YrA

Less than 2 Years 13% 13% 12% 11% 12% -2% -2% -1%
2 -5Years 23% 15% 17% 14% 19% -9% -1% -3%
6 - 10 Years 12% 14% 17% 18% 14% 6% 4% 1%
11 - 20 Years 16% 15% 16% 16% 16% 0% 1% 0%
More than 20 Years 36% 41% 38% 42% 38% 6% 1% 4%
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Housing & Household (Q20 - Q25)

2024 respondents provided information on the number of people living in the household,
with 29% reporting they lived alone, 41% said two people live in the house, 13% three people,
9% four people, 5% five people, and 4% live with more than five people. The number of
people that live on their own increased by 5% while all other households either decreased
or remained the same compared to the 2022 survey. Other statistics remained consistent.
In 2024, the US Census Bureau reported the average persons-per-household in Moscow was
2.14 and the owner-occupied housing rate was 42%.

Additionally, 64% said they live in a detached single-family house, while 11% are living in a
duplex or townhouse, 24% in an apartment or condominium, and 2% in a mobile home. All
responses are consistent with the historical average. Some respondents selected “Other” as
an option and most comments were Senior Living Facility.

When asked about the age levels of household members, 16% were reported as children
under twelve, 12% are teenagers between thirteen and seventeen, and 39% are sixty-five or
older. The 2024 US Census Bureau reported 17% of Moscow's population was under the age
of 18 and 10% of the population was over 65 years of age. Future surveys will continue to
monitor these demographics to ensure a representative sample of the population.

Additionally, 12% of respondents reported that at least one member of the household had

a physical disability. This is consistent with the historic average of 12%, and the US Census
data at 9%. However, the census data provides estimates only for those under the age of 65.
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Education Level (Q26)

The educational level of Moscow's population is represented in the sample as 0.3% of
respondents noted they do not have a high school diploma, 6% have only a high school
diploma, 15% have some college but no degree, 5% have an associate’s degree, 33% have a
bachelor's degree, and 40% reporting a graduate or professional degree. When compared to
previous years all categories remained consistent with a slight change in those reporting they
had a Bachelors Degree which increased by 7% from 2022. The US Census Bureau reported
in 2024 that 97% of the population over the age of 25 reported being a high school graduate
or higher and 54% of the same age group reported having a Bachelors degree or higher.

12th or less, no High School

diploma _\ / Diploma

0% 6%

Associate's
Degree
5%
Gender (Q27)

Of the respondents in the 2024 survey, results show 51% were female and 44% were male.
Starting in 2022, the survey offered a “Decline” or “Other” option after receiving lots of
feedback from previous surveys. 1% marked Other, 4% declined to answer, and 4% did not
respond. This is consistent with survey results from previous years. The US Census Bureau
reported approximately 48% of Moscow's population in 2024 were female.
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Income (Q28)

A historical trend for household income is shown in the following table. The results for 2024
kept the trend consistent with the different income categories either remaining the same or
slightly increasing. The category of making less than $24,999 has decreased by 17% over the
last decade and those making $100,000 or more have increased by 20% while other
categories have remained relatively the same.

2004 2014 | 2022

Less than $24,999 34% 21%
$25,000 to $49,999 28% 23%
$50,000 to $99,999 26% 34%
$100,000 or more 11% 18%

40%

35%

30%

25%

20%

15%

10%

5%

2002 2004 2006 2008

—< $24,999

14%
24%
34%
29%

2010

=—=$25,000 to $49,999

2012

26

2014 2016

==$50,000 to $99,999

2024 Average 20YrA
12% 22% -22%
18% 25% -10%
35% 33% 9%
34% 19% 23%

2018

10YrA 2YrA
-9% 2%
-5% -6%
11% 1%
16% 5%

2024

2022

> $100,000



Race or Ethnicity (29)

Reported race or ethnicity follows the reported estimates from the US Census including 1%
of respondents identifying themselves as American Indian or Alaska Native, 3% as Asian or
Pacific Islander, 1% as Black or African American, 2% as Hispanic, Spanish, or Latino, 89% as
White or Caucasian, and 3% noting “other.” 2% of respondents chose to not answer this
question.

Age (Q30)
When compared to 2022 results there was an increase in respondents aged 45-54 and 75
years or older, while all other age groups decreased in response or remained the same.
Maijority of this year’s surveys were filled out by those between the ages of 65 and 74, which
is consistent with the 3 previous surveys. The least responsive age category was 18-24, which
is also consistent with the 5 previous surveys.

Voter Registration & Habits (Q31 - Q35)

Respondents were asked about their current registration status as well as their recent voting
participation. 92% said they are registered to vote in Moscow, which is the highest
percentage response of any survey done in the past. As a reference, general elections are
held every four years and City elections are held every two years. Each City election cycle
typically includes three City council positions, and every other election includes the position
of Mayor.

2004 2014 | 2022 2024 Avg. 20YrA 10YrA 2YrA

Registered to Vote 81% 82% 88% 92% 85% 11% 10% 4%

Voted in the most recent
City election

Voted in most Recent
general election

Likely to vote next City
election

Likely to vote next
general election

60% 66% 68% 81% 69% 21% 15% 13%
89% 80% 83% 90% 84% 14% 10% 7%
76%  81% 85%  86% 82% 6% 5% 1%

80% 88% 94%  92% 91% 3% 4% -2%
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OPEN-ENDED COMMENTS

Two questions (36 and 37) were provided for respondents to make narrative comments,
which were then categorized for ease of analysis. Responses are available on the original
documents which may be viewed upon request by contacting the City Clerk. Question 36
reads, “What do you feel will be the single most important issue facing the City of Moscow
over the next several years?” Question 37 allows respondents to make any other comments
or suggested they feel the City of Moscow needs to consider. The following is a list of the top
10 items that were mentioned with item number 1 being mentioned the most.

Question 36: Question 37:
Most Important Issue Facing the City Things for the City to Consider

1. Religious presence in the 1. Increase street maintenance and
community resurfacing
2. Rapid population and infrastructure 2. Improve parking availability downtown
growth
3. Lack .Of available and affordable 3. Traffic flow efficiency through town
housing
4. Declining aquifer and water supply 4. Support housing affordability
5. Increased downtown and highway 5. Lower broberty taxes
entrance traffic ' property
6. Lack of parking downtown 6. Improve sidewalk maintenance
7. Increased property taxes 7. Monitor planning and zoning
8. Street and sidewalk maintenance 8. Increase residential and street lighting
9. Condition and funding of public 9. Monitor downtown building
schools construction and maintenance
10. Improve bike paths and shared bike

10. Pedestrian and bicyclist safety
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CONCLUSION

Regular surveys provide City of Moscow officials with a unique opportunity to gain the
perspective of the average resident of Moscow. This survey includes a representative sample
of Moscow residents who do not typically participate in local government. The 2024 Citizen
Survey achieved a 27% response rate. The survey results are statistically valid and empirically
defensible. A large portion of those returning the survey also completed one or both of the
open-ended comment questions, providing City officials with specific, personal concerns.
When used correctly, the biennial survey is a powerful tool for continuous improvement of
the Moscow community and an important link between the citizens and City leadership
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Appendix — Citizen Survey Tool with Percentage Responses

2024 City of Moscow
Citizen Survey

Please complete this questionnaire if you are the adult (age 18 or older) in the household who
most recently had a birthday. The adult’s year of birth does not matter. Your responses are
anonymous and will be reported in group form only.

1. Please check the box that comes closest to your opinion of how you would rate each of the following

questions:
Excellent | Good | Neutral | Poor Very Don’t
Poor Know
a. The overall quality of life in Moscow 30% 61% 8% 0% 0% 0%
b. The overall quality of your neighborhood 30% 53% 14% 2% 0% 0%
c. Moscow as a place to raise children 33% 45% 8% 0% 1% 13%
d. Moscow as a place to live 31% 59% 8% 1% 0% 0%
e. Moscow as a place to retire 21% 29% 22% 8% 3% 17%
2. Please rate each of the following characteristics as they relate to Moscow as a whole:
Excellent | Good | Neutral Poor Very Don’t
Poor Know
Overall appearance of the City 19% 67% 10% 3% 0% 0%
Quality of K—12 schools in Moscow 14% 28% 15% 4% 1% 38%
Opportunities to attend cultural activities 27% 43% 19% 4% 1% 6%
Shopping opportunities 5% 37% 32% 20% 5% 0%
Air quality 22% 59% 15% 3% 1% 0%
Recreation opportunities 22% 52% 18% 6% 1% 1%
Job opportunities 3% 27% 39% 15% 3% 14%
Access to affordable housing 3% 10% 23% 34% 19% 12%
Openness and accep.tance of the community 12% 45% 2506 9% 3% 6%
towards people of diverse backgrounds
Entryways to Moscow (Hwy 95 - north and south, 8% 47% 31% 120 206 1%
Hwy 8 - east and west)
3. Please rate how safe you feel from the following occurring to you in Moscow:
Very Fairly Not Safe Somewhat Very Don’t
Safe Safe or Unsafe Unsafe Unsafe | Know
Violent crimes (e.g. robbery, assault) 49% 43% 5% 3% 0% 1%
Property crimes (e.g. burglary, theft) 32% 59% 6% 2% 1% 1%




Fires 37% | 50% | 8% 3% 0% 2%
4. Please rate how safe you feel walking alone at night:
Very | Fairly Not Safe or Somewhat Very Don’t
Safe Safe Unsafe Unsafe Unsafe | Know
In your neighborhood 46% 40% 6% 5% 2% 2%
In downtown areas 40% 42% 9% 5% 1% 4%
c. In Fity parks outside your 24% 41% 15% 9% 206 10%
neighborhood
d. Current levels of street lighting 19% 41% 18% 14% 7% 3%
5. To what degree are the following problems in the City of Moscow:
Extreme Major Important Minor Not a Don't
Problem Problem Problem Problem | Problem | Know
a. Traffic 4% 12% 26% 43% 15% 0%
b. Drugabuse 1% 7% 25% 265 7% 33%
c. Alcohol abuse 1% 7% 24% 29% 7% 31%
d. Taxes 6% 15% 21% 26% 21% 11%
e. Loitering youth 1% 1% 5% 25% 53% 15%
f. Growth 7% 11% 34% 20% 20% 8%
g. Crime 0% 1% 25% 43% 21% 10%
h. Domestic violence 0% 4% 23% 17% 5% 51%
i.  Run down houses and buildings 2% 6% 21% 48% 18% 5%
6. Please evaluate the rate of growth in the following areas in Moscow over the past 5 years:
Much too Too Right Too Much too Don't
Slow Slow Amount Fast Fast Know
a. Population growth 1% 3% 36% 39% 10% 11%
b. Business/retail growth 3% 35% 43% 5% 1% 11%
c. Jobs growth 6% 34% 26% 0% 0% 29%
7. Please rate the following statement:
SZ;:::Y Agree | Neutral | Disagree ;f::;ii :2::;:
a. The City does a good job of pla.nning 204 25% 33% 20% 7% 14%
for the growth of our community




8. In the last 12 months, about how many times have you or other household members done the
following things:

Once/ Twice 3-12 13-26 >26 Don’t
Never Times Times Times Know
a. Useq the Moscow Public Library or 39% 12% 2904 13% 12% 1%
services
b. Par.ti.cipated in a recreation program or 38% 13% 30% 79 9% 204
activity
c. Visited a City park 10% 9% 34% 19% 28% 0%
;{rizc\llziru;iizaper, cans or bottles 9% 206 13% 120 64% 1%
e. Vqunteer'ec‘j yc?ur time to some 40% 13% 21% 7% 18% 1%
group/activity in Moscow
f.  Attended an event at the 1912 Center 34% 21% 32% 8% 4% 1%
9. How do you rate the quality of each of the following City of Moscow services:
Excellent | Good Neutral Poor I\:sz E::;:
a. Police services 29% 49% 13% 2% 2% 5%
b. Fire services 32% 44% 8% 1% 0% 15%
c. Emergency medical services/ambulance 35% 39% 8% 2% 1% 17%
d. Garbage collection 38% 50% 10% 2% 1% 0%
e. Recycling 30% 44% 13% 6% 3% 4%
f.  Water services 24% 46% 16% 6% 4% 4%
g. Sewer services 26% 47% 15% 3% 1% 9%
h. Library services 37% 39% 8% 3% 1% 13%
i.  Recreation facilities 21% 48% 15% 5% 0% 10%
j.  Recreation programs and classes 11% 36% 21% 3% 1% 28%
k. Park maintenance 31% 57% 8% 1% 1% 3%
I.  City parks 37% 54% 7% 1% 1% 1%
m. Street maintenance 10% 37% 25% 20% 8% 0%
n. Cleanliness of streets 16% 58% 17% 8% 1% 0%
0. Snow removal 14% 46% 19% 13% 6% 2%
p. Streetlighting 9% 43% 23% 18% 6% 1%
d. Amount of public parking 7% 28% 26% 29% 9% 1%
r. Ease of car travel in the City 11% 47% 23% 14% 4% 1%
s. Enforcement of traffic laws 9% 43% 21% 8% 5% 14%
t.  Planning and zoning 3% 19% 31% 15% 8% 24%
u. Sidewalk maintenance 6% 26% 32% 22% 10% 3%
v. ADA accessibility in public places 8% 27% 21% 8% 3% 33%
10. Overall, how would you rate:
Excellent Good Neutral Poor | Very Poor :2::;
a. The q.uality of services provided by 17% 65% 15% 204 1% 1%
the City of Moscow




11. What do you feel is the level of service you receive versus the amount you pay for the following:
Excellent Good Neutral Poor Very Don’t
Poor Know
a. Garbage collection 22% 51% 15% 4% 3% 5%
b. Water services 20% 39% 19% 12% 4% 6%
c. Sewer services 21% 41% 23% 4% 3% 9%
d. Parks & Recreation programs 15% 44% 20% 2% 1% 18%
12. In the last 12 months, about how many times have you or other household members done the
following things:
Once/ Twice 3-12 | 13-26 >26 Don’t
Never Times Times Times | Know
a. Accessed Council or Commission agendas,
public hearing notices, the City Code and/or 56% 18% 20% 2% 2% 3%
other information from the City’s website
b. Read alegal notice in the newspaper 63% 12% 15% 3% 6% 2%
c. Atten.ded a City Committee or Commission 86% 7% 4% 1% 0% 1%
meeting
d. Provu.:led oral or written testimony at a public 95% 204 204 0% 0% 1%
meeting
e. Contac.ted t'he Ma.yor or City Supervisor 90% 6% 3% 0% 0% 1%
regarding City policy and/or process
f. Cor?tacted a City Council member regarding City 87% 9% 206 0% 0% 1%
policy or process
g. Contacted City staff regarding City policy and/or 7504 14% 9% 0% 0% 1%
process
h. Watched a City Council meeting on TV 88% 6% 4% 0% 0% 1%
i.  Watched a City Council meeting on YouTube 80% 10% 8% 1% 0% 1%
13. How often do you currently obtain information related to City governmental activities?
Very Very Don’t
Often Often Neutral | Rarely Rarely | Know
a. In person from City staff 2% 6% 6% 21% 62% 2%
b. By phone 2% 4% 10% 16% 66% 2%
c. Local newspaper 9% 20% 12% 15% 42% 2%
d. i;c)y s governmental cable channel (Channel 1% 1% 4% 10% 76% 8%
e. City’s website (www.ci.moscow.id.us) 8% 24% 17% 18% 30% 2%
f.  City sponsored social media efforts 5% 16% 15% 15% 46% 4%



http://www.ci.moscow.id.us/

14. Please rate the following statements by checking the box that most closely represents your opinion:

Strongly . Strongly Don’t
Agree Agree Neutral Disagree Disagree Know
a. |am pleased with the overall 0 o 0 0 0 o
direction that the City is taking el A0 S0 ek S i
b. lam Yvell informed on major issues in 506 31% 37% 19% 6% 3%
the City of Moscow
C. T.h-e CItY government welcomes 79 43% 27% 7% 0% 15%
citizen involvement
d. The.C-lty considers citizen’s opinion in 506 30% 29% 13% 206 2906
decisions
e. |lam well informed about City 30 19% 39% 23% 9% 8%
process and procedures
f.  The City provides adequate access to
public information related to 6% 40% 30% 8% 2% 14%
governmental activities

The following questions are about your household. Again, all of your responses to this survey are
completely anonymous and will be reported in group form only.

15. Are you currently employed?

36% No
14% Part-time
50% Full-time

16. Are you currently enrolled at a local

university?
88% No
1% Part-time
10% Full-time

17. What one method of transportation do you
usually use for the longest distance of your
commute to travel to work or school?

76% Motorized vehicle (e.g. car, truck, van,
motorcycle, etc.)

6% Bicycle

11% Walk/Run

6% Work at home
2%  Other:

18. If you checked the motorized vehicle box in
17, do other people (adults or children)
usually ride with you to or from work?

25% Yes 72% No

19. How many years have you lived in Moscow?

11% Less than 2 years
14% 2-5years

18% 6-10years

16% 11-20years

42% More than 20 years

20. How many people live in your household?

29% 1 9% 4
41% 2 5% 5
12% 3 4%  More than 5



21. Which best describes the building you live
in?
62% One family house detached from any

other houses

11% One family house attached to one or
more houses (e.g. duplex or
townhouse)

24% Building with two or more apartments
or condominiums
2%  Mobile home

0% Other:

22. Do any children 12 or under live in your
household?

16% Yes 84% No

23. Do any teenagers between 13 and 17 live in
your household?

12% Yes 88% No

24. Are you or any other members of your
household age 65 or older?
39% Yes 61% No

25. Does any member of your household have
a physical disability?

12% Yes 88% No

26. What is the highest degree or level of school
you have completed (mark one box):
0.3% 12™or less, no diploma
6%  High school diploma
15% Some college, no degree
5% Associate’s degree (e.g. AA, AS)
33% Bachelor’s degree (e.g. BA, AB, BS)
40% Graduate or professional degree

27. What is your gender?
51% Female 44%
1%  Other 4%

Male
Decline

28. How much do you anticipate your
household’s total income before taxes will
be for the current year?

12% Less than $24,999
18% $25,000 to $49,999
35% $50,000 to $99,999
34% $100,000 or more

29. What is your race or ethnicity? (Mark one or
more races to indicate what race or
ethnicity you consider yourself to be.)

1%  American Indian or Alaska Native
3%  Asian or Pacific Islander

1%  Black, African American

2%  Hispanic, Spanish, Latino

89% White, Caucasian

3%  Other:

30. In which category is your age?

7%  18-24 years 12%  25-34 years
13% 35-44 years 18%  45-54 years
12% 55-64 years 21% 65-74 years
16% 75 years or older

31. Are you registered to vote in Moscow?
91% Yes 7%  No

32. Did you vote in the most recent City
election?
81% Yes 18% No
33. Did you vote in the most recent general
election?
90% Yes 9% No

34. Are you likely to vote in the next City
election?
86% Yes 12% No
35. Are you likely to vote in the next general
election?
92% Yes 6% No
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